
CORVALLIS 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

January 5,2009 
12:OO pm and 7:00 pm 

Downtown Fire Station 
400 NW Harrison Boulevard 

COUNCIL ACTION 

OATHS OF OFFICE 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

I. ROLL CALL 

The following items are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one motion. There will 
be no separate discussion of these items ~lnless a Council member (or a citizen through a Co~lncil 
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 - December 15, 2008 
2. For Information and Filing (Draft nlinutes may return if changes are made by the 

Board or Colnmission) 
a. Planning Conmission - September 24 and October 1,2008 

B. Announcement of Vacancy on Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission (Storer) 

C. Announcelnent of Appointments to Boards, Colnmissions, and Committees (Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Comn~ission - Herford; Budget Con~mission - French; Committee 
for Citizen Involvement - Wersllow) 

D. Schedule a pu~blic hearing for Janualy 20, 2009 to consider an appeal of a Planning 
Colnmission decision (PLD08-00013, SUB08-00007 - Deer Run Park S~~bdivision) 

E. Aclcnowledgment of receipt of 2008 updated Council Policies 
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F. Aclcnowledgn~ent of 2009 City Manager enlploynlent agreement 

G. Authorization to enter into and for the City Manager to sign an Intergovernnlental 
Agreement with the City of Philolnath for operation of Philomath Connection transit 
service 

H. Authorization to enter into and for the City Manager to sign an Intergovernnlental 
Agreement with the United States Geological S~~rvey  for maintenance of the Albany 
river gauge 

I. Authorization to enter into and for the City Manager to sign an Ass~~mption of Lease and 
Consent to Assign the Mediplane, Inc. dba REACH Air Medical Services lease to 
REACH SC LLC 

111. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA 

IV. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

A. Deliberations of an appeal of a Planning Conmission decision (PLD08-00009 - Western 
Station) 

B. City Legislative Cornnittee - December 17,2008 

V. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS 

A. Mayor's Reports 

1. Election of Council President and Vice President for 2009-201 0 Tenn of Office 
2. Standing Conmittee Appointments and Appointments of Council Liaisons to 

Boards, Conmissions, and Con~~nittees (to be distributed on Monday) 
3. Updated Boards, Conmissions, alld Conxnittees directory (to be distributed on 

Monday) 

B. Council Reports 

C. Staff Reports 

1. Council Request Follow-up Repol-t - December 3 1,2008 
2. 2008 Citizen Survey Report 
3. 2009-20 10 Ward Meetings 
4. 2009 Government Conlrnent Conler 

VI. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS - 7:00 pin (Note thnt Visitors' Propositions will cor~tinue 
follolving n11y sclzedzrled public Izeal-ings, ifilecessnly crr~d fmiy nl-e scliedzrled) 
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VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS - 7: 30 pm 

A. A public hearing to consider a Land Use Board of Appeals remand order (PLD06-00018, 
SUB06-00006 - Brooklane Heights) 

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

A. Human Services Cormnittee - None. 

B. Administrative Services Colnmittee - December 18,2008 
1. Economic Development Allocations First Quarter Reports 
2. First Quarter Operating Report 
3. Funding Agreement Annual Report - Corvallis Environmental Center 
4. Co~mcil Policy Review: CP 04-1.09, "Pu~blic Access Television" 
5. Council Policy Review: CP 9 1-2.0 1, "Meeting Procedures" 
6. Council Policy Review: CP 9 1-3.0 1, "Appointment of Acting City Manager" 
7. Council Policy Review: CP 9 1-3.02, "City Coinpensatioii Policy" 

C. Urban Services Colnrnittee - December 18,2008 
1. Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment Program: Sewer Use Ordinance 

Modifications 
ACTION: A11 ordinnnce nnzelidirig Conlnllis Mzlliiciyal Code 

Clznpter 4.03, "Sewer Regulntions, " as nnzended, to be read by 
the City Attorney 

D. Other Related Matters 

1. A resolz~tioli ncceptirig n grnlit fi-onz Orego11 Pm-ks and Recrentioli Depnrtlne~zt 
($28,463) for inzprovilig tlze Avery Pnrlc Rose Garden to Anzericans ~,itlz 
Disabilities Act stanhrds, to be read by the City Attorney 

X. NEWBUSINESS 

XI. ADJOU ENT 

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 alrange for such service. 

A LARGE P N N T  AGENDA CAN BE AVAILABLE BY CALLING 766-6901 

A Conzmzmitji Tlint Honors Diversitj) 
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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  

JANUARY 1 - 17,2009 

THURSDAY, JANUARY 1 

B- City Holiday - all offices closed 

SATURDAY, JANUARY 3 

B- No Government Comment Corner 

MONDAY, JANUARY 5 

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

TUESDAY, JANUARY 6 

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 

c Downtown Parking Committee - 5:30 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 
500 SW Madison Avenue 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 7 

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

THURSDAY, JANUARY 8 

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

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

c Urban Services Committee - 4:00 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 
500 SW Madison Avenue 

L- Committee for Citizen Involvement - 7:15 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 
500 SW Madison Avenue 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 9 

F Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission - 7:00 am - Madison Avenue Meeting 
Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue 

SATURDAY, JANUARY 10 

b Government Comment Corner (host to be determined) - 10:OO am - Library Lobby, 
645 NW Monroe Avenue 

MONDAY, JANUARY 12 

b City Council Orientation - 3:30 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison 
Avenue 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 13 

b Commission for Martin Luther King, Jr. - 12:OO pm - City Hall Meeting Room A, 
500 SW Madison Avenue 

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

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 14 

b Citizens Advisory Commission on Transit - 8:20 am - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 
500 SW Madison Avenue 

b Downtown Commission - 5:30 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison 
Avenue 

THURSDAY, JANUARY 15 

b Parks, Natural Areas, and Recreation Board - 6:30 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 
400 NW Harrison Boulevard 

SATURDAY, JANUARY 17 

+ No Government Comment Corner 



CITY OF CORVfiLIS 
COUNCIL ACTION TES 

December 15,2008 

Council Minutes Summary - December 15,2008 

S U OF DISCUSSION 

Agenda Item 

Consent Agenda 
Pages 652-653 
Unfinished Business 
1. Community Sustainability Plan 

2. Walnut Professional Center Findings 
of Fact and Order 

3. Willarnette Landing Phase 10 
Findings of Fact and Order 

4. LDC Text Amendment Package I 
Findings 

5. Council budget direction 
Pages 653-659 
Mayor Reports 
1. City Web survey 
2. Wheel Chair Day 
3.2009 Teen Summit 
4. Sustainability memberships 
5. Recognition 2007-2008 Councilors 
Pages 659-660 
Council Reports 
1. York and Wershow commendations 

(Daniels) 
2. Book sale to Barack Obaina (York) 
3. Request to delay Brooklane Heights 

public hearing (York) 
4. Urban Forestry Strategic Management 

Plan funding (Wershow) 
5. Ward 2 tree planting (Daniels) 
6. Winter's Eve (Raymond) 
7. Arts Con~mission interest (Raymond) 
8. Homeless Coalition update 

(Raymond) 
Page 661 
Staff Reports 
1. Sanding streets 
2. Development Services reductions 
3. ICLEI-Local Govemnent 

Sustainability grant 
4. City Manager's Report -November 

2008 
5. Qwest settlement 
6. Heartland Humane Society request 
Pages 66 1-663 

Page 650 

Information 
Only 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Held for 
Further Review 

Referred to ASC 

Referred to HSC 

Decisions/Recommendations 

Received and accepted Plan as 
meeting FY07-08 Sustainability 
Goal passed U 

* Adopted Findings of Fact and 
Order passed U 

* Adopted Findings of Fact and 
Order passed U 

* ORDINANCE 2008-20 passed U 



Glossary of Tenns 
ASC Administrative Services Committee HSC Human Services Conunittee 
CAFR Comprehensive Annual Financial Report LDC Land Development Code 
CAS Corvallis Aero Services OAC Osborn Aquatic Center 
CSC Corvallis Sustainability Coalition OECDD Oregon Economic & Development Department 
DHS Department of Homeland Security PW Public Works 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency TOT Transient Occupancy Tax 
FY Fiscal Year U Unanimous 
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Agenda Item 

ASC Meeting of December 4,2008 
1. CAFR 
2. Solid Waste Municipal Code Revision 
3. Economic Development Policy 

Review 
4. Economic Development Allocation 

Process and Calendar 
Pages 663-664,684-688 

USC Meeting of December 4,2008 
1. Wednesday Farmer's Market location 

Page 664 

Other Related Matters 
1. Second Reading - Chronic Nuisance 

Property 
2. FEMADHS grant - aerial platform 
3. Pro Tem Municipal Court Judges 
4. OECDD grant - Hydo-Electric Study 
5. FEMAiDHS grant - earthquake 

exercise 
Pages 664-665 
New Business 
1. OAC Boiler Capital Improvement 

Project Funding Strategy 
2. Reploeg Health Hazard Annexation 

Pages 666-67 1 
Executive Session 
1. CAS pending litigation 
Page 672 
Visitors' Propositions 
1. Economic developlnent allocations 

(vanDevelder, Spencer-Hadlock, 
Hope-Johnstone, Rusk) 
Pages 672-674 
Public Hearings 
1. Western Station Appeal 

Pages 675-684 

Page 651 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

January 20,2009 

Deliberations 
January 5,2009 

Information 
Only 

Yes 

Yes 

Decisions/Recommendations 

Accepted report passed U 
ORDINANCE 2008-21 passed U 

* Allocated 4% TOT to fairs and 
festivals; 1 year review passed U 
Approved process; set calendar 
passed U 

Approved location; directed staff to 
negotiate lease passed U 

ORDINANCE 2008-22 passed 7-1 

RESOLUTION 2008-28 passed U 
RESOLUTION 2008-29 passed U 
RESOLUTION 2008-30 passed U 

* RESOLUTION 2008-3 1 passed U 

Redirected existing budget authority 
to complete project passed U 



CITY OF CORVfiLIS 
COUNCIL ACTION TES 

December 15,2008 

The regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Corvallis, Oregon, was called to order at 12:OO pm 
on December 15,2008 in the Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard, Corvallis, Oregon, with 
Mayor Tomlinson presiding. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

I. ROLL CALL - 

PRESENT: Mayor Tomlinson, Councilors Daniels, York, Hamby, Beilstein, Raymond, Brauner, 
Hervey, Wershow 

ABSENT: Councilor Brown (excused) 

11. CONSENT AGENDA - 

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

A. Reading of Minutes 
1. City Council Meeting - December 1,2008 
2. City Council-Elect Work Session -December 3,2008 
3. For Information and Filing (Draft minutes may return if changes are made by the 

Board or Commission) 
a. Airport Commission -November 4,2008 
b. Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission -November 7, 2008 
c. Citizens Advisory Commission on Transit -November 12, 2008 
d. Commission for Martin Luther King, Jr. - October 28,2008 
e. Committee for Citizen Involvement -November 6,2008 
f. Corvallis-Benton County Public Library Board -November 5, 2008 
g. Downtown Commission and Downtown Parking Committee - 

November 12,2008 
11. Downtown Parking Committee - November 4,2008 
1. Historic Resources Commission - November 12,2008 

j. Housing and Community Development Commission -November 19,2008 
k. Planning Commission - September 17, 2008 
1. Watershed Management Advisory Commission - October 15,2008 

B. Confirmation of Appointment to Airport Commission (Dean) 

C. Announcement of Vacancy on Budget Commission (Kvidt) 

D. 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) 
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The motion passed unanimouslv. 

III. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA -None. 

IV. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

A. Corvallis Sustainability Coalition Community Sustainability Plan presentation 

Coalition Co-Chairs, Betty Griffiths and Annette Mills, presented the Community 
Sustainability Plan with Jim Owens of Cogan Owens Cogan, LLC, project consulting firm. 
Ms. Griffiths said the Plan is the cumulation of work conducted during tlie last year by the 
Coalition Partnership, the City Council, other partner organizations, and community 
members. Tlie Coalition requests Council accept the Plan as meeting the 2007-2008 Council 
Goal to "Enhance organizational sustainability efforts and begin to develop a community- 
wide sustainability initiative." The Plan is visionary and includes proposals from the 12 
broad-ranging and far-reaching work groups. The goals in each ofthe 12 topic areas provide 
suggested direction for public policy and are a starting point for Council discussions. 

Mr. Owens reported that the Coalition has provided Council with regular updates and held 
three Town Hall meetings in which more than 1,000 citizens participated. Hundreds of 
additional citizens participated in the work group process to finalize recommendations 
witliin tlie topic areas. Mr. Owens said tlie extraordinary community action in the 
development of this Plan was impressive and included thousands of volunteer hours. The 
energy and expertise have been inspiring and the consultant team believes this is the most 
broad-based, thoughtful, and visionary sustainability process of its kind; nationally, and 
most likely globally. He added that the Coalition and Council can take great pride in the 
efforts and product of this process. 

Ms. Mills said tlie Coalition was formed to foster greater communication and collaboration 
among local organizations colnmitted to creating a sustainable community. The Coalition 
currently has 135 partner organizations of varying sizes representing diverse interests. The 
partners include 65 businesses, 44 civic and non-profit organizations, seven faith 
communities, and 19 education and government-based entities. The City has been the 
Coalition's primary sponsor and partner throughout this community-wide process. During 
the past ten years, the City has moved toward a more sustainable community by adopting 
tlie Corvallis 2020 Vision Statement in 1998, a 2003 over-arching sustainability goal, and 
the sustainability policy in 2004. In 2005, Council adopted a goal for organizational 
sustainability and approved funding in 2006 to hire a sustainability coordinator to develop 
a sustainability management plan for City government. The Community St~stainability Plan 
builds on work already being conducted by tlie City and other comm~~nity organizations and 
individuals. The Coalition looks forward to a continued successful partnership. 

Ms. Mills said implementation of the Plan will be completed by Coalition Action Teams 
working in collaboration with partner organizations. During tlie past month, the Coalition 
Steering Committee has been recruiting leaders and team members organized around tile 
topic areas. Tlie Energy Action Team and Food Action Team were recently launched and 
the other teams will begin meeting in early 2009. In addition, the Coalition Steering 
Committee conducted a survey ofthe partner organizations to identify which strategies they 
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are working on or would like to work on to implement the Action Plan. As a result, 51 
partner organizations are included in the Action Plan as key organizations committed to 
community sustainability. 

Ms. Griffiths said the Coalition applauds the work begun by City staff to review the Plan 
with a goal of providing the 2009-201 0 Council with information necessary to determine 
next steps. This includes identifying goals with policies, goals being developed, and goals 
for future work items. The Coalition wants to work closely with Council and City staff on 
implementation steps. Part of prioritizing strategies and actions will be a scientific survey 
conducted under a contract with the Oregon State University (OSU) Survey Research 
Center. The goal of the survey is to gauge support for a variety of key strategies and actions 
and to gather baseline data on current sustainability behaviors and actions in our community. 
The Plan includes an implementation pathway and the expectation that this is a living 
document with additional work, feedback, and interaction to come. This visionary 
document contains many proposals and, like any complex effort toward change, there are 
a number of items in the Plan to be analyzed, revised, coordinated, and refined. The 
Coalition understands this is a starting point for future prioritization and recognizes that 
many of the goals and strategies involve policy issues to be addressed by Council. The 
Coalition wants to work with Council on further analysis of this document and participate 
in a discussion on collective priorities that can be part of a new Council goal moving this 
effort forward. Accepting the Plan does not mean the Council agrees with all of the Plan 
recommendations. 

On behalf ofthe Coalition, Ms. Mills thanked everyone involved in the process, recognized 
the Mayor, Council, and City Manager Nelson for support, and commended 
Councilor Brown for his significant efforts as Council Liaison. She noted that 
Councilor Daniels was also engaged as the alternate Council Liaison. Ms. Mills 
aclu~owledged Kirsten Green and the consulting team for providing the guiding hand and 
unwavering support necessary for this process. She thanked members of the Coalition 
Steering Committee, task groups, committees, work group facilitators, and hundreds of 
community members who collectively contributed thousands of hours to the process during 
the past year. 

Mayor Tomlinson thanked the Coalition for their hard work and acknowledged the amount 
of work yet to be completed. 

Councilor Raymond extended gratitude to the committee and said she was pleased with the 
cooperation between all of Corvallis, from youth to seniors, and educators to business 
people. 

Councilor Brauner thanked Coalition members and others who worked on the Plan. He said 
there is a lot of work to do and noted that some ofthe recommendations conflict with others. 
He agrees that the Plan meets the Council Goal to begin working on a community-wide 
sustainability plan and he looks forward to future work on the Plan. 

Councilors Brauner and Wershow, respectively, moved and seconded to receive and accept 
the Plan as meeting the 2007-2008 City Council Goal on Sustainability. 
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Councilor Daniels moved to amend the motion to accept tlie Plan as meeting the 2007-2008 
City Council Goal on Sustainability. 

In response to Councilor York's inquiry, Councilor Brauner confinned that his motion is to 
receive and accept the Plan as meeting the Council Goal. He cannot accept the Plan as a fill1 
Plan, but accepts it as meeting tlie Council Goal to begin working on the Plan. 

Councilor Raymond seconded the amended motion. 

Councilor Daniels said "accepting" the Plan is more clear and recognizes it as a good thing 
versus the neutrality of recognizing receipt. Accepting the Plan does not imply Council is 
adopting the Plan without further review and development of public policy. 

Councilor Raymond said the Council is not in agreement with all of the Plan's action items, 
specifically energy and land use; however, tlie goals are worthwhile and the details can be 
worked out later. The Plan is a living document that will develop and change. 

Councilor Wershow inquired about the difference between "receive," "accept," and "adopt." 
The Plan has been presented to Council; therefore, it is part of the permanent record under 
State law. It is superfluous to state that Council "accept" and/or "receive" it because 
Council must accept and receive it as presented. He wants to avoid giving the impression 
to fuhire Councils and City staffthat this is a document adopted by Council without needing 
further work. The amended motion sounds like the Plan is being "adopted" and he will not 
support it. 

Based on the following roll call vote, the amended motioli failed three to five. 
Ayes: Daniels, Beilstein, Raymond 
Nays: York, Harnby, Brauner, Hervey, Wershow 

Councilor Brauner said the main motion is not a rejection of work tliat has transpired. The 
motion responds to the request by the Coalition for Council to accept the Plan as meeting 
the 2007-2008 Council Goal to begin developing a comm~~nity-wide sustainability initiative. 

Councilor Beilstein said the report is not specific to Council, it is for all Coalition partners. 
The City provided tlie majority of funding for the process and other partners provided 
resources, time, and volunteers. Approxilnately half of the action items have City 
government involvement. He supported tlie amended motion because he wants it understood 
tliat Council takes tlie Plan and Coalition work very seriously. The Council will work hard 
toward implementation of the Plan. "Accepting" and/or "receiving" does not mean tlie 
Council is adopting tlie Plan, it means Council accepts it as good work completed by the 
community and partners. The Plan will be used as beginning framework for the City's 
sustainability goals. He concluded tliat Council has a strong commitment to making the 
sustainability process work, and the City is committed to the effort, even if Council 
disagrees with some action items. 

Councilor Wershow said he supports sustainability and has always been a strong supporter 
of land use planning. One action item in the Plan opens the possibility for changing or 
weakening land use laws. He opined that Council would not be in favor of this. He does 
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not want the public to believe that accepting this Plan automatically means the action items 
will be done. Future Councils will do the best they can to support sustainability. 

The main motion passed unanimously. 

Mayor Tomlinson thanked Mses. Griffiths and Mills, and Mr. Owen for their efforts. 

Councilor Daniels presented flower bouquets to Mses. Griffiths, Mills, and Schuster on 
behalf of Councilor Brown, who could not attend the meeting due to weather conditions. 
Councilor Brown asked Councilor Daniels to share his personal thanks to the leaders and 
individuals who volunteered hundreds of hours keeping this initiative moving forward to 
meet Council's deadline. Mses. Griffiths, Mills, and Schuster were those leaders. 

Councilor Daniels expressed her appreciation for the Coalition's hard work and for 
providing a forum to share the energy, talents, innovation, and creativity from this diverse 
community. 

Written testimony related to the Sustainability Plan was received from Dr. Rod Holland 
(Attachment A) and Dominic and Louanna Oliver (Attachment B). 

B. Adoption of Findings of Fact and Order relating to an appeal of a Planning Commission 
decision (PLD08-00005, SUB08-00004 - Walnut Professional Center) 

Councilors Hamby and York, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt the draft Formal 
Findings and Conclusions from the December 5,2008 memorandum from the Community 
Development Director in support of Council's decision to deny the appeal and approve the 
Walnut Professional Center application (PLD08-00005 and SUB08-00004). 

Councilor Hervey expressed concern with the language in Findings, Page 4, #5, sentences 
5, 8, and 14. He said the underlying basis for much of the paragraph is in the phrase, 
"...until the Land Development Code (LDC) which h l ly  implemented the Corvallis 
Comprel~ensive Plan (CCP) was adopted." The intent of the LDC is to implement the CCP 
as the guidance document. Council may find the LDC, as applied, does not meet the intent 
of the CCP. If so, it appears appropriate to vote in favor of the CCP intent until the LDC 
can be brought into alignment. Council's recent passing ofthe first ofthree revisions to the 
LDC reinforces this interpretation. Councilor Hervey opined that Council would seldom 
reverse a staff or Planning Colnlnission recommendation based upon an interpretation that 
the LDC does not accmately implement the intent of the CCP. 

Councilors Hervey and Beilstein, respectively, moved and seconded to amend Findings, 
Page 4, #5, sentence 5 to read: 

"If an application complies f~illy with the standards in the LDC, the Council 
finds that it will almost always be compatible with the purposes of the 
Planned Development chapter and will almost always be consistent with 
the policies of the CCP." 

Findings, Page 4, #5, sentence 8 to read: 
"Accordingly, in the vast majorilg, of cases, except as specifically related 
to the discussion of a requested variance from the LDC standards, the City 
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Council finds that consistency with the LDC is by its nature consistent with 
the CCP." 

Findings, Page 4, #5 ,  sentence 14 to read: 
"The intent of the LDC, in part, is to resolve these apparent 
conflicts with a clear and objective set of standards." 

Councilor Beiltstein said, although Council does not want inconsistency between the LDC 
and CCP, there are conflicts. To indicate that issues noted by an applicant or appellant, 
based on the CCP not supported by the LDC, are irrelevant, is not a solid decision. The 
amendments address a philosophical question and make the findings stronger. 

Councilor Daniels said one reason for having Formal Findings after a land use decision is 
to make sure the decision is clear and will be upheld if appealed. 

City Manager Nelson added that the Findings reflect staffs  best foot forward representing 
Council's decision. The language in the Findings is very strong and is approached with the 
idea that it may be appealed. 

City Attorney Fewel said he would need to further study the language before voicing an 
opinion. The language presented in the original motion was reviewed with staffand decided 
to be the most sustainable order if appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 

Councilor Daniels said she disagreed with the suggested amendments for the eighth 
sentence. 

Based on the following roll call vote, the amended motion failed two to six: 
Ayes: Beilstein, Hervey 
Nays: Daniels, York, Hamby, Raymond, Brauner, Wershow 

The main motion passed unanimously. 

Mayor To~nlinson announced that any participant not satisfied with Council's decision may 
appeal to the State Land Use Board of Appeals within 21 days of the date of Council's 
decision. 

Adoption of Findings of Fact and Order relating to a Colnprehensive Plan amendment and 
an appeal of a Planning Co~nlnission decision (CPA08-00002 - Willamette Landing Phase 
10) 

Councilors York and Beilstein, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the Findings 
of Fact included in the December 10,2008 memorandum from Community Developlnent 
Director Gibb, denying the requested Colnprehensive Plan amendment, upholding the 
Planning Commission's decision to deny the Zone District change and Major Planned 
Development Modification, approving the Minor Replat; thereby overturning the Planning 
Commission's decision to deny the request. The motion passed unanimouslv. 
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Mayor Tomlinson announced that any participant not satisfied with Council's decision may 
appeal to the State Land Use Board of Appeals within 21 days of the date of Council's 
decision. 

D. Adoption of Findings of Fact and Order relating to a Land Development Code text 
amendment on Council Initiated Package #1 (LDT08-00002) 

Mr. Fewel read an ordinance amending the Corvallis Land Development Code, modifying 
Ordinance 93-20, as amended, and stating an effective date. 

Councilor Daniels said when she reviewed the minutes of the public hearing, Council did 
not discuss of the change regarding the rounding of fractions. She stated agreement with 
the Planning Commission's decision to only round-up at the end of a process of numerical 
calculations and carrying-out the number two decimal positions. 

ORDINANCE 2008-20 passed unanimously. 

Mayor Tomlinson announced that any participant not satisfied with Council's decision may 
appeal to the State Land Use Board of Appeals within 21 days of the date of Council's 
decision. 

E. City Council budget directions 

Mr. Nelson said the staff report reflects the outcome of the November 18 Council work 
session on budget projections related to property tax, ending fund balance, budget capacity 
for new or enhanced programs or capital projects, trend lines, and Council requested budget 
enhancements. 

The City's projected ending fund balance for property tax supported f~inds is $8.6 million. 
During the work session, Council requested staff use three rnonths payroll to establish an 
appropriate fund balance followed by reviewing the budget capacity for program 
enhancement appropriations. The targeted fund balance, if the three-month payroll 
calculation is used, is $5.6 million, leaving a $3 million capacity value. During the work 
session, Council discussed using the $3 million over a five-year period of time. Using all 
ofthose factors, staffsuggested $600,000 for Budget Commission consideration for program 
enhancements and new programs and services. Conceivably, some of the $600,000 could 
be a one-time expenditure for capital projects. 

Councilor Beilstein referred to the list of Council proposed budget enhancements included 
with the staff report. He requested that the list and the Council preference voting document 
be forwarded to the Budget Commission. 

Council concurred with the budget capacity and target budget strategy as listed in the staff 
report. 

Mr. Nelson added that the financial projection, as presented, captures the historic normillg 
adjustment (HNA) trend line. 
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Councilor Hamby noted that the HNA worst case trend line begins at Fiscal Year 2008-2009 
while all other projections began earlier. Finance Director Brewer responded that the 
revised Fiscal Year 2008-2009 budget is treated with the expectation that all of the Fiscal 
Year 2008-2009 budget will be spent. 

In response to Councilor Raymond's inquiry, Mr. Nelson clarified that the three-month 
payroll fund balance is a projection only and funds could be used in other areas. 

Councilor Wershow cautioned that the numbers will be revised on a regular basis. He said 
this can be confusing to new Councilors and voters. 

Mr. Nelson said staff is comfortable with giving the staff report documents to the Budget 
Commission, allowing the information to naturally evolve at the Budget Cominission level, 
and/or taking forward any enhancements that may evolve from the Council goal setting 
discussions. 

Councilor Brauner stated agreement to give the documents to the Budget Commission. 
Council will decide during the goal setting process which items need additional cost 
projections. 

Councilor Daniels added that there has been tension or misunderstanding between citizen 
members of the Budget Commission and Council as some Council requested items have 
been discussed by the Council for months or longer. Providing the list of projected 
enhancements is a good way to cornrnunicate information before the process begins. 

Councilor Daniels added that the proposed enhancements are projects or programs already 
being discussed, and some are "works in progress." Of all of the items on the list, only one 
is relatively new. 

Councilor Hervey noted that each itern on the list of proposed enhancements received two 
or three votes, except for support of community sustainability, which received nine votes. 

V. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS 

Mayor Tomlinson announced that the City is requesting input from citizens about the City's Web 
site. The survey can be completed by visiting the City's Web site at: www.ci.corvallis.or.~is. 

Mayor Tomlinson referred to the Access Benton County meeting minutes topic about Wheel Chair 
Day. He previously participated in a Wheel Chair Day on the OSU campus with former Mayor Berg 
and found it very difficult to maneuver. 

Mayor Tomlinson said the City received a request to support the 2009 Teen Summit. Last year 
Council supported the Summit with a $1,000 allocation. 

Councilor York suggested the item be referred to the Administrative Services Committee (ASC) who 
reviewed the 2008 request. He noted that previous ASC discussions included determining where the 
funds would come from for this program. 
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Councilor Wershow stated support for review by the ASC. He noted that the Summit is a Benton 
County organization and inquired about their financial support. 

Councilor Hamby said the recommendation in the minutes from the 2008 funding request state that 
filhlre fi~nding requests must be made through the social services funding process. 

Council concurred that this request be referred to the ASC. 

Mayor Tomlinson said because ofthe City's sustainability efforts, a number of organizations in the 
Northwest working on similar issues, including the Cascadia Livings Communities Coalition, are 
requesting the City become charter members. Councilor Beilstein requested a list of current cities 
participating in the Cascadia organization. 

1. Recognition of 2007-2008 City Councilors 

Mayor Tomlinson presented Councilors York and Wershow with commemorative 
plaques and recognized their service on the 2007-2008 Council. 

Councilor York - "Over the past two years, Bill York has demonstrated his 
thoughtfulness and thoroughness in all of our deliberations. Bill understands 
Corvallis land use, having served 011 the Planning Commission and on City Council. 
He chaired the Administrative Services Committee during a particularly difficult 
time and chaired it well. Bill articulates his positions carefully and concisely, 
always staying focused on the issue, and not the person. He has demonstrated his 
interest in both the built environment and the nah~ral environment. More than once, 
Bill has called me with a helpful suggestion, a perceptive question, or other 
guidance. I appreciate his spirit of team work and willingness to serve with the 
Council, Mayor, and City staff. Serving with Bill has been a rewarding experience 
and I believe the Council and community have been well served with his presence. 
Please join me in wishing Bill well in his future endeavors, especially from the 14th 
tee." 

Councilor Wershow - '"When I served on the Council in 1989, we did ....' 
Spanning almost two decades, this is the trademark of Stewart Wershow; Council 
parliamentarian and historian. Stewart has been a strong advocate for his Ward, 
talking to his neighbors about their issues through Ward meetings and calling on 
constituents. Criminal justice has always been one of Stewart's passions, serving 
on the Community Policing Forum. He is also a model Council liaison to his 
boards and com~nissions, bringing their ft~ture plans and concerns to the Council 
during Council Reports. Probably the best decision Stewart has made outside of 
Council business is marrying into one of Oregon's great land use families, the 
MacPhersons. As many of you know, Hector MacPherson helped author Senate 
Bill 100, Oregon's land use law. Please join me in wishing Stewart a long and 
productive post-Council time, although we will never know when and ]low Stewart 
will return to grace us with his presence." 
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B. Council Reports 

Councilor Wershow concurred that the best decision he ever made was to marry Jar,et 
MacPherson. 

Councilor Daniels noted that the Council is losing 16 years of accumulated experience 
between Councilors York and Wershow. She thanked them for their service to the City and 
community. 

Councilor York reported that the Friends of the Library recently sold a four-book Carl 
Sandberg set about Abraham Lincoln to Barack Obama through the online book selling site, 
www.bentonbooks.com. 

Councilor York said a constituent requested a delay on the Brooklane Heights public 
hearing, stating that the timing is not good due to the holidays. The constituent also 
questioned the long delay between the remand and final hearing. 

Mr. Nelson said the hearing was extended beyond the 90 days to allow staff to work with 
the applicant on a clear direction for Council consideration. The hearing has been scheduled 
for January 5,2009 and the required notices will be mailed today. 

Councilor Wershow said he enjoys reviewing Councilor e-mail archives and noted that 
Councilor York received an interesting e-mail from Urban Forester Merja announcing the 
receipt of funds to draft the Corvallis Urban Forestry Strategic Management Plan. 

Councilor Daniels reported that more than 20 trees were planted in Ward 2 on December 6. 
The project was a collaboration of the Oddfellows, Sierra Club, Downtown Corvallis 
Association, Commission for Civic Beautification and Urban Forestry, and Parks Division 
staff. 

Councilor Raymond noted the following: 
Many Councilors and community members attended the Winter's Eve event in early 
December. 
Citizens have expressed interest in forming a new Arts Comn~ission. Interested 
parties can contact Sally Duncan for additional information. 
She and Councilors Hamby and Daniels recently met with Homeless Coalition 
representatives. The Coalition is working on a ten-year plan to end homelessness 
and many people in the community are involved with different projects. The cold 
weather shelter is operating with volunteers from 16 organizations. Substitute 
volunteers are needed. 

Staff Reports 

Mr. Nelson said staff are sanding City streets and will continue to do so until the severe 
weather has passed. 

Mr. Nelson announced that an update on the recent Development Services Division 
reductions will be provided after the first of the year. 
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Mr. Nelson referred to the materials from Councilor Brown related to a sustainability 
planning pilot project. The information relates to a request from Councilor Daniels about 
the ICLEI-Local Government Sustainability organization. The pilot project involves 
training and planning for local governments pursuing local sustainability plans. Grant 
applications are due December 19 and staff will continue working on the application for 
submission unless Council Ilas concerns. 

In response to Councilor Hervey's inquiry, Mr. Nelson said staff will further explore the 
potential for duplication of steps. 

Councilor Daniels added that the City can withdraw the application if duplication is 
apparent in the process. She commended City staff for moving forward with the application. 

1. City Manager's Report - November 2008 

Mr. Nelson requested Councilors call him if they have questions about the report. 

2. Council Request Follow-up Report - December I 1,2008 

Mr. Nelson mentioned several items from the report: . Multi-family recycling- The issue will be brought back to Council through 
Committee following additional research on the responsibilities and 
implications to staff, if Council approves a change to the Municipal Code. . Radio Communications Tower - The Police Department provided an 
update. 
Planning Division Work Items - 
c South Corvallis White Paper - additional information will be 

available in early 2009. 
c LDC Package #2 -staff is identifying items for potential approval 

by June 2009. 
c Planning Work Program -the 60 action items will be reviewed by 

citizens and the Planning Commission before Council review. 

3. Qwest settlement 

Mr. Nelson reported that the City participated with the League of Oregon Cities in 
this lawsuit. The City's expenses totaled less than $10,000 and return on the 
investment was $48,000. He commended Ms. Brewer and Customer Services 
Manager Krieg for their work on this project. 

4. Heartland Humane Society request 

Mr. Nelson said Heartland Human Society is requesting exemption fiom the living 
wage ordinance requirements. When the living wage ordinance was adopted, the 
Council increased the Heartland Humane Society's contract amount. Their request 
notes a compression in pay levels oftechnicians compared to professional positions. 
Mr. Nelson suggested this item be referred to the Human Services Committee 
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(HSC) for review. Committee review will include contract history and an 
opportunity to hear directly from Heartland Humane Society representatives. 

Councilor Beilstein said he will support a review by the HSC, including alternative 
solutions such as increasing the contract amount. He will not be sympathetic to 
relieving a City contractor from obligations under the living wage ordinance and is 
not supportive of correcting salary compression by lowering the wages of 
individuals earning the lowest wage. 

Councilor Wershow said more information is needed including the consequence of 
not contracting with Heartland Humane Society. 

Mr. Nelson stated appreciation for the comments and confirmed that the issue will 
be scheduled for HSC discussion. 

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

A. Human Services Committee -None. 

B. Administrative Services Committee - December 4,2008 

1. Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) 

Councilor Raymond reported that the audit process went smoothly and there were 
no significant findings of internal control issues. The auditors made suggested 
improvements as noted in the ASC minutes. 

Councilors Raymond and York, respectively, moved and seconded to accept the 
June 30, 2008 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. The motion passed 
unanimously. 

4. Solid Waste Municipal Code Revision 

Comlcilor Raymond said the Committee discussed amendments to the Code to 
include a Public Responsibilities section, change "garbage" to "solid waste," and 
other housekeeping issues. 

Mr. Fewel read an ordinance related to garbage, amending Municipal Code Chapter 
4.01, Garbage Regulations, as amended. 

ORDINANCE 2008-2 1 passed unanimously. 

3. Economic Development Allocation Process and Calendar 

Councilors Raymond and York, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the 
process and set the Economic Development Allocations calendar as recommended 
by staff. 
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Councilor York noted that the calendar assumes approval of the policy that is not 
scheduled for review until the evening meeting. If the policy is approved differently 
than Committee recommendation, the proposed calendar may not be manageable. 

Councilors Raymond and York, respectively, withdrew the motion. 

C. Urban Services Committee - December 4,2008 

1.  Wednesday Farmer's Market Location 

Councilor Hamby reported that the Corvallis-Albany Farmers' Market has been 
exploring an alternative location for the Wednesday Market. The Downtown 
Commission conducted public outreach and recommended the market be relocated 
to the City-owned parking lot at the intersection of 2nd Street and B Avenue. The 
Downtown Commission prefers the Market be held in the afternoon and early 
evening hours. If Council approves the relocation, staff will begin the process of 
lease negotiations. 

Councilors Hamby and Daniels, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the 
Wednesday Farmer's Market location to the City-owned parking lot at 2nd Street 
and B Avenue and direct staff to negotiate a lease with the Corvallis-Albany 
Farmers' Market. The motion passed unanimously. 

D. Other Related Matters 

I .  Mr. Fewel read, for the second time, an ordinance creating a new Corvallis 
Municipal Code Chapter 5.07, "Chronic Nuisance Property," providing civil 
penalties, providing remedies for the adverse effect on properties, and promoting 
and protecting the public health, welfare, and safety of the community. 

ORDINANCE 2008-22 passed seven to one with Councilor Hervey opposing. 

2. Mr. Fewel read a resolution accepting a grant from the Federal Emergency 
Management AgencyIDepartment ofHoineland Security in the amount of $34 1,760 
for purchase of a replacement aerial platform, and authorizing the City Manager to 
sign grant documents. 

Councilors Hanby and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the 
resolution. 

Councilor York noted that the current equipment cannot be sold because it does not 
comply with United States regulations. In response to his inquiry about selling the 
equipment overseas, Mr. Nelson said it is most likely not desirable to have the 
equipment in circulation; however, staff will explore the suggestion further. 
Councilor Beilstein added that if the City cannot sell the equipment outside of the 
United States, it might be possible to donate it to another country. 

RESOLUTION 2008-28 passed unanimously. 
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3. Mr. Fewel read a resolution relating to appointment of pro tem Municipal Court 
Judges. 

Mr. Fewel explained that Council appoints the Municipal Court Judge and the 
resolution names seven individuals as pro tems available at the Judge's needs. 

Councilors Daniels and Hamby, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the 
resolution. 

Councilor Beilstein added that the resolution also includes any active Municipal 
Court Judge from any other Oregon city. 

RESOLUTION 2008-29 passed unanimously. 

4. Mr. Fewel read a resolution accepting a grant from the Oregon Economic and 
Community Development Department in the amount of $1 8,500 for the Rock Creek 
Hydro-Electric Study, and authorizing the City Manager to sign grant documents. 

Councilors Hamby and Beilstein, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the 
resolution. 

In response to Councilor Raymond's inquiry about environlnental aspects, Public 
Works Director Rogers said the intent is to determine if there is enough energy in 
the raw water pipeline water to produce electricity. He does not believe there 
would be any environmental impacts as the water is not released or dumped, and in 
fact, the water used to make electricity would also be used for drinking water. 

In response to Councilor Daniels' inquiry, Mr. Rogers confirmed that if it is 
determined feasible to produce electricity, the project would qualify as a mini-hydro 
project. 

Councilor Daniels said "mini-hydro" possibilities are frequently referred to in the 
Energy Trust pilot project and energy aspects of the Corvallis Sustainability 
Coalition's work. 

RESOLUTION 2008-30 passed unanimously. 

5 .  Mr. Fewel read a resolution accepting a grant from the Federal Emergency 
Management AgencyIDepartment of Homeland Security in the amount of $9,190 
for participation in an Urban Search and Rescue earthquake exercise, and 
authorizing the City Manager to sign grant documents. 

Councilors Hamby and Beilstein, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the 
resolution. 

RESOLUTION 2008-3 1 passed unanimously. 
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X. NEW BUSINESS - 

A. Osborn Aquatic Center Boiler Capital Improvement Project Funding Strategy 

Mr. Nelson said when bids come in differently than proposed, the City typically rebids the 
project. If the bid is more than 25 percent over the expected expenditures, Council must 
approve moving forward with the project. 

Mr. Nelson explained that the project was originally budgeted at $174,000. More than 
$100,000 was expected from property tax supported fiinds with the balance coming from 
Corvallis School District 509J, Osborn Aquatic Center Building Fund, Swim Club, and 
Business Energy Tax Credits (BETC). The bid came in higher than expected and if the 
boiler fails before the improvement, the BETC are voided. Staff recommend amending the 
bid and proceeding with an additional cost of $78,000. The additional fiinds will come from 
the Townsend Shelter carry-over, left-over Sunset Lights appropriations, and by postponing 
the Crystal Lake irrigation project for one-year. 

Councilor Beilstein surmised that in the current economic climate, companies may be more 
willing to lower their bids. In response to his inquiry about placing the project out to bid 
again, Parks and Recreation Director Emery said the bid was received in Fall 2008 and she 
doubted there would be any change by placing a new bid this quickly. She added that it 
would take several months to coordinate a new bid procedure. Several companies bid the 
project and the recommendation is for the lowest bid. The project is only eligible for the 
projected $43,000 BETC if the project is completed before the end of the boiler's expected 
35 year life span. The boiler is approximately 34 years old. Ms. Emery added that the 
facility will close if the boilers fail before the project is completed. 

Mr. Nelson concurred that staff would move forward with rebidding the project if they 
thought there was a benefit to do so. 

In response to Councilor Hervey's inquiry, Ms. Emery explained that the heat exchangers 
were removed from this project and will be replaced in the future. One of the exchangers 
has had repair issues; however, Public Works staff felt it worth the risk to postpone the 
replacement. The other heat exchanger is running well. 

Councilor Raymond said the Osborn Aquatic Center is well used and an important part of 
City recreation. She will support the proposal. 

In response to Councilor Wershow's inquiry about resubmitting the BETC application, 
Ms. Emery explained that the City was required to resubmit the application when the project 
changed from two to three boilers, and because of the increased cost. 

Councilors York and Daniels, respectively, moved and seconded to approve redirecting 
existing budget authority to complete the Osborn Aquatic Center boiler project. The motion 
passed unanimouslv. 
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B. A resolution requesting an exemption from voter approval of an annexation to address a 
health hazard (ANNOX-00006 - Reploeg Health Hazard Annexation) 

Senior Planner Schlesener explained that the Benton County Health Department (BCHD) 
Environmental Health Division documented a health hazard of a contaminated well at 1599 
NW Bonney Drive. The property is served by a private well that is going dry and has been 
contaminated with Coliform Bacteria. City water services are available nearby. 

The subject property is contiguous to City Limits and within the Urban Growth Boundary. 
It has a Comprehensive Plan Map land use designation of Low Density Residential with 
both Natural Hazards and Natural Resources Overlays. The property is located west of 
NW13th Street, north of Bonney Drive, and south of the Highland Dell Drive cul-de-sac. 
The current Benton County zoning is UR-5. 

Ms. Schlesener said State law and proximity to existing City water facilities make 
annexation and connection to City water the appropriate method for alleviating the 
documented health hazard. The City has approached sewer failmes in a similar fashion by 
exempting them from the voter annexation process; however, this is the first time the 
Environmental Health Division has presented a water-related health hazard. City Planning 
staff worked closely on this issue with County staff, the City Attorney's Office, and the 
City's Public Works Department. 

Ms. Schlesener added that the property owner is not considering connecting to City sewer 
service due to the distance to the City sewer lines. The property owner will pay for all costs 
associated with connecting to City services. 

Councilor Wershow noted that Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 222 requires a formal hearing 
at the State level after the City is notified of a health hazard and passes a resolution 
approving annexation. 

Mr. Fewel responded that the process identified in ORS 222 is used when the property 
owner does not provide consent of annexation. City Charter states that the City cannot 
annex without a vote of the people unless mandated by State law. The City considers it 
mandated by State law when the County, as an agent of the State, tells the City that an 
annexation is necessary for health purposes. The proposed resolution acluiowledges that the 
State, through the County, declared a health hazard and the City is exempting it from the 
Charter requirement to request voter approval. The Planning Commission will hold a 
hearing regarding the land use designation with follow-up Council hearings to process the 
annexation and withdrawal from the Rural Fire Protection District. 

Mayor Tomlinson recessed Council from 1.59 until 2:10 pm. 

In response to Councilor York's inquiry about potential density if the subject property is 
zoned RS-6, if a~~nexed,  Ms. Schlesener said it would depend on the LDC requirements. 
Density requirements for this site allow for two to six dwelling units per acre. There is no 
guarantee that a property owner is allowed maximum density, and before the property could 
be developed further, compliance for all of Corvallis' LDC criteria (infrastructure, utilities, 
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setbacks) would need to be demonstrated. In theory, up to 30 units could be developed, but 
challenges on the site would make that almost impossible. 

Councilor York noted that the 120-foot deep well on the subject property is shallow 
compared to nearby wells that range from 300 to 500 feet deep. The well is also unlined, 
making is susceptible to near-surface contamination. 

In response to Councilor York's inquiry about the property owner's obligation to remedy 
the issue through other means, BCHD Environmental Health Specialist Turkisher said 
Oregon Water Resources staff confirmed that the well met State construction codes and was 
drilled by a licensed well driller. The property owner has the option to drill another well; 
however, it has been difficult to locate water in the subdivision and the property owner 
would risk drilling a dry or low-flow well. When the current well was drilled, it was low- 
flow, but met the Code for low-flow with storage facility (1,500 gallon potable tank and 
separate 1,500 gallon irrigation tank). The property owner installed a two-gallon per minute 
flow restricter valve. A consultant determined that an ultraviolet (UV) filter would only be 
a short-term solution. Another water source needs to be found by drilling another well or 
by hooking up to City services after annexation. 

Councilor York expressed concern about the County's role in a long-tern solution, and fear 
that the City will eventually annex the subdivision one lot at a time due to a history of water 
shortages in the subdivision. Mr. Turkisher said Benton County Planning Director Verret 
and/or Public Works Director Irvin would need to respond to that concern. Not all of the 
subdivision lots are having water issues and the City's annexation requirement is to be 
contiguous to City Limits. At this point, not all ofthe 32 lots are contiguous to City Limits. 
Septic contamination is different in that Benton County will not allow a repair permit if 
sewer is legally and physically available (within 300 feet). City code defines physically 
available at 150 feet. 

In response to Councilor Hamby's inquiry, Ms. Schlesener confirmed that the owner is not 
required to connect to the City's sewer system because the septic system is not failing and 
the connection distance is beyond 1,000 feet. If the distance was less than 150 feet, the 
property owner would be mandated to connect to City sewer. 

In response to Councilor Raymond's inquiry, Ms. Schlesener said the owner petitioned for 
the annexation, paid the annexation fee, and will be required to pay for all costs associated 
with connecting to City water. 

In response to Councilor Brauner's inquiry about mandating a health hazard annexation, 
Mr. Turkisher said the County has declared a health hazard and is bringing the issue forward 
for Council discussion on alternatives or allowance of the annexation. If the annexation is 
not approved, the property owner will need to develop an alternate solution such as drilling 
an additional well. Although the current well was drilled to Code by a licensed well driller, 
on-site review revealed that the well was drilled in a natural drainage area making it more 
susceptible to surface water contanination. The well could be further investigated to see 
if the seal failed or something else occurred to cause the contamination. 
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Mr. Turkisher said when the septic system was approved for the subject five-acre parcel, the 
City and the County made conflicting pre-easements causing many septic systems to be 
moved due to road location and construction. For example, when the roadway was built, the 
spoil piles from the construction were placed on top of the septic approval associated with 
this property. New site evaluations were completed and the septic system location was 
moved. 

Councilor Brauner noted that another alternative would be to submit it for an annexation 
vote. This would limit the owner's expenses and risk of drilling another well. Until all of 
the options are explored, it is difficult to understand why it is being considered for health 
hazard annexation since the County and/or State has not mandated annexation. Once 
mandated, the City would be required to annex the property. Mr. Turkisher responded that 
his evaluation determined a low-flow well with Coliform that is correctable with a UV 
disinfecting filter for a short-term solution. His declaration is that the well is a health 
hazard. 

Councilor Brauner added that the subject property is part of an area that was not approved 
for annexation by a vote ofthe people, and subsequently developed with five-acre standards. 
Any action taken by Council should be due to a mandated health hazard annexation or 
processed through the City Charter for a vote. 

Councilor Daniels said she is hesitant to approve this annexation request without further 
information. She is not comfortable with the proposed zoning and future development of 
the property if it is annexed without further review of options such as determining the 
contamination source, drilling a deeper well, and/or installing a well encasement. She 
recalled voting against placing the previous request for annexation on the ballot due to the 
water issues in this area. 

Mr. Fewel said when the Charter provision was written, the intent of "unless mandated by 
State law" was for health hazard annexations. The discussions may have been that the State 
holds the hearing and mandates when the owners are not consenting to the annexation; 
however, the language has always been treated by the City that annexation is mandated upon 
the health hazard declaration of the County health experts. This has alleviated time 
consuming and expensive procedures for failing septic systems. Mr. Fewel added that this 
is the first time he recalls "mandated" being discussed. 

Mr. Fewel announced that Council has the ability to reject the resolution and the property 
owner can initiate an annexation process through a vote. If the resolution is adopted, 
Council is stating agreement that the County, as a representative of the State, is mandating 
the health hazard and the finding is made for the purposes of not sending the annexation to 
the voters. 

In response to Councilor Beilstein's inquiry about extending services outside of the City 
without an annexation, Mr. Fewel said the Charter is clear that any City service(s) extended 
outside of City Limits is processed through annexation procedures. 

Councilor Beilstein expressed concern of the possibility that the health hazard was 
developed by the owners with the intent to achieve annexation without going to the voters. 
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Accepting the resolution means accepting the County's report that annexation is the solution 
to the current health hazard. 

Mr. Turkisher opined that the intent was not to cause a health hazard to allow annexation. 
There is no State criteria that requires a specific number of samples taken or a specific 
number of alternatives to be reviewed to declare a health hazard. Mr. Turkisher said he uses 
the State definition of "health hazard" to make his declaration. 

Councilor Brauner said the issue is what annexation process is appropriate under the City 
Charter, not to find an alternative. He reiterated that if the County, representing the State, 
mandates a health hazard annexation to solve the issue, then the City does not have a choice. 
If the County does not mandate a health hazard, then the only other way to annex the 
property is through a vote of the people. 

Mr. Turkisher said when a septic failure occurs, the County determines whether a repair 
permit can be issued. It is not clear whether this is a mandated health hazard. Following 
discussions with County and City staff, including the City Attorney's Office, it is not clear 
whether declaring a healtk hazard mandates an annexation in this case. 

Mr. Fewel said the discussion with County Counsel included this issue going to the State 
after adoption of the resolution. The State would then hold a public hearing to determine 
whether to mandate the health hazard. Mr. Fewel reiterated that the City has always 
accepted the statement from the County that a health hazard annexation is required. 

In response to Councilor Harnby's inquiry about bypassing the resolution and forwarding 
the issue to the State, Mr. Fewel said the State requires a resolution from the City stating 
that the County has declared the property to be a health hazard, the solution is by 
annexation, and the City agrees it meets the requirement. As outlined in the ORS, the State 
requires two certified copies of the resolution and Mr. Turkisher's letter before they will 
initiate a hearing. The ORS also states that this process is used when there is no consent by 
the property owner. 111 this case, the City has property owner permission. 

Councilor Daniels said the immediate issue is that the property owners have a failing well 
and need access to drinking water. There is also a procedural issue related to the process 
of annexation and whether annexation is the answer to the property owner's problem. She 
is not opposed to annexing this property at some point in the future, but is not convinced 
Council has enough information to make that decision. If it is determined that a deeper, 
fiilly-encased well would still not provide enough drinking water, then she would vote for 
immediate annexation. It is a good faith measure with the voters that Council is not 
approving an annexation until other options have been fully explored. 

Mr. Turkisher inquired what the next step would be if, for example, the property owner 
drilled another well to 400 feet and it was dry. Witl~out criteria, this process could result 
in a large investment for the property owner only to eventually have the property annexed. 

Councilor Brauner responded that the determination of whether there are other options is 
the responsibility of BCHD. If the property owner does not want to go to the expense of 
drilling another well, they can request annexation through voter approval. If the County 
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believes the best and most reasonable solution is annexation, then the County should declare 
a mandated annexation. 

Mr. Fewel suggested that Council table the decision for 30 days to allow the property owner 
to bring in experts to testify about the reasons for not drilling another well, making the 
current well deeper, or pursuing other alternatives. In the meantime, he suggested the 
County address what is mandated by the State. 

Councilors Daniels and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to refer this issue to the 
January 20 Council meeting scheduled for 12:OO pm. The motion passed unanimouslv. 

Councilor York suggested that the County begin developing quantitative standards for wells 
compatible for the standards currently in place for septic systems. 

Mr. Turkisher explained that the County building permit process requires water quantity and 
quality standards for wells. Wells with more than three connections are considered public 
and oversight is costly and time consuming. Standards are not in place for private wells 
(less than three connections) and it is doubtful standards can be developed within 30 days. 

Councilor York said he is only suggesting the County begin developing standards. There 
will be questions in the future about the depth of wells, when liners are required, and other 
similar standards. 

In response to Councilor Beilstein's inquiry, Mr. Turkisher explained that the County would 
not typically hear about water quality issues on private wells. The limited standards are 
reviewed at the time of building pennit only. 

Councilor Wershow opined that future Councils will want to know the cause of the 
contamination. 

In response to Councilor Hervey's inquiry about postponing the resolution, Ms. Schlesener 
clarified that if Council decides not to pass a resolution and the property owner decides to 
pursue voter annexation, they would need to submit an application in March for the 
November election. 

Mayor Tomlinson 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. 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. Any Councilor or staff member who may not be able to maintain the 
Council's confidences should leave the meeting room. 

Mr. Fewel reported that Councilors-elect O'Brien and Hirsch requested permission to stay for the Executive 
Session as long as they abide by the above requirements. Council agreed by consensus. 
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The Council entered Executive Session at 2:46pnf. 

Mr. Fewel and Mr. Rogers briefed Council on pending litigation with Corvallis Aero Services. 

Mayor Tomlinson recessed the Council at 2:5 1 pm and reconvened the Council at 7:02 pm in the Downtown 
Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard, Corvallis, Oregon. 

I. ROLLCALL - 

PRESENT: Mayor Tomlinson, Councilors Daniels, York, Hamby, Beilstein, Raymond, Brauner, 
Hervey, Wershow 

ABSENT: Councilor Brown (excused) 

VI. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS 

Brenda vanDevelder, daVinci Days Executive Director, said she met with the Fall Festival, Corvallis 
Tourism, and the Red, White, and Blues Festival Directors to develop a fair festival filnding 
proposal. The proposal is for dedicated festival funding at a set 4.5 percent for marketing and 
promotio~lal activities. 

In response to Councilor Wershow's inquiry, Ms. vanDevelder confi~lned that the proposal includes 
Fall Festival, daVinci Days, and the Red, White, and Blues Festival. 

In response to Councilor York's inquiry, Ms. vanDevelder said Council should determine where the 
funds come from. Currently, funds are allocated through economic development. 

In response to Councilor Wershow's inquiry, Ms. vanDevelder said the festivals support Corvallis 
To~~rism's  continued program funding. She reiterated that Council must decide whether the 4.5 
percent comes from the General Fund, reserves, economic development allocations, or other sources. 
She clarified that the concern is for dedicated fiinding, not lowering the 30 percent economic 
development filnds Corvallis Tourism receives. She confirmed that festival directors believe the 
festivals are a tourism related activity. 

In response to Councilor Beilstein's inquiry about futme tourism, Corvallis Tourism Executive 
Director Hope-Johnstone said the Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) is expected to decrease 15 
percent by 201 0. 

Councilor Beilstein said if the support is set at a percentage of TOT and the TOT is 15 percent less 
in 201 0, the dedicated festival monies would decrease 15 percent. 

Ms. vanDevelder explained that over the last ten years, total dollars for festivals has remained flat. 
When the TOT is growing, festivals should not be penalized by continuing at the same allocation. 
Similarity when the TOT decreases, festivals would be subject to a lower level of funding. Festival 
directors understand they drive some of the hotel/motel taxes. The goal is to have an incentive to 
bring people to Corvallis for festivals and lodging. 
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Ms. vanDevelder confirmed that 4.5 percent equals approximately $45,000; a slight increase over 
recent allocations. 

Councilor Hamby said the increase is approximately $1 0,000 for three festivals. Ms. vanDevelder 
explained that the increase will return the festivals to the level of past funding. The daVinci Days 
Film Festival is a separate event and the increase will help with marketing efforts. For several years, 
the festivals have been denied a requested higher level of funding. 

In response to Councilor Hamby's inquiry, Ms. vanDevelder said a ten year review of funding 
allocations provides a more accurate view of the previous funding levels. 

Cynthia Spencer-Hadlock, Fall Festival Executive Director, said a ten year funding graph was 
included in the Council materials. Prior to the 2003 Corvallis Tourism funding changes, Fall 
Festival and daVinci Days received a higher level of funding. 

Ms. vanDevelder said festival directors agreed that a fair split of the 4.5 percent allocation to be 2 
percent for daVinci Days, 1.5 percent for the Red, White, and Blues Festival, and 1 percent to Fall 
Festival. 

Mysw Rusk, Corvallis-Benton Chamber Coalition (CBCC) Executive Director, requested Council 
postpone the Economic Development Policy Review. She opined that the review was not thorough 
and did not include whether criteria used to measure economic development is correct or 
appropriate. Criteria could be divided into direct and indirect benefits and weighed accordingly. 
There has been no discussion of the how the Prosperity That Fits (PTF) Plan findings and intended 
outcomes could be incorporated in the City's Economic Development Policy. She opined that items 
related to the PTF Plan should receive priority funding and she does not believe festivals should be 
included in the economic development allocations, as it is too difficult to determine the value of 
festivals. 

In 2002, due to economic conditions, the City instituted budget reductions and the economic 
development allocations decreased from 65 to 50 percent of the TOT. In 2003, State law required 
30 percent of the total TOT be dedicated to Corvallis Tourism for tourism activities, leaving 20 
percent TOT available for economic development allocations. The City has since reinstated prior 
program reductions except for economic development allocations; therefore, further review of this 
policy is warranted. A 4.5 percent reinstatement from the General Fund to economic developinent 
allocations is not an unreasonable request. 

Ms. Rusk said there are too many organizations providing business support services and tourisln 
activities for the City to support during tough economic conditions. Not including benefits, the top 
six business support organizations and festivals dedicate more than $300,000 to executive director 
salaries each year, for a total of $1 million invested by the community. With City leadership, this 
process could be changed and additional collaborations or consolidations could be developed to 
better serve the community. Requiring consolidation or prioritizing funding for organizations that 
voluntarily work together is a better use of public funds to attain the goals outlined in the City's 
Economic Development Policy, PTF Economic Development Strategic Plan, and the City's 2020 
Vision Statement. 
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In response to Councilor Beilstein's inquiry, Ms. Rusk confirmed that the $300,000 in annual 
salaries is for the directors of the CBCC, Business Enterprise Center, Coilrallis Tourism, daVinci 
Days, Fall Festival, and the Downtown Corvallis Association. Councilor Beilstein noted that 
daVinci Days and Fall Festival Executive Directors salaries come from the total festival budget, not 
City support. Ms. Rusk agreed and added that a review of each organization's budget identifies local 
control of approximately $1 million annually to be used for tourism and economic development 
activities. 

Councilor Brauner opined that the $300,000 spent for director salaries might be better utilized by 
having City staff responsible and not contracting with organizations. He opined that it could result 
in a more coordinated and productive way of conducting economic development. 

Ms. Rusk said her experience has been for every City staff person hired, she can hire two. Funds 
can be stretched further because she does not have to deal with unions, living wage ordinance, or 
other items that can be better managed in the private sector. 

Ms. Rusk provided a copy of a 2005 memorandum related to measurable metrics (Attachment C) and 
Economic Indicators/Meas~tres of Success from June 2001 (Attachment D). She recognized that 
some of the indicators, such as population, are not viable measurements. Ms. Rusk added that this 
is an interesting opportunity the City has provided by allowing organizations to establish goals, 
priorities, and success inetrics around organizational values and not traditional economic 
development values. 

Councilor Wershow said the Business License Program (BLP) was meant to filnd the PTF Plan and 
the business community withdrew support. He inquired why the City should continue to pursue the 
Plan if the businesses are not willing to pay for it. 

Ms. Rusk said she spent approximately 300 horns on the BLP proposal. A reasonable plan was 
presented that the business community supported until items were changed that no longer reflected 
equity. Politically and partnership-wise, a lot of damage resulted between the City and business 
relationships. The business community is willing to pay fair-share based on the $500,000 match 
from private and community support for economic development activities. 

Co~~ncilor Wershow commented that any proposal taking money from the General Fund, takes 
money away from basic services, such as police and fire. 

Councilor Brauner acknowledged that Ms. Rusk worked hard to bring a reasonable BLP forward. 
In response to his inquiry about whether the business community would support the origillally 
proposed BLP, Ms. Rusk said she would need to start over due to current global economic conditions 
and the loss of trust. She is willing to tackle the issue again. 

Councilor Daniels noted that funding was not reinstated for all programs. The select few reinstated 
did not receive anywhere near the $2 million reduction. She agreed that trust has been lost between 
the City and the business community and it would take a lot for her to be interested in working 
through the process again. 
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V11. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A. A public hearing to consider an appeal of a Planning Commission decision (PLD08-00009 
-Western Station) 

Mayor Tomlinson reviewed the order of proceedings and opened the public hearing. 

Declaration o f  Conflicts oflnterest - None. 

Declaration o f  Ex Parte Contacts 

Councilor Raymond said, as Council liaison to the Planning Commission, she has heard 
testimony related to this hearing. She opined that she could make a fair and impartial 
decision. 

Rebuttal to Conflicts o f  Interest and Ex Parte Contacts - None. 

Declaration o f  Site Visits 

Councilors Daniels and Raymond acknowledged making site visits. 

Objections on Jzrrisdictional Grozlnds - None. 

Staff Overview 

Senior Planner Young provided copies of additional written testimony received and 
information on a new condition proposed by the Applicant to address garbage service issues 
(Attachment E). The new condition relocates the on-site trash and recycling containers. 
Staff recommends holding the record open for one week to allow testimony related to the 
new condition. Holding the record open will not delay the 120-day final decision time line. 

Mr. Fewel confirmed that the record should be held open for seven additional days, based 
upon receipt of new information. 

Mr. Young announced that Allied Waste expressed concern about the original location of 
the trash and recycling containers at the southeast comer of the property. The applicant is 
willing to relocate the containers to an enclosed area at the northwest comer. Storm water 
detention and water quality system will be revised accordingly. A revised diagram has been 
included in Attachment E. 

Staff reviewed the proposal to relocate the waste facility and have no concerns with the 
revised location. Mr. Young noted that the relocation would allow one additional parking 
space to be provided on-site, bringing the total number of on-site parking spaces to 19. 

The applicant requests approval of a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative 
Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review to construct four attached units containing 
commercial space on the first floor and mezzanine level, with residential units above. The 
associated four-lot subdivision allows each commercial/residential unit to be located on an 
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individual lot. Plan Compatibility Review approval is required due to the square footage of 
non-commercial uses exceeding the square footage of commercial uses within the 
development. 

Mr. Young reviewed the Vicinity Map and noted that the subject site is triangular with rail 
lines on the east and west sides, with proposed property access from Western Boulevard. 
The property's Comprehensive Plan Designation is Mixed Use Commercial (MUC) with 
Medium-High Density Residential to the south and High Density Residential to the west. 
To the north and northwest, the designations are MUC and General Industrial (GI) with a 
mixture of MUC, GI, and Medium and Medium-High Density Residential to the east. 

The property is zoned MUC with a Planned Development Overlay. Property to the south 
is zoned Medium-High Density Residential, High Density Residential to the west, and 
Mixed Use Commercial Shopping to the north. The switching yard to the east is zoned GI. 
Further east, the properties are within the Avery-Helms Historic District and are zoned 
Minor Neighborhood Center, Medium Density Residential, and Medium-High Density 
Residential. 

Mr. Young said there are no Natural Features located on the property. 

Mayor Tomlinson announced that failure to raise an issue, accompanied by statements or 
evidence sufficient to afford the City or other parties the opportunity to respond to the issue, 
precludes appeals to the State Land Use Board of Appeals based upon that issue. Failure 
of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed conditions of 
approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond to the issue 
precludes an action for damages in Circuit Court. 

Applicant Presentation 

Lyle Hutchens, Devco Engineering and project consultant, provided Councilors with a 
revised Plan Map with the proposed relocated trash enclosure (Attachment F). 
Mr. Hutchens said the intent for trash and recyclables was to use the residential style carts 
and require the unit owners to transport the carts to curbside for pickup. The trash 
enclosure in the southern corner would have been storage area for the carts. Allied Waste 
stated preference for a trash enclosure at the western corner of the prope~-!y. Moving the 
trash enclosure will require a deviation from standards; however, the offset is one additional 
parking space. Attachment F includes a diagram of how a garbage truck would maneuver 
on the property when collecting trash and recyclables from the proposed trash enclosure. 
Mr. Hutchens confirmed that the applicant is in agreement with the conditions approved by 
the Planning Commission. The applicant requests that the appeal be denied and the 
application, including the new proposed condition related to trash pickup, be approved. 
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Staff Report 

Mr. Young addressed the three issues raised on appeal: 

Approval allows variations to Code reqzrirements without "nzeanindzil conzpensation. " - 
The Planning Commission and staff find that adequate compensating benefits are provided 
to offset proposed variations per LDC 2.5.40.04.a.1, as noted in the Planning Commission 
Staff Report. 

There is no pzrblic need for additional residential hozrsina in this area. -Although "Public 
Need" is a decision criteria for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, it is not a criterion for 
review of Planned Development, Subdivision, or Plan Compatibility, which are the issues 
under consideration. Residential uses are permitted uses within the MUC Zoning District. 

Consistencv with certain Conzprehensive Plan Policies has not been addressed. - The 
adoption of the 2006 LDC fully implements the Comprehensive Plan; therefore, 
Comprehensive Plan Policies do not need to be specifically addressed in an analysis of 
compliance with applicable decision criteria. Where variations have been requested, 
Comprehensive Plan Policy direction has been considered, as noted in the Planning 
Commission Staff Report. 

Mr. Young highlighted the applicant's requested variations from LDC requirements: 
Driveway access width narrowed from 24 feet to 20 feet in one area. 
Reduce minimum internal sidewalk width from 5 feet to 4 feet, 6 inches in one area. . Reduce width of fenced and landscaped buffer between site and industrial land to 
the east from 20 feet to 9 feet. . Allow access to arterial street (Western Boulevard) within 150 feet of intersection 
with 7th Street. . Reduce the amount of building located within maximum setback along the site's 
street frontage from 50 percent to 41 percent. 
Allow two ofthe proposed lots to have street frontage less than the required 25 feet. 

Mr. Young explained that all six of the requested variations result from the unusual 
configuration and constrained street frontage ofthe site. There is 2 13 feet of street frontage 
on Western Boulevard with a 15-foot railway easement to the west that does not allow any 
construction. The Western Boulevard access is the otily allowable access regardless of any 
development on the property. A suggestion was made to move the driveway to the middle 
of the proposed building and split the lots. That suggestion would place an intersection 
within 150 feet of the eastern rail crossing. Mr. Young demonstrated the variations on an 
enlarged Subdivision Plat. Staff believe the variations requested are reasonable and allow 
for reasonable development of the property. 

The proposed site design will accommodate all necessary improvements on the site in a safe 
and functional manner. The proposed building design is within the 45-foot height limit in 
the MUC District, and the separation of the building from any nearby development will 
ensure the height and scale of the structure are not incompatible with adjacent development. 
The allowed building height in the nearby RS-12 area is 35-feet and 65-feet within the RS- 
20 zone to the west. Current existing buildings in that area are not at that height, but it is 
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allowable. The building will incorporate elements to provide adequate visual interest, 
design variety, and building articulation. 

A concern about noise was discussed by the Planning Commission. Condition 7 requires 
acoustical buffering to be incorporated into the east wall of the building to mitigate noise 
impacts from the adjacent railroad tracks. No unusual noises, odors, or emissions are 
anticipated from the developlnent itself. 

Staff concur with the Trip Generation Study provided by the applicant that found no 
significant traffic impacts. Condition 8 ensures that commercial uses within the 
development will only be those with a parking requirement of one space per 400 square feet 
(sf) or less. 

Mr. Young reviewed a Vehicle Parking Requirement Table establishing that all parking 
requirements are met by the proposal: 

Mr. Young noted that the proposed garbage enclosure change will increase the total parking 
spaces to 19. 

Proposed Uses 

Four 1,387 sf commercial spaces 
(5,548 total sf.) 

Four 2-bedroom single family 
attached dwellings 

Subtotal - Parking Requirement 

Less 10 percent for transit stop 
within 300 feet of site 

Total Parking Requirement (after 
allowed reduction) 

The proposed subdivision plat complies with applicable zoning district and platting 
requirements, with the exception of the 25-foot minimum lot width standard for which the 
applicant requested a variance for two of the four lots. Staff recommend support for t l~e  
requested variation due to the shared vehicular access and development parking. 

The proposed development is consistent with the purposes of a Plan Compatibility Review. 
Neighboring property owners and residents will be protected from negative development 
impacts by the physical separation of the site, and by LDC requirements and conditions 
pertaining to building design, site layout, lighting, landscape buffering, and other 
requirements. The development will not adversely affect traffic, parking, access, or any 
significant natural features. 

LDC Standard 

1 space per 400 sf 

1.5 spaces per 2-bedroom 
single family attached dwelling 
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Mr. Young recommended approval of the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, 
Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review, as conditioned. (Attachment 
G-Presentation Slides.) 

Auuellant Presentation 

Sam Hoskinson reviewed his slide presentation (Attachment H) beginning with a 3-D scale 
drawing of the proposed site. He said the proposal is an expanded version of The Palazzo 
application that Council denied due to incompatibility with the community and 
neighborhood, and because it stressed residential over commercial users. 

The applicant's claims of many new features in this project are untrue. Council has already 
reviewed the "great room" proposal and the one-space per 400 sf parking proposal. There 
has never been more than two residential stories proposed. Mr. Hoskinson opined that the 
only new item is a poorly designed half-floor of questionably usable space called 
commercial. The second story is joined to the first story through a common, public stairway 
limiting its use as commercial property. 

Developments constructed within the LDC standards naturally protect the neighborhood 
from negative consequences. This property cannot be developed without violating the 150- 
foot street access standard, and the City is not meeting LDC 2.5.20.g and h. According to 
the staff report, residential is not required in this area. The appeal is specific to the 
Comprehensive Plan Policies that need to be addressed. Mr. Hoskinson noted that the 
Comprehensive Plan policies listed in the appeal may be incorrect as they came directly 
from The Palazzo hearing notice and may have since been changed or deleted. 

The purpose of the Planned Development Overlay is an alternate development process 
providing an avenue for a developer to request variations from development standards while 
maintaining the purposes of LDC 2.5.20 and meeting the review criteria of LDC 2.5.40.04. 
Requesting variances means the LDC is no longer working and diminishes the protections 
of the neighborhood. For every variance to the LDC, a developer is required to provide a 
compensating benefit within the development standard. Therefore, a parking issue is 
compensated with a parking benefit. A Planned Development Overlay is to provide greater 
compatibility with surrounding land uses than what would otherwise be provided under 
conventional land development procedures. 

Mr. Hoskinson opined that staff is not reviewing conventional land development procedures. 
During the Planning Commission hearing, Mr. Young said he did not know if a smaller 
building could minimize the variances because a smaller building was not being proposed. 
He fbrther stated that he could not identify a design solution to comply with all LDC 
requirements. Staff does not make any effort to determine what can be built under 
conventional land development standards. LDC 2.5.20.g requires a comparison to provide 
the greatest compatibility. The decider (Council) must detennine that what is being 
proposed provides greater compatibility than the conventional procedure. Ifthere is nothing 
available for comparison, a decision cannot be made. 

The original Dickerhoof development was presented as a two-story, fairly compatible, 
commercial-only project fitting compatibility requirements. The Palazzo development was 
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denied for scale and design incompatibility with surroundings. It violated LDC 2.13.20.e, 
2.13.30.05.a, 2 .13.20.~~ and it did not adequately protect neighboring property owners from 
negative impacts. The applicants response to the compatibility issues is to place more 
intensive usage onsite. A half unit was added and called a mezzanine, which does not 
require an additional parking space. The stairway severely limits the comnercial utility of 
the mezzanine and does not meet the intent of the floor area ratio (FAR). LDC 3.20.50.0 
requires a gradual roof elevation step-down so the height of the proposed structure does not 
exceed the height of adjacent residential structures by more than one story. 

Mr. Hoskinson said the applicant has simply increased the size of an already large building. 
He opined that the Western Station proposal is worse than The Palazzo proposal. The 
project has safety issues due to the access variation, the trash enclosure has been moved to 
an unsafe and unsightly area, and the parking lot cannot acco~n~nodate com~nercial vehicles. 
He said this project clearly violates LDC 2.5.20.g and h. 

Questions ofAppellant - None. 

Public Testimonv - Support -None. 

Pztblic Testimonv - Opposition 

Alan Bakalinsky read his prepared statement (Attachment I). 

Councilor Wershow left the meeting at 8: 10 pm and returned to the meeting at 8: 12 pm. 

Leslie Bishop provided a list of LDC and Co~nprehensive Plan requirements to be 
considered in this public hearing (Attachment J). Ms. Bishop said placing the trash 
receptacles on Western Boulevard is not compatible with her neighborhood. She showed 
Council a picture of a similar trash and recycling enclosure located at 10th Street and A 
Avenue. The proposed trash enclosure is not a safe location as it obstructs the view of 
vehicles exiting from the proposed site. 

Ms. Bishop identified several issues related to the parking area: . Vel~icles entering the parking lot have no view of available spaces in the first row 
(closest to the building) until turning into the travel lane. If the row is filled to 
capacity, there is no place to tun1 around to travel to the next row due to the one- 
way travel lane on the eastern side of the lot. . The lot is not designed for commercial delivery trucks. If the first row of parking 
is filled, the trucks will be required to park in the travel lanes leading to the parking 
spaces. . The Fire Department will not bring emergency equipment into the parking structure. . It is difficult for a vehicle to park in compact parking spaces 1 and 13 due to the 
sharp turn from the travel lane. 

Ms. Bishop suggested removing parking spaces 9 and 15, and moving the adjacent buffer 
into the space 9 location to allow for turn-around space for private and commercial vehicles. 
Her suggestions, without counting the handicap space, would result in 16 parking spaces. 
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Matthew Bolduc stated that his employment with the City has no impact on his testimony 
related to Western Station. He requested Council deny approval of the Western Station 
application, based on the grounds that insufficient automobile parking has been proposed 
and the proposed residential use is disproportionate to commercial use resulting in 
unnecessary compatibility conflicts with existing surrounding uses. Mr. Bolduc read from 
his prepared testimony and provided visual aids (Attachment K). 

Dale Hubbard read from written testimony prepared by himself and Nancy Hagood and 
presented copies of pictures related to the site (Attachment L). 

Rubv Moon has lived near this site for 20 years. She said the proposal includes a reduced 
FAR with challenges to parking and safety issues. She has several rentals in Corvallis 
including a livelwork location and she is familiar with other livelwork units in the State. 
Her experience is that the residential units are occupied by individuals not utilizing the 
commercial space. Typically, artists rent the commercial units and occasionally end up 
living in their commercial unit. 

The original livelwork proposal for this site was two stories and three units. This current 
proposal is four stories with one stair access. The plan appears to have more commercial 
space, except the mezzanine has no tie to the first floor space and could easily be considered 
an additional bedroom. She questioned the requirement for inward swinging commercial 
doors and identified potential security issues with the mezzanine level. 

Ms. Moon said a business looks for usable floor space, and at 478-feet of usable space, retail 
and food businesses would not be viable for this location. She opined that the mezzanine 
would not be used. The proposed units are too small for yoga, dance, exercise classes, and 
are not conveniently located near the courthouse, hospital, downtown, or other needed 
locations. The commercial units might be viable for artists but it is doubtful one would be 
willing to rent or buy a unit. Art galleries, wine stores, and restaurants have all failed in this 
area. 

Ms. Moon added that parking is key for businesses and Statewide Planning Goal 9 states 
that cities consider economic development when reviewing land use applications. Providing 
unusable commercial space erodes the inventory of available commercial land. Commercial 
inventory is currently high and by January, it will be higher. There is no way to protect this 
commercial space from becoming residential. Other issues include access for delivery 
vehicles and access visibility. She took, but did not develop, pictures establishing the lack 
of visibility and other safety issues near this location. She agreed that the 6th Street railway 
is not busy; but disagreed with the description of the curve of Western Boulevard. She said 
access to the proposed site would be safer if moved east. 

In response to Councilor Raymond's inquiry, Ms. Moon said she would like the property 
developed with two or three bigger spaces that include space for classes and community 
events. 

Karl Hartzell submitted written testimony (Attachment M). 
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In response to Councilor York's inquiry, Mr. Hartzell said staff formulated an amendment 
at the last hearing to allow an eating establishment to utilize any of the commercial spaces. 
The Planning Commission approved the amendment. 

Hugh White said he has owned the property on the southeast comer of Western Boulevard 
and 6th Street for the last 19 years. In five years of working with the Avery-Helm Historic 
District, the Historic Resources Commission, and with Planning Division staff, he obtained 
approval to construct two homes in the Historic District. The homes are 2.5 stories tall and 
one-half story below grade. The homes include 14 bedrooms among six units. There are 
13 parking spaces, and at no time during the two-year rental history have there been more 
than 13 vehicles owned by the residents of the property. He asked for two lot development 
variations - reduce the setback of the southern home from ten feet to five feet, and reduce 
the travel lane in the interior of the parking lot by six inches. 

Mr. White said the project was well received by the neighborhood and no one testified 
against the requested variances. The project did not negatively impact the neighborhood, 
provided all parking required, and is compatible with the neighborhood. The homes were 
designed to be compatible with historic homes to the south and the Janis House to the east. 

Mr. White opined that it is possible to develop a parcel in that area with a viable urban use, 
all required parking, and not negatively impact the surrounding neighborhood. 

Applicant Rebzlttal 

Mr. Hutchens said Condition # 8  responds to Councilor York's inquiry about allowing eating 
establishments. He quoted the Condition and said he was not aware of any eating 
establishment that could meet the parking requirement. 

Councilor Raymond clarified that the Planlling Commission discussed commercial take-out 
food service, such as a slnall coffee sl~op. Mr. Hutchens said the applicant does not 
anticipate that type of business due to the lack of sufficient seating. The vision is for office 
space. 

In response to Councilor Raymond's inquiry, Mr. Hutchens said the intent of the proposal 
is for livelwork units, leaving other possibilities open within LDC standards. 

Appellant Rebuttal 

Mr. Hoskinson said the applicant's original plan restricted eating establishn~ents from this 
project. The Planning Coin~nission discussed the possibility of including a take-out eating 
establishment. A take-out establishment would cause short-term parking issues. Since the 
Planning Commission did not include a condition restricting that type of business, a take-out 
eating establishment could be located in the commercial space. 
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Questions o f  Appellant - None. 

Applicant Sur-Rebuttal 

Mr. Bolduc referred to Condition 8 and said the Planning Commission changed the parking 
requirement from one space per 400 sfto no more than 3.5 spaces per commercial unit. This 
change allows for a fixed-seating food establishment and might allow for a take-out 
establishment. 

Mayor Tomlinson recessed Council from 8:55 until 9:05 pm. 

Appellant Szir-Rebuttal - None. 

Questions o f  Staff 

Councilor Beilstein: 
b The project was deemed compatible on the basis of allowed heights in the adjacent 

properties, not existing heights. Should the standard be based on adjacent allowable 
heights as opposed to actual heights? 

b It would be helpful to see a comparison of this plan to The Palazzo application with 
justification as to how or why this plan is different. 

Councilor Daniels: 
t An analysis of the usability of the mezzanine as part of commercial property would 

be helpfill. 

In response to Councilor Daniels' inquiry, Ms. Moon agreed to submit her photographs for 
the record. 

Councilor Hamby: 
k Is there a mechanism to restrict residential use of the mezzanine? 
b Is there a way to limit the number of residents per unit? 

Councilor Raymond: 
+ What is the goal of the applicant and staff in designating this property residential 

and commercial. 
F Ifthe property is zoned commercial, how can the City enforce that the units are used 

for commercial purposes only? 

Councilor Hervey: 
b Staff referred to the compensating benefits as listed on pages 43-49 of the staff 

report. Are there separate staff reports for the Council and Planning Commission? 
Conznzzinity Developnzent Director Gibb - The cover memo includes an attachment 
of the fill1 Planning Commission Staff Report. 
Mr. Young - The compensating benefits are pages 43-49 of Attachment 111 of the 
Planning Commission Staff Report. 

b Condition 7 is related to modifying the building to reduce noise levels. Frequently, 
sound levels are quantified with lab measurements. On-site measurements can 
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result in different levels. Is there a way to follow-up after construction to ensure the 
modifications truly impact sound levels? 

b Does Council have any authority to direct road changes at Western Boulevard and 
7th Street, and/or the railroad tracks associated with this project (such as smoothing 
the curve to make it safer). 

Mayor To~nlinson closed the public hearing. 

Request to Hold Record Open 

Mayor To~nlinson announced that the record will be held open for additional testimony until 
5:00 pm on December 22,2008. 

Rinht to Submit Additional Witten Argument 

Mr. Hutchens said he will submit his written argument by 5:00 pm on December 29,2008. 

Deliberations 

Mayor To~nlinson announced that Council will deliberate at 12:OO pm on January 5,2009. 

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

B. Administrative Services Co~nmittee - December 4, 2008 (continued) 

2. Economic Develop~nent Policy Review 

Councilor Raymond said the Committee heard testimony and held a lengthy 
discussion about a fair and festival allocation of 3.5 percent of the Transient 
Occupancy Tax (TOT). The Committee did not reach a unanimous decision during 
the meeting and a request has now been received for a 4.5 fair and festival 
allocation. Councilor Raymond said Councilor Brown requested full Council 
discussion, specifically related to where the funds will come from. 

Councilors Raymond and York, respectively, moved and seconded to allocate 3.5 
percent of Transient Occupancy Tax to fairs and festivals, with 2 percent from the 
General Fund's 50 percent share and 1.5 percent from the non-dedicated 20 percent 
share; and, add to the goals section of Council Policy 96-6.03, "Econornic 
Develop~nent Policies," linkage to the Prosperity That Fits Plan. 

Councilor York said 3.5 percent was the number discussed at the Committee level 
based on a five-year fair and festival allocation range of 3. I to 3.5 percent. The 
testimony received was related to a dedicated revenue stream. Percent increases 
were not discussed during the Co~nlnittee meeting. Councilor York prepared a 
spreadsheet (included in the ~naterials) after the Committee meeting, identifying 
TOT allocation distribution after 2007 and how distribution could be altered using 
the proposal in the motion. 
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Councilor Daniels said the ten-year allocation history is important because as more 
organizations request funding, allocations become smaller. She is willing to 
consider a dedicated allocation of 4.0 or 4.5 percent for fairs and festivals. 

In response to Councilor Beilstein's inquiry, Councilor Raymond confirmed that 
adding the link of the Prosperity That Fits (PTF) Plan to the Economic 
Development Policy goals means the PTF Plan is an included factor, but not the 
sole criteria for determining allocations. She added that the Committee also 
understood that other linkages would come forward, such as the Sustainability That 
Fits Plan. 

Councilor Beilstein said he approves of the concept of a dedicated amount for fairs 
and festivals and removing them from the competition for economic development 
allocations. Altl~ougl~ fairs and festivals promote economic activity, they also serve 
as cultural and livability functions. 

Mr. Nelson referred Council to page three of the proposed Economic Development 
Policy amendments for PTF linkage language: 

Section 6.03.022 Goals 1. Support activities that are identified 
in the October 2006 Corvallis-Benton Economic Vitality 
partnership "Prosperity That Fits" Action Plan Matrix. 

Councilor Brauner said there are three issues embedded in this motion. The first 
issue is the allocation percentage for fairs and festivals. The second is whether the 
allocation for fairs and festivals should be dedicated, removing fairs and festivals 
from the allocation competition. The third issue is where the dedicated funding will 
come from, if approved. 

Councilor Brauner opined that fairs and festivals are a tourist attraction that 
generate room tax revenues. He supports, at the least, a dedicated 3.5 percent 
allocation for fairs and festivals. The motion divides the funding between the 
General Fund and Economic development funds generated from the TOT. 
Councilor Brauner said, although he does not want to reduce any of the funds, fairs 
and festivals are tourist related and room tax should be used for at least part of the 
f~inding. He supports the Committee's recommendation as a temporary solution, 
but will request Council revisit the funding issue over the next two years. 

Councilor Hamby referred to the options recommended in the staffreport and noted 
that all three options leave Corvallis Tourism funding as is. He requested 
clarification about the history of the 30120 percentage split and why none of the 
recommendations include altering the Corvallis Tourism funding levels. 

Mr. Nelson explained that, for many years, the City had a 65135 percent economic 
development allocation split; 65 percent dedicated economic development funds 
and 35 percent General Fund. Following the failure of the 2002-2003 levy, the City 
was faced with $2.5 million in reductions. One of the packages endorsed for 
reduction by the Budget Commission and Council was changing the split to 50 
percent economic development and 50 percent General Fund allocations. During 
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Councilor Hervey inquired why this discussion was occurring outside of the 
General Fund discussion with the Budget Commission. Councilor Brauner said 
changing an allocation amount is a policy issue set by Council. The Budget 
Commission implements the policy after the General Fund amount has been 
determined. 

In response to Councilor Daniels' inquiry, Councilor York said the Committee's 
proposed split was not even between the General Fund and the Economic 
development allocation fund simply because he does not like quarter percentage 
splits. 

Councilors York and Raymond, respectively, moved and seconded to amend the 
motion to allocate 4 percent of Transient Occupancy Tax to fairs and festivals, with 
2 percent from the General Fund and 2 percent from unspecified economic 
development allocations. 

In response to Councilor Daniels7 inquiry, Mr. Gibb said the policy is scheduled for 
review every five years. 

Councilors York and Raymond, respectively, accepted Councilor Daniels' friendly 
amendment to include a one-year review. 

Councilor Beilstein said the policy represents a 10 percent increase from the TOT 
to economic development. Two percent will come from the TOT that would have 
gone to the General Fund. Increasing the economic development expenditures 
decreases the General Fund. He filrther explained that currently, 20 percent is 
dedicated to economic development with a portion of that percentage going toward 
festivals. The motion will increase the economic development to 22 percent, 
including festivals and events. 

In response to Co~ulcilor Daniels' comments about the split funding, 
Councilor Brauner confinned that the motion is 2 percent from economic 
development and 2 percent from the General Fund, except that festivals are 
proposed to be funded from the 20 percent, so the increase to the combined 
economic development for festivals is 10 percent. 

Councilor York said this proposal will increase funds for economic development, 
including fairs and festivals, by approximately $45,000, which is more than a 10 
percent increase. 

Councilor Wershow said the motion recommends a one year review. Council 
should consider what the legislature is doing at that time. He expressed concern 
that the State might pass legislation similar to the OLA language that would force 
the City to dedicate the economic development funds at the same percent as 
currently promised. 

Com~cilor Brauner said he will support the motion due to the addition of a one-year 
review. He considered making a motion to approve a 4 percent allocation from the 
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General Fund for fairs and festivals. He said if the General Fund becomes an issue, 
the City will be forced to review other alternatives to fund economic development. 

The amendment to the motion passed ~inanimouslv. 

Councilor Brauner acknowledged the concerns expressed by Ms. Rusk. He said the 
policy probably needs a more frequent review; however, having a one-year review 
on the proposed changes provides an opportunity to move on with the next 
allocation process. 

The main motion passed unanimouslv. 

3. Economic Development Allocation Process and Calendar (continued) 

Councilors Raymond and York, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the 
process and set the Economic Development Allocations calendar as recommended 
by staff. The motion passed unanimouslv. 

XJ ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting adjourned at 9:50 pm. 

APPROVED: 

ATTEST: 

CITY RECORDER 

Council Minutes - December 15,2008 

MAYOR 
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Mullens, Carrie 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Dr. Rod Holland [rodney.holland@! 
Saturday, December 13, 2008 10:15 PM 
City Manager 
<web>Sustainability 

Low 

. . 
This is an inquiry e-mail via %s from: Dr. Rod Holland (rodney.holland@r 

Dear City Manager and City Council, 

I am distressed that the Corvallis City Council will be seriously considering the goals of the Corvallis 
Sustainability Coalition. I served our country for 10 years during Viet Nam and started a business in 
Corvallis 30 years ago. Since that time I have watched our freedoms gradually erode. At every 
corner, someone is hocking their agenda. Some of their agendas are well meaning. However, one 
group's agenda generally restricts another's rights. Our nation was built on freedom. Please don't be 
a part of the machine that wants to take our freedoms away. 

Respectfully, 

Dr. Rodney V. Holland, D.C. 
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From : 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Charles C. Tomlinson [mayor@council.ci.corvallis.or.us] 
Sunday, December 14,2008 10:26 P M  
Louie, Kathy 
[Fwd: <web>Sustainability] 

Hi Kathy, 

For the Council. 

Charlie 
---------------------------- Original Message ............................ 
Subject: <web>Sustainability 
From : "Dominic & Louanna Oliver" . . 

Date: Sat, December 13, 2008 7 : 4 6  pm 
To : mayor@council.ci.corva11isSor.us 
.......................................................................... 

This is an inquiry e-mail via %s from: Dominic & Louanna Oliver 
Mr Mayor and Corvallis City Council: 

I have spent most of my life in the Corvallis area and have always been proud to call 
Corvallis Oregon home. I attended school here and joined the military here and returned 
here after Service in Viet Nam. 

However, I am now very distressed to find out you are contemplating following an agenda 
formed by Corvallis Sustainability. I have looked their agenda over carefully and it is 
nothing short of socialism, which is too close to communism for my liking. 

Don't get me wrong. I am all for clean air, water and recycling and protecting our 
environment but we do not need to have our lives controlled by the "system". To 
indroctrinate our children in the schools that "Mom and Dad have ruined this earth because 
they were stupid and you have to teach them how to take care of it properly" is utter 
nonsense. To tell me what mode of transportation I can use because you want something 
else or telling me what I can buy to eat at the store or where I have to live, are all 
examples of herding sheep and not the liberties or the pursuit of happiness that is 
guarenteed in our Constitution. 

I fought for the freedoms of this great country and I will not sit idly by whilst you tear 
it down, all in the name of some fictional character called "Mother Earth". I also will 
not be herded into a pen and told that "it is for my own good" by some person who thinks 
they have the right to because someone else told them so. 

I am, therefore, asking you to reject this obsurd proposal and continue to take the steps 
to protect our enviro~ent and do as your constituents have directed you to do. That is 
to carry out the will of the people and not your own agenda, no matter how you may feel 
about it. 

Sincerely, 
Dominic Oliver 
Precinct 14 Committeeperson 
Secretary - ABATE of Oregon, Inc. 
Development Director - BikePAC of Oregon, Inc. 

Mks. Louanna Oliver 
Wife 
Mother 
Grandmother 
Homemaker ATTACHMENT B 
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Date: November 4,2005 

To: Mysty Rusk 

From: Matt Johnen 

Re: Metrics for Consideration 

I recommend you consider 3 tiers of metrics: 

Tier 1 - High Level Benton County Economic Vitality 
Tier 2 - Enablers for Tier 1 
Tier 3 - One Time Enablers for Tier 2 

Good practice indicates metrics need to be measurable and achievable. Goals and associated due dates 
need to be realistic. If the goal is long term then intermediate (i-e. quarterly) measurements and 
projections would be helpful to gage progress. Metrics should be set in concrete but even concrete can 
be modified when warranted by events. 

Tier 1 Metrics 

Tier 1 metrics are those deemed critical to the economic vitality of Benton County. Good practice says 
Tier 1 metrics need to be high level ultimate goals. The quantity of metrics should be kept to a 
minimum to enske focus and avoid excessive conflicts or trade offs between metrics. 

An attribute of Tier 1 metrics is that no one actually has a direct influence on them. Tier 2 and 3 
metrics are directly actionable and in support of Tier 1. 

Some examples of Tier 1 metrics to consider: 

1) County Population, because residents, including those retired, are the source of revenues. 
2) Unemployment ratio, which is indicative of commercial vitality. 
3) The percentage of people living below the poverty level or on public assistance, which is an 

objective quality-of-life indicator. 
4) The percentage of people graduating from high school 1 the percentage of people with advanced 

degrees, because education is the basis of economic advancement including attracting dollars 
from outside the county. 

5) The percentage of people with health care coverage, similar to item 3. 
6) The average net worth or income of citizens, similar to item 3. 
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Tier 2 Metrics 

Tier 2 metrics are generally enablers of Tier 1. Tier 2 metrics are based on the expertise of the people 
developing the metrics. It is assumed achievement of Tier 2 will help accomplish Tier 1 although a 
direct relationship is hard to quantify. Another attribute of Tier 2 is that they are intermediate 
quantifiable goals that require continuous effort and progress to meet. Tier 2s are usually not one-time 
events. 

Some suggestions to consider for Tier 2 (mostly from your Annual report): 

1 )  Conducting X industry tours with government officials. Annual Report goal is 30 by 6130106. 
2) Meeting with X growth companies. Annual Report goal is 10 by 6130106. 
3) Meeting with X remote companies who are considering or may benefit from relocation. A 

suggested goal might be 5 by 6130106. 
4 )  Recruiting X new f m s .  Annual Report goal is 100 by 6130106. 
5) Facilitation of X Development Impact Team meetings. Annual Report goal is 5 by 6130106. 

Tier 3 Metrics 

Tier 3 metrics are for the most part tactical and usually one-time events. Some suggestions to consider 
for Tier 3 metrics are: 

1 )  Development of a Strategic Plan. Annual report goal is 313 1/06. 
2) Development of a process to facilitate commercialization of local ideas. Suggested goal by 

6130/06. 
3) Development of a growth tool for use by startups, expanding and relocating businesses. Tool 

includes support relative to acquiring capital, working through government regulations, setting 
up a business, etc. This might already be completed. 

4) Development of an advertising campaign to entice people (entrepreneurs, companies and 
retirees) to move here. Suggested goal by 4130106. 

5) Completion of Cluster Enhancement study with recommendations. Annual report goal is 
313 1106. 

6 )  Acquisition of EDP funding necessary to accomplish required tasks. This one should have 
quarterly or monthly goals consistent with spending targets. 

I look forward to your comments on the above including next steps. 
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Cowallis-Benton Countv 

420 N.W, Second Street, Corvaliis, Oregon 97330 

(541) 757-1507 E-mail: mrusk@cowallisedp,com 
FAX (54 1) 766-2996 www.corvaIlisedp.com 

ECONOMIC l[NDICATOW$/R/IEA$UlEBES OF ECONOMC SUCCESS 

The following is a listing of Economic Indicators and Measures of Success to determine the economic health 
and stability of the Corvallis/Benton County area. These criteria are developed to be used as a guideline for 
both the Public and Private sector agencies that are engaged in the ecoliomic development arena. 

The focus in establishing measurable economic development objectives is identifying statements that sesve 
as a guide for action. Measurable objectives have the following additional characteristics: 

1. They can be achieved. 
2. The time of their achievement can be determined. 
3. Progress toward their achievement can be measured. 

In this regard, and to begin a process by which the Indicators/Measures can be identified, there is a listing, in 
no given order, from which the designated committee can develop a final list of objectives. 

Indicators: 

1. Business Starts . 

2. Business longevity 
3. Payroll Taxes 
4. Transfer payments 
5 .  Unemployment rates - compared to state and national 
6. Non-agricultural jobs 
7. Vacancy rates - commerciai and residentiai 
8. Population statistics history - County and cities 
9. OSU and LBCC FTE Students - actual and projected 
10. Median home sale prices - average days on market - historical perspective 
1 1. Bank deposits - growth 
12. County wide assessed tax values 
13. Coi-vallis average propei-ty tax per $1000 
14. Water/sewer usage 
15. Electric consumption 
16. Natural gas consumption 
17. DMV records - new licenses issued 
18. Building permits issued 
19. New business incorporations 
20. CPI for Benton Co~mty - compared to state and nation 
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Corvallis-Benton County 

420 N,W. Second Street, Corvallis, Oregon 97330 

(541) 757-1 507 E-mail: mrusk@con/allisedp,com 
FAX (54 1) 766-2996 www,corvaIlisedp.com 

Measures o f  Success 

1. Quality of jobs created or retained 
2. Increase in flow of capital into the community 
3. Capital leakage decrease - stimulated multiplier effect 
4. Expansion of productive assets 
5. Increased in skilled labor force and productivity 
6. Identifying barriers to employment and the elimination of the barriers 
7. Increase in self sufficiency of residents 

Attributes to  an Ideal Econornv 

I .  Economic Vitality: 
J Full productive use of human and physical resources by the local economy 
J Good jobs 
J Provides needed goods and services 
J Productive activities are adaptable and innovative 

2. Economic Equity: 
J No great income disparities between age, gender, race, etc. 
J Fair income for work performed 
J All residents have access to the basic necessities 

3. Economic Security: 
J Jobs that can be counted on 
J Assistance in finding other employment as needed 

4. Economic Quality: 
J Good jobs doing challenging work 
J Safe working conditions 
J Needed goods and services are produced locally 

5.  Economic Empowerment: 
J A participatory planning process 
J Local economy controlled by those affected 
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Testimony and New Condition 
Proposed by the App icant t o  

Address Garbage Service Issue 
For Western Station 

PL008 -00009, SUB08 -00005, 
PCR08 -00004 
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rage I or I 

Young, Kevin 

From: sam - 
Sent: Thursday, December I I ,  2008 10:59 AM 

To: Young, Kevin 

Cc: Ward 1; Ward 2; Ward 3; Ward 4; Ward 5; Ward 6; Ward 8; Ward 9; Mayor 

Subject: Western Station parking lot design flaws will prevent recycling service to the residents 

Kevin, 

I have recently uncovered some serious problems about the parking lot design of Western Station that I feel 
should be shared. Please note that I have copied this email to City Council members since there will probably not 
be time to include this in their packet. 

On Tuesday (1219) 1 talked with Marc Wibbens, the route supervisor at Allied Waste Company concerning the 
ability to provide waste and recycling service to the Western Station project. At his request, I emailed him the site 
layout drawings provided by the applicant. His response was troubling. 

First off, he said that neither the applicant nor the city had shown him this proposal beforehand for comment. 
When discussing the parking lot design from the perspective of truck traffic he stated that "this plan is probably 
the worst he has ever seen", because it "makes no consideration for customer service needs or capabilities of 
their trucks." As far as his company's ability to service the lot, he said that the only way it MIGHT be possible to 
get his smallest truck into the lot would require removing parking space 15 & the adjacent parking bumper 
(eliminating 2 parking spaces). And even after this change, recycling service would not be available because he 
must use his larger front loading truck for recycling. And he said that even with these improvements, he would 
actually "neverwant his trucks to enter the parking lot because it is a guaranteed liability because of the 
angles ... .something would get damaged." 

It seems incredible to me that a flawed design which prevents safe truck access to commercial units has made it 
this far through the planning process. After learning this, I called Neil Hall at the Fire Station. He also agreed and 
stated that any fire truck or ambulance service would be provided from Western Blvd rather than trying to 
negotiate this parking lot. 

I understand that Mr. Wibbens planned to call you about the problem, and that you will contact the applicant. 
What I would like to suggest is that any new changes proposed by the applicant should fix the design flaws of the 
parking lot to make it accessible to trucks. Simply moving the dumpster location will not fix the underlying 
problem. This MUC property is supposed to be primarily commercial, and viable commercial property requires 
trucks to get close to the loading doors for deliveries. Normal commercial delivery activities from new 
developments should not cause safety and compatibility problems by blocking traffic and bicycle lanes on arterial 
streets like Western Blvd. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sam Hoskinson 
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From: Trish Weber [Trish@devcoengineering.corn] 
\ent: Friday, December 12, 2008 11:30 AM 
io: Young, Kevin 
Cc: Lyle Hutchens 
Subject: FW: Western Station - Revised Trash Enclosure Location 

Kevin, following is an email from Allied Waste confirming that the new location for the 
trash enclosure will suit their needs. The size of the enclosure is actually 10' x 16', 
but we've confirmed with them via telephone that that is sufficient. Please pass this on 
to the City Council at the hearing. 

Thanks, let us know if you have any questions or comments 

Trish 

- - - - -  Original Message----- 
From: Marc Wibbens [rnailto:Marc.Wibbens@awinncom] 
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2008 9:32 AM 
To: Trish Weber 
Subject: Re: Western Station - Revised Trash Enclosure Location 

Hi Trish, This new placement for the trash enclosure will work much better. The 10' X 20' 
dimension will accommodate any of the containers that we have on wheels. Please be sure to 
specify that the gate openings are at least 5 '  and can be pegged into the ground in both 
the fully open and closed position to keep them from blowing around in adverse 
weather. Thanks 

Marc Wibbens 
Operations Supervisor 
~llied Waste of Corvallis 
(541) 936-0477 

Marc, 

Attached is the revised landscape plan, showing the new trash enclosure location. Please 
review and confirm that this will meet your needs. 
Thanks, please let us know if you have any questions. 

Trish 
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December 1 1, 2008 

Mr. Kevin Young 
Senior Planner 
Planning Department 
City of Corvallis 
P.O. Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

SUBJECT: Western Station 
PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00004 

Dear Mr. Young: 

The applicant i s  p~oposing a minor change to [he detailed development plan -layout for- the above 
project. The location of the trash enclosure is proposed to be moved from the southeast corner of 
the site to the west side of the access drive, as indicated on the attached revised Landscape Plan. 
The purpose of this change is to more easily accommodate the trucks to be used for garbage and 
recycling pickup service. The change was developeci with consultation with Allied Waste Services, 
and the revised plan has been submitted to them for their review and approval. 

This change will require a variance to LDC Section 4.1 0.60.05a1 as follows: 

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. 

The trash enclosure location will be within 10' of the railroad easement, which can be considered 
the required setback of the property line. The negative impacts of this variance are negligible, as the 
setback involved is for the railroad property, which will be used solely for that purpose for the 
foreseeable future. The passing railroad freight trains will not be affected by the location of the trash 
enclosure being closer than the LDC requirement dictates. The compensating benefit of this variance 
is an increase in the ease of the garbagelrecycling pickup service in serving the site. 

The change in location of the parking enclosure will result in an additional parking space provided, 
for a total of 19 spaces. This exceeds the minimum of 18 required by LDC 4.1 -30, and is below the 
maximum of 23 spaces. The open space will be reduced by a total of 204 sq. ft., which will result in 
a total of 7460 sq. ft. of open space, or 34% of the gross area. This exceeds the minimum of 20% 
required by LDC 3.20.40.04. 

The change in trash enclosure location also results in a revision to the site utility plan, as the conflict 
between the new location and a proposed storm water swale necessitates the inclusion of a 
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Mr. Kevin Young 
Senior Planner 
December 1 0,2008 
Page 2 of 2 
detention pond at the southern end of the property. All necessary detention and water quality 
functions will continue to be met with the revised utiiity layout. 

The applicant is proposing an additional Condition of Approval that will facilitate this change, as 
follows: 

15. Trash Endow~e L~c&ion - The trash enclosure is to be located a5 indicated on the 
revised Landscape Wan dated 9 December 2008, in lieu of the location shown m the 
original plan set. The storm water deaention and water quaiity system is to  be revised 
accodingiy, as indicated an the revised Utility Plan dated 9 December 20Q8. The 
trash emdnswe is to be screened and hffered per LDC Section 4.10.6O.05a a d  the 
requireme& outlined In L-DC Chapter 4.2. 

Thnk you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions, please d o  not hesitate to call 
me. 

Project Manager 

Attachments: Utility Plan, An;lchmmt "Q" 
Landscape Plan, Attachment "5" 
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All of the six requested variations result from the unusual 
configuration and constrained street frontage of the site. 
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FAR CALCUL4TlON 

TOTAL AREA 27,891 SCI.FT. 
RAILROAD EASEMENT 5.835 SOFT. 
DEVELOPABLE AREA 22.056 SQ.FT. 
COMMERCIAL AREA 5.548 S0.FT. 
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To: Corvallis City Council 
From: Alan Bakalinsky; - - - . - - - - - - . . - >  - -- - - -  

RE: Western Station, (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCROS-00002) 

15 Dec 2008 

My name is Alan Bakalinsky and I am a resident of ,, located at 
- Avenue, just west and south of the proposed development site. While I strongly 

support the mixed-used commercial zoning designation for the Western Station property and 
believe the neighborhood would benefit from the commercial space, I speak in opposition to 
this specific application on the grounds that the development is inconsistent with standards 
in LDC 3.20.40.01 (1993 Land Development Code, as amended) regarding preservation of 
commercial land. While this development appears superficially to preserve commercial 
land, it is so poorly designed that it is very unlikely to support successful businesses. 

I paraphrase below testimony given by Planning Commissioner Jennifer Gervais 
during the Planning Commission hearing on the Western Station development held October 15, 
2008. 

Planning Commissioner 3. Gervais: I am very concerned with the parking on this particular 
development.. . On the surface, it meets all of the standard requirements, providing only 2 
bedrooms actually get used and there are really only 1.5 cars per family. But I think in reality 
the living units will end up being rentals. I think there will be horriJic parking problems that 
are going to severely restrict the businesses and cause a lot of spill-over problems in 
neighborhoods that are already col7iylletelygarked out by too many rental buildings. ..I want to 
say that I'm really uncomfortable with this math, because on the surface the n u d e r s  work, 
but I think that our experience with these kinds of developments is that they don't work. And 
in this case, with a busy arterial street with no parking on one side, a central district that 
already has its own parking problem' and then restricted access in the other 2 neighborhoods 
because. ..of the density of ... existing rental properties, I am just concerned that this 
d d o p m e n t  is going to cause a lot of problenls for the neighborhood and potentidly some 
real safety problem as people are crossing Western, jaywalking.. .to get back and forth to 
their cars, businesses and residences.. . 

I don't see anything I can say to condition this, because as another commissioner pointed out, 
we can't exactly say that ifyou work here, you have to live here And I don't think that's a 
good idea anyway.. . The idea is to make this usable commercial space.. .and to enhance that 
and so ... 1 also am just really frustrated that the commercial FAR is the only way you can 
defend this conzmercial space Because I don't think this development meets the intent of the 
FAR. The way this development is designed, particularly the parking, is not going to produce a 
viable comnzercial spacc And in the end, it is going to create a deh'ment in this part of the city 
instead of a beneJit, If anyone has ideas on how to address this, I'd love to hear them 

I urge the Planning Commission to deny this application. 

Alan Bakalinsky h 
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Planning Commissioner Gervaris- "... I'm very concerned with the parking on this particular development. Because although on the surface it meets all of the standard requirements, 
providing only 2 BR actually get used and they really only have 1.5 cars per family. But I think the reality is this will end up being a rental, I think there will be horrific parking problems 
that are going to severely restrict the businesses and cause a lot of spill over problems in neighborhoods that are already completely parked out by too many rental buildings ... l want 
to say that I'm really uncomfortable with this math, because on the surface the numbers work, but I think that our experience with these kinds of developments is that they don't work. 
and that In this case, with a busy arterial street with no parking on one side, a central district that already has it's own parking problems, and then restricted access on the other 2 
neighborhoods because ... density of high bedroom rental properties, I am just concerned that this development is going to cause a lot of problems for the neighborhood and potentially 
some real safety problems as people are crossing Western, jaywalking, .to get to back and forth to their cars ... their businesses and residences ..... l don't see anything I can say to 
that to condition this, because as Commissioner x pointed out, We can't exactly say that if you work here, you have to live here. and I don't think that's a good idea anyway ... the 
idea is to make this usable commercial space ..... and to enhance that, and so ... l also am just.really frustrated that the FAR is the only way you can defend this commercial space. 
Because I think this development does not meet the intent of the FAR. because I don't think the way that this is designed, particularly with the parking issue, is going to be viable 
commercial space ... and .in the end it is going to create a determent to that part of the city instead of a benefit, so anyway, If anyone has any ideas how to address that, I'd love hear it" 

COMPATIBILITY PROBLEMS BETWEEN THE NEW USE AND THE EXISTING STRUCTURES AND VIOLATES THE FOLLOWING MUC GUIDELINES AND STANDARDS. 1 
% ITHE ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES TO THE EAST ARE 2.5 STORIES TALL. 

I 
m 
00 

a 

Neighborhood Compatibility 3.20.50.09 Design Guidelines and Standards 3.20.50.00 
3.20.50.09a-2 Roof elevation shall gradually step down so that the height of the proposed structure does not exceed the height of adjacent residential 
structures by more than one 1 story. This provision applies to that portion of the structure that is closest ... to the adjacent residential structures 



Western Station aka the Palazzo 

LDC's and Comprehensive Plan requirements to be considered in proposed Western 
Station: 

PIP Overlay: 
LDC2.5.40.04 Review Criteria 

a. Compatibility factors 
1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested 

LDC2.5.20h 
Provide benefits within the development sit that compensate for the variations 
from development standards such that the intent of the development standard is 
met. 

LiveIWork Units: 
LDC2.5.40.04 Review Criteria 

a. Compatibility factors 
2. Basic design 
3. Visual elements 

b. Preserve the City's natural beauty.. . . 

Comprehensive Plan, Article 3, Land Use Guidelines 
3.2.e and 3.2.g 

#41 Approval Criterion from Western Station narrative 
c. Promote and encourage conselvation of energy 

Parking and Parking Lot at Western Station: 
LDC4.1.20q Parking reduction 

LDC4.1.30 Off Street Parking Requirements 
c. Commercial use types 

12. Eatingldrinking establislments 

LDC4.1.40 Standards for Off Street Parking and Access Standards 
a. Access to arterial, collector and neighborhood collector streets 

2. Location and design of all accesses.. .shall be located a minimum of 
150 feet from any other access or street intersection 

LDC4.1.40 Commercial Access drives shall be 24 feet wide (Table 1 of City's Off-Street 
Parking and Access Standards) 

Comprehensive Plan 9.2.4 
Neigl~borhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. Neighborhood development pattenls shall 
give priority consideration to pedestrian based uses, scales and experiences in 
determining the orientation, layo~~t, and interaction of private and public areas. 
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Tesbony before the City of Corvsfllis City Council 
Planning Case No. PLD08-00009, el al. 

MaEhew W Bolduc 

Good Evening. 
My name is Matthew B o l d u c ; ~ ~  

I believe that by now you all know that I am employed by the City's Engineering Division. My work 
duties have no impact on this land use case. 

I ask that you deny approval of the Western Station application, based on the grounds that insufficient 
automobile parking has been proposed and because the proposed residential use is disproportionate to 
the commercial use resulting in unnecessary compatibility conflicts with existing surrounding uses. 

[Overhead 11 

The Staff Report to Planning Commission suggests allowing 10% reduction in parking. This 
suggestions is based upon LDC 4.1.20.q. 1 [star on overhead] and a Land Development Code 
Administrative Decision dated April 25, 2008. The administrative decision allows this 10% reduction 
in parking for proximity to a transit stop, where attached residential units averaging three or fewer 
bedrooms are proposed and parking is allowed on one side. 

Because this parking reduction is based upon an administrative decision, I believe that the City Council 
has the authority to override this decision in circumstances where the Council deems the reduction 
inappropriate. 

It is my believe that the current development should not be granted the 10% reduction in parking for 
three reasons. 

1) The transit stop is on the north side of Western Blvd and the shortest safe pedestrian route to the 
stop is over 1700 feet. This is the distance a pedestrian has to travel to use the closest marked 
crossing of Western Blvd at 4th St. This is about a 6 block round trip. 
~ t - a n d m ~ l t d m ~ e f . t o c a r - ~ - & a ~ e a r :  The City should not encourage 
pedestrians to cross a busy arterial street except at marked crosswalks. Thus, it is my belief that 
the development does not meet the criterion for reduction of parking because the safe travel 

_I- 

distance to the transit stop is over 5 times the maximum distance of 300 feet. 

2) The on-street parking discussed in the Staff Report is on the north side of Western Blvd. These 
parking spaces are already utilized by patrons of the businesses immediately adjacent to these 
spaces. The shortest safe pedestrian route from Western Station to the on-street parking is over 
1300 feet. (Again this is c using a travel path that crosses Western Blvd at 4th 
Street.) People parking on the opposite side of Western Blvd will most likely not walk what 
amounts to a 4-plus block round trip to use a marked crossing. Thus, allowing this reduction 
would lead to unsafe behavior. It seems to me that this would be in conflict with Comp Plan 
policy 11.4.1 [star on overhead], which requires that the city "manage on-street parking to 
permit the safe and efficient operation of the transportation system." 

3) There is very little existing on-street parking in the vicinity of the development site. There is no 
room for parking on the un-paved 7th St. south of Western Blvd., nor is there parking on the 
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south side of Western Blvd, and 6th St. south of Western Blvd. is private and should not be 
relied on for parking. What on-street parking there is in proximity to the development site is 
already heavily utilized due to older residences with lack of off-street parking and university 
parking. Thus, overflow parking will likely impact existing neighborhoods, violating the 
remaining Comp Plan policies and LDC sections shown on the overhead. [Star Comp Plan 
11.4.2 and 11.4.3 and LDC 2.5.20.g, 2.5.40.04.a.1, and 2.13.30.05.cl. 

[Overhead 21 

The floor plans of residences in the current application are nearly identical to the floor plans shown by 
the applicant to City Council during the Palazzo hearing (land use case PLD07-00004). At this City 
Council hearing the applicant had suggested reducing the number of bedrooms from three to two and 
had done so by turning the bedroom on the first floor of each residence into a "great room." As you 
may have noticed, this "great room" concept has been repeated in the current application. Given the 
similarity between the floor plans, I believe the City Council finding shown on this overhead is still 
relevant [star on overhead]. To quote the finding: 

The Council notes that a number of persons testzfiing at the September 17, 2007, City 
Council hearing stated that the reconfigured space where the lhird bedroom would be 
eliminated as proposed by the appellant would likely continue to be used as a bedroom, 
thereby generating a higher parking demand. The City Council finds that it is not 
persuaded that the proposed condition limiting the number of bedrooms in each unit would 
effectively reduce the parking demand of the proposed development. 

I believe that this logic still holds, and that 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit, with an additional 10% 
reduction, is too low a value and is again grounds for denial. 

d, in that it could 
think that simply by 

I would also like to point out that most of the compatibility conflicts that result from this proposal are 
related to the attempt to cram 2-stories of residential space on top of a commercial building. I propose 
that a two story commercial building, with a full second floor of commercial space, and without any 
residences, would do away with a number of compatibility conflicts. A number of these conflicts were 
listed by City Council when denying the Palazzo case, so I have re-listed Council's finding in part [star 
on overhead]. As a reminder, the Palazzo applications was for a 3-story building with the same 
footprint. The current application has simply sandwiched a mezzanine level in between the previous 
first and second floors. Here is a list of issues that would be resolved by my proposal: 

Two of the requested variances go away. Specifically the 20-ft buffer and the requirement that 
50% of site's street frontage to be occupied by buildings are no longer applicable because these 
requirements both pertain to residential development. 

* The Floor Area Ration becomes a true 25%. The numbers game of not counting the railroad 
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easement in the lot area is no longer required to make the FAR appear to meet code. 
Assuming a restriction of uses to those with parking demands of 1 per 400-square-feet or more, 
the required parking count becomes 18. This is equal to the number of spaces provided and 
does away with the need for additional parking reductions. 

, The need for the Plan Compatibility Review goes away, along with the compatibility conflict 
between the railroad switching yard and the residential uses. If you still think railroad 
switching noise is not a nuisance, I challenge you to stop by the site and see how loud an idling 
diesel engine is. There has been one idling out in the switching yard for over 24-hours now. 
Reducing the number of floors from four to two makes the scale of the structure much more 
compatible with surrounding commercial and residential buildings. 

* The traffic and overflow parking from four townhouses goes away, making the development 
much more compatible with existing uses. The reduction in traffic seems like a fair trade off for 
the requested variance to the 150-ft spacing requirement between an intersection and the 
driveway. 

"-cms:/7 
I request that the rec0rd-beAd.d open so that further written 
I would like to thank you for all of the time you have spent 

*on a vibrant existing neighborhood. i! 
xi4 5 &- {&,,f ' 0 -' 5 
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COR/IPREWENSIVE PLAN CRITERIA (POLICIES) 

,-~ 11.4.1 The City shall manage on-street parking to permit the safe and efficient operation of the 
transportation system. 

11.4.2 The City shall adopt and implement measures that discourage nonresidential vehicular 
parlung on residential streets and in other adversely affected areas. 

11.4.3 All traffic generators shall provide adequate parking. 

LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE CRITE 

2.5.20 - PURPOSES Planned Development review procedures are established in this Chapter 
for the following purposes: 

g. Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than would otherwise be 
provided under conventional land development proced~ues; 

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. Traffic and off-site parking impacts; 

2.33-30.05 - Review Criteria Uses requiring Plan Compatibility Review shall be reviewed to 
ensure compatibility with existing and potential Uses on nearby lands. The following factors 
shall be considered: 

c. The proposed development shall not adversely affect traffic, parking, and 
access; 

4.1.20.q. - Parking Reduction Allowed 
1. A reduction of up to 10 percent of required vehicle parking may be allowed if a transit 
stop, developed consistent with Corvallis Transit System guidelines and standards, is 
located on-site or within 300 ft. [E~~zphasis added in bold.] 
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CITY COUNCI NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 2007-116, FORMAL FINDINGS 

Reasons for Denial of Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, 

Finding #3 ... The Council notes that a number of persons testifying at the September 17,2007, 
City Council hearing stated that the reconfigured space where the third bedroom would be 
eliminated as proposed by the appellant would likely continue to be used as a bedroom thereby 
generating a higher parking demand. The City Council finds that it is not persuaded that the 
proposed condition limiting the number of bedrooms in each unit would effectively reduce the 
parking demand of the proposed development. 

Reasons for Denial of Plan Compatibility Review 

Finding 5 ... The Council finds the exteht of residential uses on the site to be disproportionate to 
the extent of commercial space on the site, which is inconsistent with the FAR requirements of 
LDC 3.20.40.01 (1993 LDC as amended) and with the Plan Compatibility Review (PCR) 
requirements of LDC 2.13.30.05. Specifically, the Council finds that the proposed development 
is inconsistent with Purpose statement 2.13.20.e, which states that a PCR must, "Maintain and 
improve the qualities of and relationships among individual buildings, structures, and physical 
improvements that best contribute to the amenities and attractiveness of a neighborhood or area." 
The Council notes that Plan Compatibility Review Purpose statements are applicable decision 
criteria, per LDC 2.13.30.05.a. The Council finds that the disproportionate emphasis on the 
residential component of the proposed development, at the expense of the commercial 
component, is out of keeping with the purposes of the MUC Zoning District and would not 
maintain or improve the qualities of and relationships among individual buildings, structures, and 
physical improvements on the site in a way that would contribute to the amenities and 
attractiveness of the area. 

Finding 6 The Council notes that written and oral testimony, as reflected in the minutes of the 
September 17,2007, City Council hearing, as well as written and oral testimony as reflected in 
the minutes of the July 18, 2007, Planning Commission hearing, attests to the incompatible scale 
and design of the proposed development in relation to existing development in the area. The 
Council finds the scale and design of the proposed development to be inconsistent with the scale 
and design of existing development in the area. Therefore, the Council finds the scale and design 
of the proposed development to be inconsistent with Plan Compatibility Review Purpose 
Statement 2.1 3.20.q which states, in part, that structures are to be compatible with existing 
development. 

Finding 7 The Council finds that the proposed development does not adequately protect 
neighboring property owners and residents from negative impacts that would result from the 
large residential component of the development. The Council finds that the proposed 
development would result in inadequate sight buffers and visual impacts resulting from the 
proposed design of the development and is therefore inconsistent with criterion 2.13.30.05.b 
above. 
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Western Station (PL08-00009, SUB083-00005, PCR08-00002) 

Written Testimony regarding design compatibility & safety 
for 12/15/08 Corvallis City Council hearing, by Nancy Hagood and Dale 

Hubbard, Avery Addition Neighborhood. 

The scale and design of Western Station are not compatible with the 
neighborhoods surrounding the site. Its incompatibility is not just limited to 
aesthetic factors, this dysfunctional development brings with it serious safety 
concerns for the surrounding neighborhoods. 

The Western Station site is bordered on two sides by functioning railroads 
and on its remaining side by Western Blvd. Western Blvd is a busy street, 
with traffic counts yielding as many as 700 - 900 vehicles per hour* 
traveling through the intersection of 7th & Western. Western Blvd 
undertakes a 30 degree turn as it intersects 71h. This turn poses problems 
with visual clearance and it also encourages a very high percentage (68% 
and 75% according to two recent neighborhood counts**) of eastbound 
drivers to swerve into the eastbound bike lane, consequently encouraging 
cyclists to ride on the sidewalk. There are no traffic control measures (other 
than a railroad crossing) from 151h street to 4th street along Western Blvd and 
as a result there are no safe places for pedestrians to cross. Keep in mind 
that this paragraph describes Western Blvd as it currently is, without a big 
development at 7th & Western. 

The only entrancelexit from the Western Station development's site will be a 
driveway located slightly more than half of the minimum applicable 
distance, 150' [LDC 4.1.40.a(2)], from the intersection of 7th & Western 
Blvd, and less than 150 feet from the intersection of 6th & Western. This 
means that eastbound vehicles speeding through the intersection of 7"' & 
Western and negotiating the 30 degree curve will have to contend with 
traffic entering & leaving Western station. This will back traffic up 
immediately and substantially. The tight parking lot (the developer has 
requested a variance to allow the driveway to be narrower than required by 
LDC 4.4.20.03.b) will likely encourage some service & utility vehicles to 
back out onto Western, which will similarly back up traffic. Drivers will not 
only have to negotiate the aforementioned obstacles, but will also have to 
deal with visual obstruction by trees, planters, diners, canopies, and bicycles 
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parked in front of the development, to say nothing of the visual obstruction 
provided by the massive 4 story building itself (with a mere 7' setback as per 
Western Station application attachment " P )  or by the half dozen already 
existing utility poles, railroad crossing arms and signal equipment at 6th & 
Western. 

The Western Station proposal is almost identical to the Palazzo application 
that City Council denied on October 16, 2007. In fact, the most substantial 
difference between the Palazzo and Western Station is the addition of a 4th 
story to the structure, which only allows the developer to manipulate FAR 
and does nothing to ameliorate Council's concerns with the development. 
The developers have asked for a number of variances against the land 
development code for Western Station, all supposedly in the interest of using 
the space more efficiently. However, the more densely this site is 
developed, the more traffic there will be, the more parking will be needed, 
and the more dangerous this site will become for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Public safety should trump "efficient use of space" for the developer. 
LDC2.5.20.H mandates that the developer "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." 
However, there are no such on-site compensations being provided, therefore 
the intent of this regulation is not accommodated. 

In Conclusion, Western Station is not in compliance with Land Development 
Codes established for our community. The developers are asking for many 
variances from the codes without offering any on-site compensations for 
them. City Council denied very similar application to this one just over a 
year ago; in light of the Council and the Neighborhood's input the developer 
decided to add another story to the structure and resubmit. I encourage City 
Council to deny this application too. 
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* December 2005, 910 vehicles per hour by Lancaster Engineering; 
February 2006,772 vehicles per hour by Nancy Hagood. 

** Traffic count eastbound at 7"' & Western, 4:45-5: 15pm, 11/25/08 by Karl 
Hartzell: 194 total vehicles, 62 (or 32%) outside of bike lane, 56 (29%) 
touching bike lane line, 76 (39%) over bike lane line (including U B S  Trucks, 
City Bus, and fire truck). Traffic count eastbound at 7th & Western, 8:30- 
9:03am, 12/4/08 by Dale Hubbard: 91 total vehicles, 22 (25%) outside of 
bike lane, 34 (37%) touching bike lane line, 35 (38%) over bike lane line. 

Criteria: Compatibility to neighborhood 
Land Development Code 2006 
2.4.20.d: Create residential living environments that foster a sense of 
neighborhood identity and that are protected from the adverse effects of 
heavy traffic and more intensive land uses. 
2.4.30.04.b (2): (Review Criteria for Nonresidential Subdivisions) Visual 
elements (scale of potential development.. . 
2.5.20.g: Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than what 
may occur with a conventional project. 
2.5.2Q.h: Provide benejts within the development site that compensate for 
the variations fiorn development standards such that the intent of the 
developnzent standards is still met 
2.5.40.04a (1): Compensating benefits for the variations.. . 
4.10.60.01 (b): ... at least 50 percent of the site frontage width shall be 
occupied by buildings placed within the maximum setback established for 
the zone. . . 

Land Development Code 1993, as amended (MUC) 
3.20.50.09.a (1): Architectural coinpati bility between new developmental 
and adjacent residences (e.g. similar roof forms, windows, trim, and 
materials) is required.. . 

Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 
9.2.1: Land use decisions will protect and maintain neighborhood 
characteristics.. . 
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. 
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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.. . 

The Corvallis 2020 Vision Statement, Where People Live: "Corvallis in 2020 
offers balanced and diverse neighborhoods, incorporating mixed-use, that is 
accessible to residents without driving, which form the building blocks that 
support a healthy social, economic, and civic life. Neighborhoods can be 
defined by the characteristics of neighborhood identity, pedestrian scale, 
diversity, and the public realm. These characteristics are protected and 
enhanced in existing neighborhoods and are included in the design of new 
neighborhoods. " 

A City of Neighborhoods: All development in Corvallis contributes to the 
creation of complete neighborhoods. Development standards have been 
created based on the characteristics of traditional Corvallis neighborhoods. 
These standards insure that development and redevelopment create, protect, 
and enhance neighborhood form while facilitating the community-wide 
needs to improve transportation choices, provide housing for a diverse 
population within safe attractive neighborhoods, and maintain resource 
lands, natural areas, and recreational open spaces 

Criteria: Safety and access to arterial street 
Land Development Code 2006 
2.5.40.04.a( 1) (Review Criteria- Compatibility Factors) Compensating 
benefits for variations being requested. 
4.1.40a (2): . . .Accesses shall be located a minimum of 150 ft from any other 
access or street intersection.. . 
4.1.40.c (1): . . .Vision Clearance Areas shall be provided at the intersections 
of all streets and at the intersections of driveways and alleys.. . 
4.1.40.d For developments requiring four or more parking spaces, vehicular 
backing or maneuvering movements shall not occur across public sidewalks 
or within any public street other than an alley, except as approved by the 
City Engineer.. . 
4.4.20.03.b: (Lot requirements- Access) Each lot shall abut a street other 
than an alley for a distance of at least 25 ft. unless.. . 
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Cowallis Comprehensive Plan 
9.2.4: Neighborhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. Neighborhood 
development. . . '21 
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The City Council Notice of Disposition of 2207-116, Formal Findings: 
Reasons for Denial of the Plan Compatibility Review 

Finding #6 

Finding #7 
The Council finds that the proposed development #O~S ade~uatei~ D P I E ) ~  
pdahboha ~ m ~ e r t v  swnm and ~ I c l e n t s  from matius imm& 
thatwould result from the large residential component of the development The 
Council finds that the proposed development would result in jnede Q U & ~  .sIQht 
buffem asrd visual i m ~ a  8 resulting f m  the proposed design-of the 
m c o n s i s t e n t  with criterion 2.13.30.05. b above 





Dec. 15, 2008 

Members of Corvallis City Council: 

The proposed Western Station development pian is but a slightly changed and superficial 
makeover to its predecessor, the Paiazzs, for which you denied approval just over a year 
ago, based on concerns regarding compatibility, inadequate parking, a FAR (floor area 
ratio) below a mandated 25%, and no compensating benefits to the neighborhood in 
exchange for requested variations to several LDC provisions. 

In fact, in regard to addressing the reasons for denial of the Palazzo development, Western 
Station has improved upon its previous incarnation in only one respect: the FAR 
requirement has now been met, but at an additional price to the neighborhood and livability 
of this city. To get the commercial floor area needed to boost the FAR to 25%) a 
mezzanine level has been added, upping the stories to four instead of three as was 
planned with the Palammo development. Now we have in Western Station virtually the same 
building footprint, the same residential floor area (with a potential for three bedrooms and 
thus one car per bedroom in a studentrental situation) , increased commercial floor area, 
but the number of parking spaces remaining unchanged at 18. In addition, with four 
stories, the Western Station development now exceeds the tallest structures in the 
neighborhood, two residential buildings recently constructed on the SE corner of eth Sf. and 
Western Blvd. (which the developer took through several design iterations in order to be 
compatible with the adjacent Avery Helms Historic District neighborhood) by 1.5 stories. I 
would also like to point out that these four stories (or 43' of building height) of Western 
Station would tower over and certainly shadow the one stor commercial establishments .): Found on the north side of Western Blvd. between 6th and 7' Streets. 

A less egregious design incompatibiiity was address by Council when they wrote (in the 
Notice of Disposition, Order #2007-116) regarding denial of the Palarzo Plan Compatibility 
Review: 

"Council finds the scale and design of the proposed development to be inconsistent with 
Plan Compatibility Review Purpose Statement 2. 1 3.20.c, which states, in part, that 
structures are compatible with the existing development." 

Certainly this stated reason for denial is just as apropos or more so for the Wstern Station 
development. 

I would also like to address another issue of perceived incompatibility, that of insuRicient 
parking. Now that the planning commission passed an amendment (formulated by 
planning staff) that would aliovv alf four commercial spaces of Western Station to be eating 
and drinking establishments, there is little doubt that the 18 parking spaces allotted for this 
development are insu#cien"Lnd that parking for these businesses would spill over to at 
least the north side of Western Blvd. and likely to nearby eth and 7ih Streets. Given how 
busy a major thoroughfare Western Blvd. is with both car and bicycle traffic, the additional 
congestion caused by cars slowing and stopping to park and their occupants opening doors 
and then jaywalking across Western Blvd., constitutes a further measure of incompatibility 
as well as a huge safety issue with the creation of danger zone wherein both pedestrians 
and bicyclists would be at risk. 
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This is yei andher solid reason for denial zif ihe  Lf'i?'esten-i Station Deveiopmeni. i urge the  
City Cotincii tc note that nearly all t h e  same criteria considered f~m- de!?ii;i of the Palazzlcl 
development plan are applicable to \,lfes"irn Station and that with additionai concerns 
raised by incompatible design and scale and insufi'icient parking, y o ~ i  overt.u!-n the Piannii~g 
Cornrnissior?'~ recent approval of t he  deveiepmenl  piat-) for  UVastern Station. 

Karl Hartzeti u 
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501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 CORVALLIS 
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Approved as corrected, December 3,2008. 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

September 24,2008 

Present Staff 
Karyn Bird, Chair David Coulombe, Deputy City Attorney 
Frank Hann Fred Towne, Planning Division Manager 
Tony Howell Ted Reese, Development Review Engineer 
Steve Reese Jackie Rochefort, Parks Planner 
Jim Ridlington Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 
Denise Saunders Claire Pate, Recorder 
Jeanne Raymond, Council Liaison 

Excused 
Patricia Weber 
Jennifer Gervais 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair Karyn Bird at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 

I. VISITOR'S PROPOSITIONS: There were no propositions brought forward. 
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II. PUBLIC HEARING - Evanite Willamette River Greenwav Setbacks (LDT08-OOOOI), 
continued from September 17,2008: 

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 sf 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 oraiiy 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 by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Obiections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

1. Conflicts of Interest: None 
2. Ex Parte Contacts: None 
3. Site Visits: Commissioners Ridlington and Howell declared site visits 
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds: None 

C. Staff Overview: 

Associate Planner Bob Richardson said the application is to request approval of two Land 
Development Code Text Amendments that would apply only to the subject site, which 
includes five parcels, totaling 29.5 acres, belonging to Evanite Fiber Corporation and 
Open Door Inc. The parcels are located along the Willamette River, north and west of 
the Crystal Lake sports fields, south of the Marys River, and east of Crystal Lake Drive. 
The area is developed primarily with industrial uses and is designated Mixed Use 
Transitional (MUT) with a Willamette River Greenway (WRG) Overlay. Planner 
Richardson reviewed uses in the surrounding areas, Comprehensive Plan designations, 
and zoning. 

This application consists of two requests. The first request is to reduce the WRG building 
setback on site from 100 feet from the top of the bank to 32 feet for all non-industrial 
uses. The second request is to exempt development on site taking place further than 200 
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feet from the ordinary low water line from the need for WRG Conditional Development 
permit, unless required by the MUT zone. The MUT zone requires a Conditional 
Deveiopment Review for a number of uses. 

D. Leclal 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 
conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond 
to the issue precludes an action for damages in Circuit Court. 

E. A~plicant's Presentation: 

Dave Dodson, Willamette Valley Planning, introduced Dan Kellom, Evanite Plant 
Engineer. He explained the reason foi this application. Three years ago, Evaiiite took 
down one of their glass fiber lines to perform maintenance. In looking at the existing 
conditions, they realized they had to add a new power supply, which included upgrading 
the utility drop and power compartment. The existing building could not accommodate 
it, so a small 10 x 10-foot building addition was proposed to be built adjacent to one of the 
metal buildings. It was located between two existing buildings and would not be seen 
from either the street or from the river. When Evanite went to the City with this minor 
change request they were told that, because it was in the WRG, a WRG Conditional 
Development Review and approval process was required and would take anywhere from 
two- to-three months. The need was immediate and Evanite could not wait that long, so 
they had to accommodate the upgrade within one of their existing buildings, at a cost of 
$250,000. This is why they are interested in getting an exemption. 

Statewide Planning Goal (SPG) 15 specifies a minimum requirement for the WRG 
boundary to be at least 150 feet from the river's edge, or ordinary low water line. In the 
downtown area, the WRG boundary varies from 150 to 2Q0 feet. The current WRG 
boundary through the EvaniteIOpen Door property is upwards of 900 feet. The WRG 
boundary, as it currently stands, extends across downtown, jumps across the river on SE 
3rd Street, runs along SE Chapman Place, which is the old Crystal Lake alignment, then 
runs along SE Crystal Lake Drive and follows the road down to the boat launch, where 
it gets much closer to the river. 

The proposed text amendment would essentially establish an exemption boundary 200 
feet from the ordinary low water line. He showed a visual delineating the area which 
would still be subject to the WRG Conditional Development Review process, with public 
review and consideration by the Planning Commission (Attachment A) . The area behind 
the 200-foot boundary, shown in light green, would be exempt from the WRG Conditional 
Development Review process. This would have allowed the 10 x 10- foot building to be 
exempt from Planning Commission review and approval, though it would still be subject 
to VVRG development standards. 

Planning Commission, September 24, 2008 Page 3 of 21 



The site has some natural features, the first of which is some land within the 100-year 
floodplain. The current building setback in the WRG zone is 100 feet from the top of the 
bank. in an area with a gradual bank, that distance is much farther away from the river's 
edge; where there is a steep bank, obviously it is less. The setback reduction to 32 feet 
from the top of the bank would be for non-industrial uses only, such as offices, 
condominiums, and restaurants. However, in the area of the highly-protected riparian 
corridor, the setback is 120 feet for all uses, regardless of other requirements. This would 
not change. All buildings and development within 200 feet would be subject to Planning 
Commission review and approval under this proposal. 

Using some additional riverbank section comparisons, Mr. Dodson showed the difference 
between the proposed setback in the area of the Hardboard plant (32 feet from the top 
of the bank, and 57 feet from water's edge), at the Holiday Inn Express located north of 
town (setback of 24 feet from the top of the bank) and the Renaissance building 
downtown (59 feet from the top of the bank). It is interesting to note that in the downtown 
area, the City owns an 80 foot right-of-way along the riverfront, which actually extends 
into the river. This is not the case at the other locations. 

The applicant concurs with staff recommendations, with one exception: they would like 
the 32-foot setback for non-industrial uses, as opposed to the 42 feet recommended by 
staff. 

Commissioner Howell clarified that, though there is no public right-of-way, there is a 
public access easement by the Holiday Inn Express. 

Commissioner Howell then brought up some of the areas where, for him, the application 
was less than persuasive. Comprehensive Plan policy 6.6.2 says that any development 
or intensification of use in the WRG shall be subject to a Conditional Development 
Review. This is a mandatory policy for a Conditional Development Review for any 
development within the WRG. He asked why the applicant had not asked for a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment for this section at the same time. Mr. Dodson said that 
looking back ten years, when the City updated the Comprehensive Plan and 
subsequently updated the Land Development Code, there was a community-wide interest 
to look at establishing some zoning in this area to foster and encourage re-development 
of the Evanite property. The zoning put in place (MUT) is similar to that which is in the 
downtown area, in that it allows for a variety of uses. The applicant also looked at the 
150- to 200-foot WRG boundary in the downtown area, and it seemed reasonable and 
equitable to have the same standard applied. In the Land Development Code chapter 
relating to the MUT zone, a number of the uses are still subject to Conditional 
Development Review regardless of the WRG boundary, because of compatibility 
concerns between existing industrial uses and new uses such as residential. 
Commissioner Howell said his question had not really been addressed in that the 
Comprehensive Plan policy 6.6.2 had mandatory language they were not proposing to 
change. 

Additionally, Commissioner Howell said that SPG 15 has to be applied to the whole WRG 
area. This proposal would divide the area into two portions: one that would be subject to 
the WRG Conditional Development Review criteria and another that would only have 
certain uses subject to a Conditional Development Review, as required in the MUT zone. 
There is a big difference between how these review criteria address SPG 15 criteria. As 
an example, there is nothing in the regular Conditional Development Review about 
protection of riparian area or wildlife. Usually, to get rid of a review process, some clear 
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and objective standards must be established to take their place. This proposal would be 
leaving some fairly minor development standards that do not appear to fully implement 
SPG 15 and WRG requirements. 

Mr. Dodson said that when the applicant started this process, they looked at moving the 
WRG boundary to the 200-foot line, which would have been a cleaner approach. 
However, in talking with the State, it became clear that when the provisions for SPG 15 
were adopted, there were no clear and objective criteria established for modifying the 
WRG boundary. There was no precedent to follow. It boils down to the question of 
whether the Planning Commission believes that those elements of the WRG dealing with 
wildlife and habitat concerns, among others, are so critical 200 feet beyond the ordinary 
low water line. The applicant believes those concerns are not as critical outside the 200- 
foot area; hence, the reason the WRG boundary extends beyond 200 feet through the 
downtown area. 

Commissioner Howell said he was also struggling with criteria dealing with noise, air and 
water quality. Though the Conditional Development Review process has some provisions 
for those issues, they are more directed at compatibilitywith the neighborhood rather than 
compatibility with fish and wildlife and the Willamette River. Another concern he has is 
the rationale for the WRG boundary. It appears to him that the boundary was set based 
oii property li--- 6-b- 4.h- - - - A  n m . 4  

IC3, IuI IC IU3L pal L. Where there are large parcels - s m e  ~f which, like 
Willamette Park, are City-owned - the boundaries are much greater. There are two 
reasons for setting the boundary along property lines. The first is that if one is reviewing 
access to the river, then it is easier to review access from the property line and the 
abutting street than from a property through another property. The second is to maximize 
distance of development from the river. The increased size in boundary allows for more 
capacity for establishing uses farther from the river than is possible downtown or north 
of downtown. The setback line was set somewhat in relation to the size of the property. 

With this new proposal, a development that might be both in and out of the WRG 
Conditional Development Review boundary. The question would be how to evaluate for 
providing access to the river and establish maximizing distance of uses from the river. 
Mr. Dodson said that, in terms of access, the City has "to and through" access policies 
that essentially address connectivity. There is the rough proportionality issue that comes 
into play, but the issue of access is obviously critical to the residents on the west side of 
the Evanite property. It does not make sense to have a trail system along the river front 
that cannot be accessed by the residents to the west. So, when the properties along the 
river undergo a major redevelopment where rough proportionality and nexus can be 
established, access should be required as part of the development review process. 

With regard t~ setbacks, the applicant's concern stems more from the properties by the 
Hardboard Plant, which they consider a pinch point. Though there might appear to be a 
lot of land for a redevelopment project, its width makes it difficult, given the constrictions 
of setbacks and having portions of it in the 100-year floodplain. At the time the setbacks 
were established, the fact that the property was zoned for industrial use probably led to 
setting the 1100-foot setback. Now, with the potential for new uses in the new zone, the 
32-foot boundary complies with the intent of the WRG provisions and setbacks and still 
provides sufficient protections, since the WRG Conditional Development Review is still 
required for land within the 200-foot boundary. 

Commissioner Howell said his question, which he believes Mr. Dodson was trying to 
address, relates to how the inability to review development within the WRG but outside 
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the 200-foot line impacts the ability to maximize distance of uses from the river. The 
setback line is supposed to be a way of implementing that requirement. He wonders, 
given the sines of the sites, how one can make the case that a setback of 100 feet does 
not give them adequate room in order to develop. 

Mr. Kellom said that back in 1979, this property belonged to Corvallis Sand and Gravel. 
His research shows that it was policy at that time that industrial areas and sand and 
gravel operations were included within the WRG. One of the reasons was to specifically 
protect those properties for future operation. The City of Corvallis recommended a 150- 
foot WRG boundary. The State stuck with using the property line boundary. Now that 
this site has been rezoned as MUT, Evanite is trying to move away from industrial use, 
which is more in accordance with the 150 foot boundary. The 200-foot boundary is a 
compromise that they could work with. There has never been a satisfactory answer as 
to why the WRG boundary is 900 feet in some areas of this property, other than because 
of industrial use and/or to follow the property line. Mr. Dodson added that protection of 
the 100-year floodplain was also a consideration in establishing the WRG boundary. 

Commissioner Reese asked what the applicant's objections are to staff's 
recommendation for a 42-foot setback. Mr. Kellom said that right now there is only a 5- 
foot setback, and they do not wish to give up more than the 27 feet they are losing with 
&L, 30 5,,+ ,,CL,,I, TL,. , L I:,. ., 
LI it: 3~-IUUL at:iudLn. I I ICY U ~ I I C V ~ :  if is ii reijsonable compromise. Mr. bods~i7 said it is 
comparable to the setbacks in the area of Holiday Inn Express. The boundary is 
implemented differently in various parts of the State. There are situations where buildings 
are right on the water and in other areas buildings are set back 200 feet. It is not a 
science. 

F. Staff Report: 

Planner Richardson said that his presentation format will be in four parts: Clarifications 
and staff report corrections; physical and regulatory conditions; WRG building setback; 
and WRG Compatibility Review area. 

First, he offered clarifications to the staff report and reviewed materials to be made a part 
of the record. The staff report incorrectly states that residential uses do not require 
Conditional Development Permits in an MUT zone, which they do. Additionally, there is 
an error on the very last page of the staff report where staff made a recommendation 
about the setback distances. The staff-recommended setback is 42 feet. The materials 
handed out last week at the opening of the public hearing should also be made a part of 
the record. Inclusively, the handouts were (Attachment B): 

Additional testimony submitted since printing of the staff report: 
e With a cover memo dated September 10,2008 (B-l) 
rn With a cover memo dated September 17,2008 (B-2) . With a cover memo dated September 24, 2008 (B-3) - Information requested by Commissioner Howell, including: 
rn drawings of Riverfront Park (B-4) . information regarding Flood Insurance Maps and the Mill Race (B-5) . data sheets for the Corvallis Natural Features Inventory (B-6) . Parks and Recreation Trail standards (8-7) 
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This application is separate from the WRG Conditional Development Permit application 
heard at the last Planning Commission meeting, and must be judged on its own merit. 
The Planning Commission will make a recommendation on these Land Development 
Code Text Amendment requests to the City Council, which will make the final decision. 

Planner Richardson then explained some of the physical conditions and regulatory 
concerns related to the site. SPG 15 states its purpose: "To protect, conserve, enhance 
and maintain the natural, scenic, historical, agricultural, economic and recreational 
qualities of lands along the Willamette River as the Willamette River Greenway." By itself, 
the goal is not necessarily an environmental regulation or law, but it does require that 
development within the WRG be compatible with surrounding uses and with the 
Greenway. It allows existing uses to continue, including industrial uses. The subject site 
is industrial and mostly developed. The largest building is 650 feet long and is at a point 
closest to the river. SPG 15 says that local jurisdictions are given the responsibility and 
authority to create implementing measures to govern how development occurs in the 
WRG. The one exception is that any development within 150 feet of the WRG has to go 
through a public hearing process. One of the ways to do this is to require a Conditional 
Development Permit. 

To summarize, within the WRG the local jurisdictions had to establish a "Compatibility 
Revici~t' Area," and at a minimi;% that area had to take in 150 feet from the ordinary low 
water line. There is no stipulation for the area to correspond with the WRG boundary. 
That is why the City can consider a request to establish a new "Compatibility Review 
Area," or, conversely, make certain areas further than 150 feet from the ordinary lower 
water line exempt from the need for Conditional Development Review. 

In terms of natural features, which were already highlighted by the applicant, there are 
areas of partially-protected and highly-protected riparian corridors. In the partially- 
protected areas, the Land Development Code prohibits most development within 25 feet 
of the top of the bank. In the highly-protected area, it prohibits most development within 
120 feet of the bank. The proposal to create a setback line of 32 feet would be outside 
of the 25-foot buffer so that all of those environmental protections associated with a 
riparian corridorwould continue to apply. In the highly-protected area, the applicant is not 
proposing to reduce the setback. Planner Richardson showed some visuals illustrating 
the various areas and setbacks (Attachment C). 

Land Development Code section 1.2.80 states that, in order to amend the Land 
Development Code text, there has to be a public need. The amendment must further the 
community's general welfare and convenience. Staff found that this criteria was satisfied. 
One of the reasons is that the MUT zone represents a desired transition. The zone was 
established by the community to encourage redevelopment of this site from industrial to 
less-intensive uses - commercial, residential, and offices among others. Reducing the 
setback allows more of the land to be developed, which represents a more efficient use 
of land and encourages the types of development that are least intensive to be located 
closer to the river. It also frees up space for those types of less-intensive uses to go to 
this site. Staff has identified this as a need to be fulfilled. 

The condition sf the community and regulations have changed through the years. When 
the WRG was established, the entire site was exclusively industrial use. It likely made 
sense then to make sure any new buildings on site were at least 100 feet from the river. 
Now that the zone encourages a wider variety of uses and there are tougher 
environmental standards, it makes more sense to allow the less intensive uses closer to 
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the river. It makes sense to continue to ensure that industrial uses are located at least 
100 feet from the river. The staff-recommended setback is 42 feet in order to provide 
space to enhance the vegetative fringe, which is called for in SPG 15 and WRG Review 
criteria. Also, it provides for greater protection in terms of visual compatibility. The 
standard maximum height in MUT zone is 45 feet, with up to 75 feet with Conditional 
Development approval. This amount of space would also provide enough room for large 
canopy trees, a multi-use path, and private outdoor areas like plazas and patios and 
pedestrian seating. Any development within the 200 feet has to be reviewed, and if a 
building were sited too close, it could be conditioned to be set back more than the 42 feet. 

Planner Richardson showed a chart comparing regulations within the Compatibility 
Review Area (all area within 200 feet of the ordinary low water line) and the "exempt" area 
outside the 200 feet, which is exempt from a WRG Conditional Development Review. 
Within the Compatibility Review area and Exempt areas, the MUT and WRG overlay 
standards always apply. All applicable Land Development Code standards would apply 
throughout the entire site. The WRG review criteria would only apply to those areas 
within 200 feet of the ordinary low water line. The Conditional Development Review 
criteria would apply anywhere on the site where it was required by the MUT zone, and for 
all areas closer than 200 feet from the ordinary low water line. With that in mind, and 
looking at the applicable development standards, the MUT zone addresses things like 
buiiding orientation, buiiding design, and it has specific standards for pedestrian amenities 
and addressing compatibility near residential zones. 

The WRG review standards apply throughout the whole parcel. Standards include 
protection for topographical features and bank stability, along with the natural hazards 
and natural features standards in Chapters 4.5 and 4.13, which would also apply 
throughout. Other standards that apply relate to the visual appearance of structures, 
location of signs, parking, and storage. 

The Conditional Development criteria do not apply to the areas further than 200 feet from 
the ordinary low water line unless there is a use required through the MUT zone. Those 
types of uses include industrial, residential, restaurants, drive-throughs, automotive and 
equipment uses, and they would require Conditional Development Review. 

In addressing the Public Necessity, Convenience and General Welfare criteria, there is 
a need for the MUT zone to work as intended. It is intended to facilitate the transition to 
less intensive uses. The zone specifically identifies uses that are permitted outright but, 
because they fall under the WRG review process, they cannot be permitted outright at 
this time, which impedes the desired transition. There are new conditions in place now 
with the MUT zone, and it is important for the Land Development Code to respond to 
those types of uses and changing conditions. Approving these text amendments would 
allow the transition to take place completely and as intended. It is fair to say that, if the 
uses are permitted outright by the zone and then are subjected to the WRG review, 
another layer of process is being added, which could impede the desired types of 
development on site. To do so would be detrimental. 

Staff finds that the proposal, as modified by staff's recommendation for a setback of 42 
feet, is consistent with SPG 15, applicable parts of the Comprehensive Plan policies and 
Land Development Code section 1.2.80.01. 

Commissioner Howell asked for a clarification about the MUT standards. His 
understanding is that the MUT standards would not apply to general industrial and 
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intensive industrial uses in that the MUT provisions refer a reviewer to those specific use 
chapters. He would like an analysis of how the WRG protections would be implemented 
outside the 200-foot area if it is an intensive or generai industriai use. Those two 
chapters did not get updated during the Land Development Code update. 

Commissioner Saunders referred to page 12 of the staff report and asked if the City 
Council had initiated the process for requesting the Conditional Development Review text 
amendment as well as the one for the setbacks. Mr. Richardson said they had. 

Commissioner Reese asked if pedestrian design standards in an MUT zone would apply 
to a condominium complex. Planner Richardson said that those standards do not apply 
in an MUT zone, though it has its own set of pedestrian design standards. Commissioner 
Reese said that this seems to be a situation where the owner wants to redraw the WRG 
boundary and not have it necessarily correspond with property lines. Planner Richardson 
said that probably the lines were originally drawn to incorporate the whole of the industrial 
use, which seems to be consistent with other industrial areas outside of Cowallis which 
were within the WRG. The intent of the MUT is to transition this site from industrial uses 
to less intensive uses. 

Manager Towne suggested it might be helpful to look at the purpose statement of MUT: 
ILTI- - II .I IT  - 

rle IVIU I L U I I ~  provides a mechanism to permit the iniroduciion of new, iess-intensive 
uses while allowing general and intensive industrial uses to remain during an indefinite 
period of transition." 

Commissioner Hann said the applicant referred to examples in the downtown area, and 
asked if it was fair to characterize the MUT zone as eventually being as urbanized as the 
core of the downtown area. Planner Richardson said the standards of the different zones 
are similar, though one could build more intensively in the downtown area than in the 
MUT zone. The types of uses permitted are quite similar and the sites are intended to 
remain as urban developed sites. 

Commissioner Hann expressed concern that if the reduced setback were approved, it 
would be problematic to build a case for special conditions such as increasing a setback 
for a certain building, or changing a design facade. He was unsure that this was 
adequately covered. 

Commissioner Hann's third question related to the unknown of what might be on the land 
in terms of hazardous materials or pollutants, and asked if the cleanup capability would 
be weakened by removing the WRG review for a portion of the property. Staff said that 
those kinds of regulations really come through the Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ). Additionally, it is possible for City Building Officials to get environmental 
assessments on properties through the Building permit process. If there are known areas 
where pollution has been identified, it is possible for the Building Official to get verification 
on whether there is any contamination. 

Commissioner Howell said that the Land Development Code makes a point, in the regular 
Conditional Development Review criteria, that air and water quality effects need to be 
reviewed, and that a DEQ permit is not sufficient to meet this criterion. That was put in 
specifically by the City Council to allow this review for local conditions, because the DEQ 
does not necessarily look at site-specific issues. The WRG Conditional Development 
Review standard is even stronger, and states that the "quality of air, water and land 
resources in the Greenway shall be protected to the maximum extent practicable." It 
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seems very clear to Mr. Howell that someone could have a DEQ permit, or be applying 
for a new permit, but under these review criteria the City could say that particular 
emissions have impacts that which are not acceptable in this location. Staff said a Text 
Amendment could change that situation but, in a MUT zone, one of the statements says 
any existing industrial use that needs a new environmental permit has to go through a 
Conditional Development Review. The other types of uses that are permitted outright are 
not likely going to require discharge permits. 

Commissioner Saunders asked what would happen if the application were approved and 
the applicant wanted to build something like a retail store that might be an outright 
permitted use. If it were over 200 feet away from the river, would a review be required? 
Planner Richardson said that as long as a retail use development met the development 
standards and was permitted outright in an MUT zone, it would be permitted to be built 
in that area outside the 200-foot limit without a public review process. The question would 
be if such a building or development really have any impacts on the river if it were over 
200 feet away. 

Commissioner Howell said that he is struggling with the fact that the MUT zone had been 
developed as a result of this site, but was made so it could also be applicable to other 
sites. Some of the other areas to which it was applied were industrial areas in North 
Corvaiiis aiong nwy 99iii. The Evanite site is different because it is by ti-ie river, in the 
same code revision process, the WRG code was strengthened to control industrial uses, 
of which there is primarily one - Evanite. So at the same time the MUT zone was being 
applied, the WRG regulation was being strengthened. Commissioner Howell said he 
struggles with the language that this is a change of condition over the Greenway 
standard, since both were changed at the same time, with definite thought in both of the 
sets of changes. Manager Towne said that Commissioner Howell gave a good analysis 
and it is respected by staff as coming from someone who was present during much of the 
discussion. Staff's analysis, which is based on SPG 15, has led to a different conclusion. 

Commissioner Ridlington asked if there was a precedent with other industrial areas along 
the Willamette for the changes that are contemplated. Manager Towne said that this is 
somewhat precedent-setting. The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD) says these kinds of changes are allowed by SPG 15, but there 
have been no changes or modifications to the boundary itself. 

Commissioner Saunders asked if the City was going to look at the rest of the Greenway, 
given all of these changes. Manager Towne said that this review is the result of a specific 
land use application, and staff is not intending to look for further implementation of the 
changes because there are 65 other items on their work list. 

G. Public Testimony in favor of the application: 

Tom Grigsby, 7775 Logston Road, said he was an Evanite employee for a number of 
years and took part in the drafting of the MUT proposal, along with several other similar 
kinds of opportunities over the years. He stated that his comments should not be taken 
as an adjunct to the applicant's presentation; they are offered as his alone. He had 
helped to guide processes for several failed bicycle trail proposals. Though there was 
never a problem with intent, since everyone was supportive of having one, it was very 
difficult to find a way to build a trail through the property with the buildings in place. Jim 
Howland, for whom Mr. Grigsby would like to name any potential trail, was like a bull dog 
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over the process. What is different now is that, with both proposals under consideration, 
there would likely be a building out of the way, which would allow for a trail. 

With the drafting of the MUT zone language and its final approval and application, he 
thought that they now had an ideal mechanism for enabling Evanite to make MUT zone 
"purpose" actions more easily, i.e. to transition over time to less-intensive uses. The 
purpose statement gave recognition to the fact that there were existing general- and 
intensive-industrial uses on the property, and that those uses would be allowed to 
continue. But it was also anticipated that an indefinite transition period would occur that 
would be fair and would preserve value and flexibility for the existing businesses on the 
property. To his knowledge, this is the first major test of the MUT zone provisions and 
opportunities. These proposals are a critical opportunity to change the nature of the land 
use, and will lead to a more attractive appearance and more compatible use of the land. 
He is aware that most of the testimony is in opposition, but he would ask, rhetorically, of 
those people just where to begin to address a transition in use of this property. He 
believes it makes sense to take advantage of this first significant opportunity to begin 
implementing the use of the MUT zone, to test the use of it and make changes as 
needed. He wonders how it can be explained to people of the community that they tried 
to use the concept of the MUT zone - that they gave it a shot, got bumped around and 
backed off. This land is too valuable to the community and they should maneuver 
4L. r l  ~eiiisel-ves in a fashion to enable the community to use thijt land. He iirged the Plaiiiiii-ig 
Commission to give their approval to the text amendments. There are many controls and 
regulations that exist and will continue to exist to manage the process. 

H. Public Testimony in opposition to the applicant's request: 

Marilyn Koenitzer, 4240 SW Fairhaven, said she has listened with great interest to the 
Commissioners' questions. Her major question is why Evanite thinks it cannot do what 
it needs to do without this exemption. They received several gifts when they got the MUT 
zone. She had been the person to propose the MUT zone, but they intended it to be not 
applied until the industrial use ceased. They had wanted to see good development in that 
zone similar to the Bend mall when it took over the lumber mill, and in the Schnitzer Steel 
area where condominiums are going in with a cessation of steel production. That is the 
big difference between other places and here. The industrial use is still continuing and 
TCE is still being cleaned up. Commercial Associates in Corvallis is advertising the 
Submicro building for sale. She questions why Evanite is selling the Submicro building 
right now, since it is the one with the TCE problems and needs clean-up. She does not 
support the exemption and would be concerned if there were only a ministerial review of 
development in the exempted area. The public living in that neighborhood have a right 
to see what is going on with that land 

Ms. Koenitzer referred to her 14 pages of testimony which she hopes the Commission will 
take into account. In it, she lists the differences between the Evanite property and 
downtown. Downtown does not have air pollution permits and does not have consent 
order agreements to clean up TCE. The developed part of downtown is not in the flood 
plain, except by the confluence of the Marys and the Willamette. Evanite property has 
a millrace. The two areas have very different topography, flood areas and uses. They are 
not comparable in that way, so she does not agree with staff's assertion that they should 
be treated the same. Lessening the requirement for a WRG Conditional Development 
Review would be a major problem for the whole community. She believes that Evanite 
should give the gift of the easement for a bike trail without any strings attached. She 
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agrees with Commissioner Hann that when a limit is set and then a 32-foot setback is 
allowed, it is hard to make the case to move buildings back more. 

Commissioner Howell elaborated on Ms. Koenitzer's comments and served to clarify them 
by saying that it is more difficult for a review body to nix a current standard and say that 
the standard is not compatible. It would be hard to make case that if the standard is a 32- 
foot setback, a review body says it should be 50 feet in a particular instance. It is much 
more typical to have a more restrictive setback and ask for a variance to come closer. 

In response to a question from Commissioner Hann, Ms. Koenitzer said she was most 
concerned about the conflict between new uses in the MUT zone which might be other 
than industrial, and the existing industrial uses. The MUT zone in the Land Development 
Code is written to protect the existing development from more intensive uses coming in. 
In this case, the concern is just the reverse. It does not protect the new uses such as 
new residential, offices or restaurants from the existing Glass Fiber Plant and the TCE 
contamination. She believes there is a gap in this particular Land Development Code 
application where we are going the wrong direction by allowing the new use prior to the 
cessation of the existing industrial uses. She said that it is pure speculation on her part, 
but it might be in the best interests of Evanite to even expand the Glass Fiber line as they 
look at consolidation of their facilities. 

Commissioner Howell said the Submicro plant building that was put up for sale lies 
outside the WRG boundary but within the MUT zone. The WRG boundary ends at SE 
Chapman Place. 

Charles Goodrich, 2340 SE Crystal Lake Drive, said he lives about 1/4 mile south of 
the Evanite properties and has lived there since 1984. He participated in the South 
Corvallis Area Refinement Plan (SCARP). He has a couple of specific concerns about 
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and SPGs. The land at the confluence of 
Marys River with the Willamette River are the most culturally, ecologically, and 
economically significant lands in the City. There is now a chance to make a new 
downtown, and the City should make it the very best they can. It can be a jewel after 
redevelopment, and people in South Corvallis are excited, but there are concerns about 
the way it is being proposed. 

Staff has said that the 32-foot or 42-foot setback would meet SPG 15, but the DLCD letter 
contained in the packet does not say that. Quoting from the letter, "It is the department's 
assessment that the proposed 32-foot setback line may not be sufficient to achieve the 
objectives of SPG 15, or the City's Comprehensive Plan policies adopted to implement 
that goal." Though the applicant has suggested that, in fairness, it needs this amount of 
land to do a good job of development, again the DLCD does not necessarily think so 
because structures other than buildings can be within the setback zone, such as decks 
and patios. Amanda Puntin, DCLD, states in the letter that" the flexibility within the Land 
Development Code suggests that the burden on the landowner of a wider setback line is 
less onerous than presented by the applicant." 

Mr. Goodrich is concerned about staff's comparison with the downtown, with the 
Renaissance building and Holiday Inn Express both being at "pinch" points along the 
riverfront. He believes this is not something to look to as the prevailing standard. He 
does not have an objection for having some points with a closer setback, but to have a 
reduced setback for the entire frontage and then have to apply a greater standard later 

Planning Commission, September 24, 2008 Page 12 of 21 



on is a planning mistake. He believes It would be better to keep the 100-foot setback and 
grant variances so that some buildings could be closer. 

Mr. Goodrich said that, as Marilyn Koenitzer mentioned, the concerns of the people in 
South Corvallis and those who took part in the SCARP were that, while industrial uses 
continued, there could be conflict between operations and new uses. The goal was to 
have new uses come in only when the industrial uses stopped. He believes that reducing 
opportunities for review under WRG Conditional Development Review would be a 
mistake. For the neighborhood, the real concern is that under its existing permit Evanite 
could expand operations significantly. It would be important to be able to have public 
input on that. Lastly, he pointed out that the applicants began their story about the utility 
room that they had trouble getting through the red tape. It is not this kind of project that 
is of concern for him; it would be the larger industrial building like a 40,000-square-foot 
Glass Fiber Plant. He encourages the Planning Commission to deny the 32-foot setback 
reduction and removal of the WRG Conditional Development Review process. 

Annette Mills, 2311 NW Van Buren Avenue, testified on behalf of, and as the President 
of, the League of Women Voters (LWV) of Corvallis. She read the written testimony 
submitted on behalf of the LWV included in the September 24, 2008, testimony packet. 
They request that the Planning Commission deny the application. Their belief is that the 
application is in clear violation of SPGs 1 and 1 5, as well as in violation of Comprehensive 
Plan policies 1.2.3, 3.2.1 and 7.2.1. 

Mark Hommer, 4470 NW Apple Tree Place #4, requested that the record be held 
open. He then showed a series of pictures on video of what the Evanite site looks like 
from the river (Attachment D). He believes that the Planning Commission has an 
opportunity to correct the mistakes of the last land use decisions to allow industrial use 
right by rivers, decisions which were made out of ignorance. He said the State has 
recommended the proper setback of 100 feet. He asks that the Planning Commission 
not repeat the last errors by decreasing the setback and said the Planning Commission 
has no obligation to maximize the profits of this applicant. What the Commission does 
have is the obligation to protect the citizens and the continuing generations of people who 
will be using this river. He said the decision should be made on the side of conservation 
and err on the side of caution. He said the idea of a transition zone should be looked at 
from an environmental standpoint as well, but staff's recommendation is based on 
human-centric concerns. 

Susan Morre, 2775 SW Fairmont, said she testified on the other Evanite proposal and 
she believes they are so intricately intertwined, and - as Evanite's attorney has stated - 
need to be approved together or denied together. Ms. Morre referenced the letter from 
Evanite's attorney (Attachment N in the packet) and further said it states that if conditions 
they do not like are attached to the approval, they have the right to withdraw any trail 
easement along the river. She believes the City needs to take this to heart and either 
approve it or deny it but not condition it. 

Ms. Morre believes that there is justification for denying the application. She is not 
comforted by the fact that staff has found the proposal in compliance with the Land 
Development Code, SPG 15, and the Comprehensive Plan. If staff makes this 
conclusion, it is an argument in favor of keeping the Conditional Development Review 
process, so that other people can weigh in on the issues. She supports having the public 
process rather than removing it. 
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Ms. Morre stated that the requested changes violate numerous portions of the 
Comprehensive Plan, specifically 5.6.1 1 and also 5.6.12., which states, "The Willamette 
riverfront is an important community asset and should be developed to protect its 
significant features, allow for public access, park amenities, and places for recreational 
activities and events." Reducing the building setback to 32 feet so close to the top of the 
bank limits the types of activities that could take place on it. If buildings up to 45 feet tall, 
or 75 feet tall in the MUT zone, are allowed, there will be significant impacts on 
connectivity to the river and visual impacts. 

Ms. Morre stated that the requested changes do not meet Land Development Code 
section 1.2.80.01, which clearly states, "This Code may be amended whenever the public 
necessity, convenience, and general welfare require such an amendment." When 
Planner Richardson read that section to the Planning Commission, he omitted the next 
part, which states, "and where it conforms with the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and any 
other applicable policies." She stated that this requested amendment clearly does not 
conform and should not be approved. 

Ms. Morre stated that the proposal does not conform to Comprehensive Plan policies 
1.2.3, 3.2.1, 7.2.1, and 6.2.2, which Commissioner Howell commented on earlier. She 
said the applicant has not provided any proof that the reasons to grant these conditions 
wouia outweigh any significant damage to the pubiic interest, to wiidiife habitat, water 
quality, or to quality of life; they have not made their case. She believes that changing the 
Land Development Code for the benefit of one specific property owner sets a very 
dangerous precedent, that the Code was created for the community interest and not for 
the economic benefit of one owner. She said that the fact that the applicant has put some 
other property on the market and expects to put the rest of the central portion of the 
property on the market in the near future is another reason to enforce the Code as it is 
right now. She believes it would be premature to make Land Development Code text 
changes or to not implement the MUT zone or the WRG portions of the code. She would 
like the City to try out the MUT zone by enforcing the Code and seeing how it works. 

Ms. Morre said Charles Goodrich had already noted that the proposals are not compliant 
with the SCARP as to protecting open spaces, parks and greenways, and significant 
natural features along the river. She said there is no assurance that the City would even 
get this trail access in the end. But, more importantly, there is no assurance that the City 
could meet its requirement as the designated management agencyforwaterquality in the 
Willamette River, since the river is listed on the DEQ's 303(d) list for not being compliant 
with required water quality standards. Ms. Morre stated that the DEQ recommends that 
the 100-foot setback be maintained for water quality protection, which points out the fact 
that it is the City's responsibility to keep the setback in order to act as the designated 
management agency. 

Ms. Morre also thinks that the applicant could take alternate approaches instead of asking 
for changes to the Land Development Code. They could create a beautiful development 
on site by respecting the 100-foot setback. If they were choosing to build condos, 
apartments or offices up to 45 feet or 75 feet high, it would be an asset to have the 
broader open space between those buildings and the river. There would still be the view 
upriver, but there would also be a recreational or gathering space that could bring in more 
profit when the units were sold. 

For all of these reasons, Ms. Morre strongly urged the Planning Commission to deny the 
proposal, maintain the 100-foot setback, and keep the opportunity for development 
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review. She suggested that the City develop a combined visual image showing the 
proposed setback line over the natural features, so that it can be seen how they all 
interact. Such an image might be heipiui during deliberations. 

I. Neutral testimony: 

The Chair reminded people that speaking neutrally removes rebuttal rights. No one came 
forward. 

Questions of staff: 

Commissioner Hann said someone suggested leaving the setback at 100 feet then having 
future developers ask for variances as necessary. He asked staff to comment on this. 
Planner Richardson said that it is possible, and such a request would have to go through 
a Planned Development process, or possibly through a Lot Development Option for 
minimal change. Manager Towne said that staff had viewed this request from the 
standpoint that the existing condition is not a greenfield site and currently has buildings 
right on the river. Removal of those buildings is a benefit. If the setback is not reduced, 
one of the outcomes could be the continued use of those buildings, so staff's analysis 
balances the existing uses with all of the various elements of the WRG review criteria and 
attempts to figure out just what that balance is. 

Commissioner Hann asked if it would really be possible to have adaptive re-use of the 
existing buildings. Manager Towne said yes, that if there were intensification of use, 
there would be a Conditional Development Review process, but it would not likely be 
possible that the Planning Commission could place a condition for removal of a building. 
Getting back to his original question, Commissioner Hann asked if it was possible to have 
a condition written in such a way leaving the setback at 100 feet but stipulating that a 
reduction in setback to 42 feet would be considered. Manager Towne said that if the 
decision is to leave the setback at 100 feet, an applicant can propose a variation and 
attempt to meet the burden of proof. 

Commissioner Saunders said she was confused about what the review might be if 
Evanite were to expand its operations. Planner Richardson said that under the rules 
today, adding a new building would require a Conditional Development Permit. Under the 
applicant's proposal, there are two types of industrial uses that do not require a 
Conditional Development Permit: Limited Technology, with 20 or fewer employeeslshift, 
and another similar use. All other industrial uses would still require a Conditional 
Development Permit. Evanite can continue to have its existing uses operate without any 
review process, but if there were intensification of use, expansion of uses, or uses that 
require new permits from environmental agencies, the need for a Conditional 
Development Permit would be triggered. 

Commissioner Howell brought up some hypothetical situations. if Commissioners 
approve the change in terms of the review line, and a project comes in that is not an 
industrial use but fits in with the MUT standards, it would require orientation to the street. 
If it were one building, it would likely have to be on SE Chapman Place or SE Crystal 
Lake Drive. But, if it were more of a complex, it seems that in some areas on the site, a 
project could be outside of the 200-foot line consisting of uses permitted outright and an 
internal street that would come in to serve some of those uses. Then later a proposal 
might come in that is abutting the internal street, but is within the 200-foot review line. 
Commissioner Howell said there seems to be a possibility that the Planning Commission 
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could be faced with reviewing a proposal that might have to orient towards that internal 
street, with its back, then, towards the river with a 32-foot setback and with a parking lot 
on the side or to the back. Staff said there is the potential for something like that to 
happen, but there is also the potential for this to happen without a change to the review 
line. 

Commissioner Howell said that the staff report states that 42 feet would be adequate 
space for enhanced vegetation, and the applicant says 32 feet is enough. The multi-use 
path would take 12 feet. He recalls from the natural features process how much space 
is needed for wildlife; the range is from 100 feet to 300, feet depending on the species. 
He pointed out that the requirement is not just to protect, but to also enhance, and there 
is a higher standard for the greenway. He is not sure how the Commission can meet the 
protect and enhance standard for either vegetation or wildlife within a 42-foot segment 
that has a 12-foot-wide multi-use path going through it. 

Manager Towne again stated that staff does not view this as a greenfield site. There is 
650 feet of building along a bank right now, and it seems appropriate to look at a 
methodology allowing the transition for that building and the paved areas along the 
riverfront to be removed. Staff sees this as being an improvement, though not perfection. 
With a 42-foot setback and a multi-use path, there would be 10 feet of riparian vegetation 
pianted aiong the riverside and 20 feet on the other side of the traii. uitimateiy, if the 
plantings were large canopy trees and planted aggressively, one would not be able to see 
the path from the sky, which would be an enhancement to the vegetative fringe. These 
are the kinds of things staff took into consideration as they evaluated the proposal. 

Manager Towne went on to say that one of the WRG review criteria is that "any public 
recreational use or facility shall not substantially interfere with established uses on 
adjoining property." The trail could be interpreted as affecting those uses. Staff has to 
balance against that along with protection of the riparian corridor and other issues. 
Commissioner Howell said the 100-foot setback meets the criteria better for providing for 
recreational use without impacting private use. Manager Towne again said that the 
tradeoff is getting rid of the 650 feet of the building on the riverbank in order to have a trail 
along the riverfront. Commissioner Howell said that the setback should reflect what one 
wants to see as the land redevelops, and be of a size to accommodate the Transportation 
Plan Corridor, recreational uses required by the Greenway, and still protect private uses. 
The incentive for redevelopment is the MUT zone, which has a fair amount of flexibility 
built into it. Commissioner Howell said it seems that staff is saying this proposal gives 
more incentive by having more developable land. Manager Towne responded that staff 
views this proposal as incentive to remove the building instead of potentially having the 
building adaptively re-used. Commissioner Howell opined that that is not the proposal in 
front of them. He said what is more likely to result is that two existing uses that will 
continue, and there is no certainty about what will happen. He said it is more likely that 
the trail will happen as development happens, and because it will be required as part of 
that development. There is a very small chance that the whole area will be provided, but 
the Planning Commission cannot use that possibility as a basis for its review. 
Commissioner Howell's guess is that, with a lot of potential development, the 100-foot 
setback will be desirable to the developer. In the case of condominiums or apartments, 
the greater setback gives more people views up and down the river. 

Manager Towne again restated staff's perspective and said that it is the Planning 
Commission's task as a body to determine whether the applicant has met their burden of 
proof. Staff is comfortable with whatever decision is reached. 

Planning Commission, September 24, 2008 Page 16 of 21 



Chair Bird asked if it was possible to provide the picture or diagram as Susan Morre 
suggested, and it was agreed that staff would try to develop it prior to deliberations. 

J. Rebuttal bv Applicant: 

David Dodson made the following points: 

Evanite is looking at disposing of some properties and consolidating its operations. The 
Submicro building has been for sale for some time now. A portion of Evanite's property 
has already been sold to the First Alternative Natural Foods Co-op. When talking about 
redevelopment of these properties, Mr. Dodson said that the more likely plan for 
redevelopment would overlap onto the area that is subject to a WRG Conditional 
Development Review. If a building were proposed outside the 200-foot review line, it 
would still likely have a portion of the development within that 200-foot line, and the whole 
project would then be subject to a WRG Conditional Development Review. If someone 
did come in and wanted to do something on the west portion of the property along Crystal 
Lake Drive, for instance, and outside of the 200-foot review line, it is true that that would 
then not be subject to the WRG review. 

The question came up about Evanite looking at putting in another production line. As 
staff indicated, this would be subject to Conditional Ewelopi-iient Review. 

Mr. Dodson said the DLCD has reviewed the application and has alluded to the fact that 
they are not comfortable with the proposed 32-foot setback for non-industrial uses, and 
have indicated that the setbacl should be increased. But, they also mentioned that they 
concur with the proposal to have the exemption boundary set at 200 feet. 

Mr. Dodson stated there was criticism or concern about the comparisons the applicant 
made to other areas where buildings are close to the river. Their reason for doing that 
was just to show other worst-case situations. Mr. Dodson understands the concerns 
about setting the standard as a 32-foot setback, but there are criteria within the WRG 
review process that talk about the relationship and visual impacts not only from the 
building to the river but also from the river to the building. This would give the Planning 
Commission the ability to require that buildings be set back further or be less tall because 
of the visual implications; there is that discretion. 

Mr. Dodson then introduced David Gilbert, Development Director of Cornerstone 
Associates, a co-applicant with Evanite. Mr. Gilbert said he was troubled by a consistent 
theme from the opposition to this application that seems to fail to recognize that 
Cornerstone also has a vested interest. Cornerstone Associates is a non-profit 
organization that currently provides jobs for 170 developmentally-disabled citizens of this 
City. In the process of rebuilding a building that was lost to fire in December 2006, they 
had to go through the secondary review required under the WRG. They had help from 
many on the City Council, who commented that their hands were tied. When it was all 
said and done, a non-profit group with no money was forced to pay over $40,000 to move 
and rebuild a building. This was $40,000 on a $400,000 building. The preamble given 
by their organization in the application indicated that timing was an issue. In response 
to those who have said they are just trying to make money, they are not trying to make 
money. It is not a money issue. They simply want the right to do what is best for their 
organization. 
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Chair Bird interrupted Mr. Gilbert to ask him to direct the testimony to comments made 
by the public. He said that he was responding to comments by two people that the sole 
purpose for the application was for Evanite to make more money. There was no 
reference to the interests of Cornerstone Associates that also has a significant interest 
in this case, and no mention of the impact these regulations have had on them. 

Dan Kellom, Evanite, used a visual aid to show the building along the river and what the 
current setback is right now, which is about 5 feet. Evanite wants to make what currently 
exists better, but economics make the 100-foot setback hard to meet. 

Mr. Kellom said the TCE contamination was outside the Greenway and is not part of the 
review criteria for this application. It is merely an emotional appeal. it is well documented 
that the spill exists and Evanite has stepped up to their responsibility. The DEQ has 
oversight and they are doing their job. The site is being cleaned up. It is not part of this 
application at all. If contamination is found during redevelopment, there are laws on the 
books that require reporting it to the DEQ. 

Mr Kellom said development in the floodplain at the northern end of the site also comes 
under the floodplain regulations. He pointed out that once industrial use ceases on a site, 
the zoning becomes Mixed Use Employment (MUE). 

Commissioner Saunders asked if Cornerstone Associates was a co-applicant. Mr. 
Dodson said they were, and they were listed as Open Door, Inc. on the application. 

Charles Goodrich said Mr. Dodson mentioned that a building built at a 32 foot setback 
would be the worse case scenario, but it could be the whole case scenario, which is really 
the problem. He believes reducing the setbacks is really a set up for having lots of 
buildings under the worst case scenario. Mr. Dodson also suggested that there could be 
extra reasons under the WRG standards that the Planning Commission could object to 
a building being at the 32-foot setback for visual reasons, but that is harder to do. No one 
argues with the advantage of removing the hardboard plant building. But to say that 
because it is going to be a little bit better there is no reason to ask for it to be good, it 
would be a mistake to settle for it. With regard to the pollution on the site, it is just a 
factor in balancing future uses. There will be future applications under the MUT and they 
need to be considered whether they are compatible uses when there is pollution so close 
at hand. 

Mr. Hommer asked to rescind the request to keep the record open. Chair Bird said that 
the Commission would discuss before the end of the meeting whether to grant the 
request. 

Mr. Hommer then said that the hardboard plant, at whatever height it might be, is almost 
invisible from the river despite its proximity to the river. Whatever height that is, it is a 
good height for minimizing visual impact. The amount of tree cover grown over the years 
is very acceptable. He took a picture of the plant from out in the river and it was 
indistinguishable from the vegetation. He also asked if the applicant could address the 
cyclone separator structure's height, which he thought might give context. 
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Ms. Morre spoke to Mr. Dodson's comment that this is just the worse case scenario that 
they were looking out for. Her thought is that the worst case scenario would be kept for 
any potentiai requests for variances when there is an actuai aeveiopment plan that is 
being put forward, rather than providing for it now. That situation seems backwards to 
her. There was discussion about the worst case scenario being 45 feet in height, but the 
MUT zone would allow up to 75 feet, which makes it even more important to be able to 
have control over what is happening in that setback of up to 100 feet. 

Ms. Morre said that SPG 15 talks about protecting, conserving, enhancing and 
maintaining the natural scenic, historical, agricultural, economic and recreation qualities 
of the land along the river. She said that in 1980, a Corvallis Planning Department 
document relating to setting up the WRG talks about the reason why the WRG was put 
at the larger distance on some properties. The reason was that the goal is to determine 
lands that are suitable or necessary for inclusion within the Greenway boundary for their 
significance for fish and wildlife habitat, water quality, flooding potential, natural and 
scenic areas and the impact on Pioneer Park, Willamette Park and downtown. She said 
the plan recognizes one of the City's greatest potentials is a publicly-owned and easily- 
accessible waterfront. She said a 100-foot setback is more protective of all of those 
interests than a reduced 32-foot setback would be. 

ivis. iviorre said that, with regard to the BEQ having oversight, the TZE spiii might have 
been outside of the Greenway boundary but the other water quality issues are very 
relevant to be considered, and the DEQ does have oversight on those as well, which is 
why they wrote the letter and strongly recommended that the 100 foot setback be upheld 
In order to maintain water quality and to improve water quality, so the City can get the 
Willamette River off the 303(d) list. Ms. Morre said this is not just an emotional issue 
about the TCE spill; it is the other impact that building closer to the Greenway could have 
on water quality and wildlife habitat and the visual impacts for the rest of the community. 

Ms. Morre said no testing has been done on the soil around the hardboard building or 
around any other buildings on this site to determine if there are other contaminants that 
could be of concern. She said that before any changes in the building setbacks occur, 
it seems it would be prudent to do that testing and to know what pther potential impacts 
there could be by disturbing the site that close to the river. 

Ms. Morre said, yes, it would be great to have the hardboard plant building removed, but 
the goal is to improve and enhance and be more protective of that special area. She said 
it is so close to the confluence of the Marys and the Willamette Rivers and it is an 
opportunity to make this a wonderful space as it transitions away from industrial into more 
mixed use. Ms. Morre urged that the opportunity be preserved to have a broader range 
of mixed uses on that area by maintaining the setback as it is and the WRG Conditional 
Development Review for the entire property. 

Ms. Morre said Land Development Code section 3.30.40 talks about the maximum 
setback distance for protecting water quality. These exemptions that are being requested 
in Land Development Code section 3.30.30 do not comply with DEQ mandates or with 
many other parts of the Code that are trying to protect wildlife habitat, quality of life, etc. 

Ms. Morre said Land Development Code section 2.3.30.04, addressing basic site design, 
visual elements and protection of natural features and the effects on air and water quality, 
is especially important to be maintained on this property because of the sensitivity of the 
site and the proximity to the confluence. Additionally, she said there has not been a 
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survey yet for the archeological value of that area. She urged the Commission to not rush 
into making any changes yet until there is more information. 

Ms. Morre further explained that her request to have visual images used in presentations 
to have all the overlays correspond and be portrayed on top of the site plan and natural 
features is a general request for other hearings as well, not just this one. 

Marilyn Koenitzer addressed the comment about there being an emotional concern 
about the TCE. She said she has been concerned about the TCE issue for a number of 
years. A good friend of hers had her house bought out because of the TCE 
contamination. Ms. Koenitzer is mainly concerned about the health and safety of the 
citizens of Cowallis, which is why she has written her letters to the DEQ over the past 
couple of years and has those responses in the packet. She is concerned mainly that the 
DEQ has not tested other areas on the property, so it is not known if contamination is an 
issue or not. She said the City does not have a good mechanism to deal with this, and 
it is not just an emotional concern. 

Seeing no further persons wished to testify, Chair Bird noted that there had been a 
request for a continuance in written testimony received last week, and her thought is that 
continuing the meeting from then until this week complies with that. Commissioner 
Howell said his understanding in staff's response to Commissioner Weber when she 
asked whether this would be continued to another date for deliberations, was that the 
request should be treated not as a continuance but as a de facto request to hold the 
record open. Commissioner Weber had the expectation that it was going to be held over, 
and since it was said in public, there are members of the public that might also have that 
expectation. Manager Towne said that he agreed that the public had requested to hold 
the record open, with expectations that they could respond to any testimony that had 
been heard today. Staff recommends that the record be held open for another week, to 
meet the intent of providing opportunity for written response to testimony, as well as the 
applicant's final response. 

MOTION: Commissioner Howell moved to hold the record open until 5pm , October 1, 
2008, which would give the applicant until October 8, 2008, for final comment. 
Commissioner Hann seconded the motion. 

Commissioner Howell said his reasoning is that there was an expectation from the last 
meeting that the record would be held open after tonight's public hearing. There might 
have been members of the public that did not come tonight who had that expectation. 
There might be members of the public who presented tonight who were under the 
impression that they did not need to request to hold the record open because that had 
already been done. Mr. Howell said he did not move to have a continuance because it 
is typically focused on new information so the public has time to look at it and testify 
again. A continuance request has to cite the specific new information, and then the 
continuance proceedings only allow testimony in regard to the new information. In 
testimony tonight, there was not a request for a continuance. In written material 
submitted last week, there was a request, and this extra week satisfied that request to 
have time to review any new information that might have been submitted. 

Vote on motion: The motion passed unanimously. 
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L. Additional time for applicant to submit final arqument: 

The record was held open and appiicant has until October 8, 2008, to submit final 
argument. 

M. Close the public hearing: 

MOTION: Commissioner Howell moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner 
Reese seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 
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0 

Frozn: n fit\ Bob Richardson, Associate Planner i~ 

Date: September 10,2008 

Subject: Written Testimony regarding Evanlite WRG Setback and Comnpatibili ty Review h a  
(mT08-00001> 

Enclose& with this meme is written testimony received after t%e Staff Report regarding LDT08-00001 was 
printed, but before release of f ie  Planning Cornmission meeting packets on September 10, 2005. 



RECEIVED 
2340 SE Crystal Lake Dr. 
Corvailis, Oregon 97333 
September 8,2008 

Subject: Evanite Willarnette River Creenway Setbacks (tDTD8-DOQOJf 
Review of Land Development Code Text Amendment request. 

To Planning Commissioners: 

1. The applicant proposes to reduce the WRG building setback from 100 feet from the top of the bank to 32 
feet for all non industrial uses, 

As requested by DEQ, 100 feet setback should be retained in order to meet water quality standards. 
You have the letter in your packet that addresses the details of this request. Setbacks have been reduced 
in some deveiopments due to site constraints. This is not the case here, There is adequate room for 
setbacks. All new developments should be required to be setback l a 0  feet. 

2. The applicant proposed an amendment that would exempt development on the subject site occurring 
further than 200 feet southlwest of the Willarnette River ordinary low water line from the need for WRG 
Conditional Development Review. 

The Evanite property i s  an industrial site, This ground on this site is  poiiuted with hazardous materials 
from various past industrial practices. No one knows the extent of the pollution. According to DEQ Evanite 
emits 19 tons/yr. of particulate matter, 13 tsnsfyr. of particulate matter that is 10 microns of less in size, .59 
tons/yr. of sulfur dioxide, 34.8 tons/yr, of nitrogen oxides, 29.2 tons/yr. of carbon monoxide, 39 tons/yr. of 
volatile organic compounds, and .59 tons/yr. of fluorides into the air through their steam plumes. The 
application does not discuss this aspect af the property. This factory is located next to a residential area. If 
Evanite were to increase or change their operations, the neighborhood would be negatively affected. 

Since ail of Evanite's operational facilities are outside this ZOO feet area, this amendment would exempt 
all of Evanite's plants from WRG Development Review. This does not adequately protect the neighborhood. 
If Evanite were to increase their production or their emissions at the facility by the boat ramp, the people of 
CorvaHis would not have the additional protection provided by the WRG. tn 1990, Evanite, submitted an 
application to  build a new plant in the 100 year flood plain north 04: Crystal Lake Sports Fields. Due to the 
WRG, the neighbors had input and that ill-conceived plan was aborted. Since then, that site has flooded 
many timers. 

3. Pollution and hazardous materials are iocated on the site. Why is this not addressed in this application? 
The bicycle easement should ONLY be accepted into the ci%y if Evanite is legally responsible for cleaning up 
any pollution. Wilt this easement be such a great deal for the city, if it ends up cleaning up Evanite's 
poliution? 

i would love to have this easement: for a multi-rnodai path, And, f will say "No thanks" and ride in the street, if it 
means that the city of Corvallis and the Neighborhood will end up with a 'bad" deaf 5,113 or 30 years from now. 
Please take a long view and do not reduce the requirements for an industrial site whose half of the properky is 
within the 100 year flood plain. 

Thank ypu for volunteering ygur time to serve the City, 

Kapa ~or6deinikov 



September 9, 2008 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

Cornmually Development 
Bla*ir&g Dkisiona 

1 would like to comment on the application of Evanite Corp. to change Witlamette River 
Ereenway boundaries and setbacks (LDT08-0000 1). 

I. 1 urge the Planning Commission to recommend the retention of the 100 foot building 
setback. 

Evanite proposes a Land Development Code Text Amendment to reduce building 
setbacks from the river top-of-bank from 100 feet to 32 feet. The DEQ, in a written 
opinion on this planning decision, objects to this request. This letter, from Don Yon, of 
DEQ Water Quality, says "DEQ recommends thczt the current Willamette River 
Greenway Overlay building setback requirements on the subject site of 100-foot 
setbacUo~tr"er protection from the tap-of="uank be retained." 

I would not necessarily be opposed if a future specific redevelopment proposal for the 
property requested a reduction of building setback for parts ofthis property. f just object 
to a blanket reduction in the setback without the opportunity to consider how diRerent 
parts of the property may require different levels of environmental protection. On higher 
steeper banks, a narrower setback may be appropriate, brxt on the lower, flood-prone parts 
of the property, a greater setback may be called for. This shoujd be decided in response 
to specific development proposals. Therefore, at this time f urge the Planning 
Commission to recommend the retention of the 100 foot setback. 

2 . 1  oppose Evanite's proposed Land Development Code amendment that would exempt 
much ofthe site from the need for MRG Conditional Development Review. 

Evanite has applied for permits thd wil  allow it to demolish old buildings, consofidate 
its manufacturing operations, and redevelop much of its properties as Mixed Use, which 
could include residences, stores, restaurants, opefi space, much like the downtown. The 
Mixed Use Transitional (MUT) zoning presently applied to these properties came about 
through the 1998 South Corvalfis Area Refinement Plan process, on which I, along with 
many other citizens, worked long and hard. When the MUT zoning for the Evanite 
properties was proposed, the long-range intention was to rezone the properties once they 
were no longer used for industrial purposes; i.e at such a time that Evanite relocated or 
ceased operations. The idea that redevelopment for residential, retail, and office space 
wouId occur while Evanite is still operating and could even expand its operation in this 
location is not the scenario envisioned by the creation of the MUT zone. 

I am deeply concerned that if redevelopment into residential and retail space occurs while 
heavy industrial uses continue at Evanite, this will only intensify conflicts between such 
disparate uses. Evanite has done a lot to improve its water, air and noise poliution. But 



Evaniti: emits tons of particutate matter in air poflixtion, much af which is carried by 
prevailing winds over the downtown area. Of special concern are particulates less than 
10 microns, which are implicated in many respiratory ailments 

Evanite is within its permitted emissions levels for these and other poilutants, but 
redevelopment into residential or commercial uses adjacent to such pollution sources is 
not a sane planning decision. The City should retain opportunities for the stale and for 
public citizens to review proposed intensification of ind~~strial uses and / or changes in 
land uses proposed for these properties. Therefore, I support retaining the existing MrRG 
boundaries with its requirements of Conditional Devefopment Review. 

Thanks for your time, sand your service to our community. 

Charles Goodrich 
2340 SE Crystal Lake Dr. 
Corvailis, OR. 97333 



Richardson Robert 

From: 
Sent: 
To : 
Subject: 

Parker Swanson [parkp~r.s\~anson@gmaii.coml 
Tuesday,  Sepiember  09,2008 9:37 AM 
Richardson. Robert 
f support Evanite plan for Greenway 

Hello Mr. Richardson, 

1: know you, as Corvallis city planner, are collecting citizen comments on the proposed 
arrarlyements with Evanite Co. with regards to the Willame~te Greenway through their 
property. I'd like to add my support for this proposal. From what I've learned, the 
proposal is consistent with provisions in effect in downtown Corvallis, and also with 
similar provisions in effect in other cities along the river. 1 think it's a "win-winH 
situation for both the City and the company. 

Thank you for your work with this plan. 
Parker Swanson 
parker . swansorA@gmail. corn 
2846 NW Garryanna Dr. 
Corrallis, OR 97330 
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Corvallis. OR 97339-1083 
(541) 766-6908 

FAX: (541) 754-1792 
Planning@ci.corvallis.or .us 

To: Planning Commission 

From: Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 

Date: September 17,2008 

Subject : Written Testimony regarding Evanite WRG Setback and Compatibility Review Area 
(LDT08-00001) 

Enclosed with this memo is written testimony received after the release of the Planning Con--mission 
meeting packets on September 10,2008 and before 5:00 PM on September 17,2008. 

A Comnzurzity Thut Honors Diversiv 8 -2 



The CCP states: "Also, because of the value placed on maintaining quality of life, the City rakes steps tu 

ensure that new development occurs in a fashion that is sensitive to the environment and is compatible with 
abutting uses." A decrease in the river setback would violate this sensitiviry. 

In addition, the following statements and policies listed in the CCP directly conflict with the WRG setbacks 
proposed by Evanite: 



7.2.d The C ~ t y  has adopted Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Department of - - 

~nvironrnental Q u a l l n ~ ( ~ ~ ~ )  standards as the  rninlmun~ acceptable crlterla for eni.lronn~ental 
compliance. These standads ha!.. been found to bc inadequate tc meet i o m n i i ! ,  values in 
some areas. The communiry has at times considered adopting iocal environmentai standards. 

7.2.1 The City of Corvallis shall contmue to cornply with or exceed all applicable envlromental 
standards and shall cooperate with State and Federal regulatory agencles in the identification 
and abatement of local environmental quality problems, including air, water, and noise pollution 
on an individual and curnulative basis, as per State and Federal regulations. 

WRG Conditional Permit Review 
Regarding the request to add a new exemption to Land Development Code (LDC) to preclude the WRG 
Conditional Pennit Review, this proposal is in direct confbct with the numerous policies in the Cowallis 
Comprehensive Plan regarding citizen involvement including: 

your deliberations. 

As the chair of the Corvallis Watershed Management Advisory Commission, I sympathize with the 
difficultly of these decisions and I thank you for considering my testimony and for maintaining the safety 
and vibrancy of the Corvallis community. 



CbB VED 
1 



large natural event (i. e. extreme rainfall), when the number of  people on 
the trail would be limited' and ".. . it should be understood that repairs of a 
large landslide may not be cost-effective relative to the value of the trail." 
The consultants may provide testimony to respond to my concerns. 
However, if there is a landslide, it will not be the consultants who will be 
held responsible, because they provided proper written warning. 

c. Of the six riverbank segments where field surveys were performed by the 

i. Segments 1 and 3 have moderate risk of riverbank instability or 
creep (Attachment J-5, Paragraph 6). 

ii. Segments 5 and 6,  the most potentially dangerous areas from 
previous studies were inaccessible and they only used top0 maps 
to make the assessments. They "anticipate the risk of riverbank 
instability is relatively low." (Attachment J-6, paragraph 1). This 
means they satisfied the request of their client and have a legal 
back door if their "assessment' is wrong, long after the fact. In their 
conclusion, Foundation Engineering, Inc. clearly states: "It should 
be noted that segments of the rivet-bank and h i !  alignment w r e  
inaccessible due to existing vegetation. Therefore, the final 
setback andor alignment should be confirmed once the vegetation 
has been cleared in inaccessible areas areas and buildings 
removed." Again, these two segments are the most potentially 
unstable segments of the proposed trail. That assessment would 
commence long after the all agreements have been completed 
between the City and Evanite. 

iii. Only Segments 2 and 4 have been adequately analyzed and 
determined to be at low risk of landslide. 

d. On page 23, paragraph 3, "staff find the applicafion complies with 
development standards for areas within Landslide Hazard areas in LDC 
Section 4.5.70." My reading of this document and my observations floating 
along the shore line, make me seriously question the conclusion reached 
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RE: Evanite Riverfront Trail Applications (LDT08-00001, WRG08-00001) 

2) The requested text amendment to the Chapter 3.30 Willamette River Greenway Overlay 
to change the building setback from 100 feet to only 32 feet from top of bank for 
nonindustrial uses is in conflict with State Planning Goals 6 and 15 that address water 
quality, and ignores the concerns expressed by DEQ Water Quality Division (August 27, 
2008 letter to Bob Richardson). DEQ recommends maintaining the current minimum 100 foot 
setback in order to meet EPA-mandated water quality standards. The Willamette River currently 
violates state water quality standards for dioxin. dissolved oxygen. bacteria, heavy metals, and 
temperature during all or parts of the year and is on Oregon DEQ's 303(d) list. The City of 
Corvallis is the Designated Management Agency required to develop a Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) plan to improve water quality in the river. The Willamette River is classified by 
the state as a Type F large river, meaning it is fish-bearing, used for domestic water, is wider 
than 20 feet and has an average annual flow of greater than ten cubic feet per second). The state 
recommends a minimum 100 foot buffer on each side of this type of stream to maintain water 
quality and fish and wildlife habitat (Statewide Planning Goal 6). If the City ignores the DEQ 
recommendations on the negative impact this proposed change may have on the water quality in 
the Willamette River, it is abdicating its responsibility as the Designated Management Agency. 
Statewide Planning Goal 15 states: The general WRG goal is to protect, conserve, enhance, and 
maintain the natural, scenic, historical, a_micultural, economic, and recreational qualities of lands 
along the Willamette River as the WRG." This LDC change will not help meet that goal. - 

3) The additional text Evanite is proposing to insert into the LDC 3.30.30 fExemptions) is 
an overarching exemption from review that would allow development to occur within the 
Willlamette River Greenway without public hearings or review for compliance with the 



LDC. Their proposed language requests an exemption from Conditional Development approval 
for ""any development activity occurring 200 feet west of the ordinary low water line of the 
Willamette River, and outside of the surrogate WRG boundary depicted on Figure 3.30X and on 
survey XXXX." Again, they are ashng for specific LDC code changes specifically tailored to 
their single property. Any development in this area has the potential to impact the scenic views 
from Willamette Park, Pioneer Park, Downtown Corvallis and south Corvallis. Attachment L-3 
in the text amendment proposal "Evanite LDC Text hendment" shows an eight foot tall chain 
link fence 32 feet from the top of the bank and a 45 foot tall building ten feet away from the 
fence. This type of tall development this close to the river, if allowed along a major section of 
our city's core, will effectively cut us off from the river rather than foster a sense of connection 
and maintain or improve views of the Willamette for more of the community's residents, not just 
the select few who can afford a waterfront condo. This decision has the potential to have a major 
impact on the future f o m  of our city. Do we want to channelize the Willamette River again with 
tall buildings, or do we want to maintain more green space and lower profile development close 
to the river, and build taller as we move further away? 

4) This parcel is now zoned as Mixed Use Transitional (MUT), which is intended to assist 
the transitionr from Industrial uses to less intensive non-industrial uses that are compatible 
with surrounding land uses. This W T  zoning allows civic, comercial, residential, 
recreational, and limited industrial uses. One large surrounding land use is the Willamette River, 
used for recreation, scenic beauty, drinking water, and fish and wildlife habitat. Adjacent to this 
site is the confluence with the Marys River, which is  believed to have been an important site for 
Native Americans who preceded us in this area. However, State Historic Preservation Office 
Dennis Griffith's letter states that no cultural resources inventory or survey has been done yet on 
this site, so how could we reasonably agree to exempt it from Conditional review? Also, David 
Dodson's December 2007 letter (attachment K-2) claims that an additional 22 apartment units 
could be built on this strip of land close to the river if the setback is reduced to 32 feet. This is 
not less intensive use, and it is not compatible with surrounding parkland, water quality, or 
scenic uses. 

5) The Corvallis Planning Department 1980 WRG Comp Plan Report (attachment J and 
0, approved by the Planning Commission and City Council in July and August 1980) states 
that the goal of the WRG is to "determine lands suitable or necessary for inclusion within 
the Willamette Greenway Boundary for their significance due to fish and wildlife habitat, 
water quality, flooding potential, natural and scenic areas, and impact on Pioneer Park, 
Willamette Park, and downtown... The Plan recognizes that one of the City's greatest 
potentials is a publicly owned and easily accessible waterfront." It states that priority 
acquisition sites are those that help preserve and restore historic places and scenic and 
recreational land. Tearing down the d e h c t  hardboard plant and eight other old industrial 
buildings on this site is a good step toward meeting this goal. The proposal to allow a twelve 
foot wide multi-use trail with a chain iink fence ten feet away on one side and the top of bank 10 
feet on the other side, bordered by a 45 foot tall building, is a big step away from meeting these 
goals. Reducing the building setback from 100 feet to either 32 or 42 feet will dramatically limit 
the potential for any parkland, recreational use, open space, flood amelioration for existing South 
Corvallis neighborhoods, or maintenance of a visual connection to the river. 



Sincerely, 

Susan Morri: 
2775 SW Fairrnont Drive 
Corvallis, Oregon 97333 



City of Corvallis Planning Commission 
Sept 17,2008 
E~anite Willamettee River Greenway 
Setbacks and Compatibility Review Area SEP 11 NO8 

CommuniQf Dwelopmant 
LDT08-0000 1 planning Division 

Dear Corvallis City Council, 
I disagree with Evanite Fiber Corporation and Open Door Incorporated 

request to reduce Willamette River Greenway building setback from 100 
feet from top of the bank to 32 feet from top of the bank, for all 
non industrial MUT and other accepted unreviewable by the public uses 
under MUT zone and current industrial uses. 

This request could result in establishment of case law precedent which 
undermines State Land Use Goal 15 part F.3 based on elimination of LDC 
Chapter 3.132 MUT Zone Section 3.30.10 e. "Establish standards and 
requirements for the use of lands within the Witlamette R3vei. !greenway in 
the City of Cowallis." and provide no public review of: Section 3.30.1 0 
Purpose f. "Provide review of any intensification of Use, Change in Use, or 
development within the Greenway." Concurrent with the applicants forward 
of this request to Oregon Parks and Recreation Department to make 
up and create or otherwise develop guidelines for use of the WRG out from 
the 32 foot setback easement in the MUT zone. 

Page 17 Attachment J- 18. MUT zone requires 20 percent green space 
designation so this may be just the area of the 32 foot setback and bike path 
easement. City Parks and Recreation Plan fails to address this area and so 
use of this floodplain may result constant and constant repair and 
replacement of bike path and associated riparian landscaping and plantings 
from flooding. 

Limited if any developrnent review by the public for residential and 
commercial use, and all but five uses are permitted outright without public 
development review in the new MUT zone by the owners in exchange for 
any future easement/filled bike path development within the WRG, 
Section 3.30.30 Exceptions. A 4 and P - Q. 

For the WRG Policy 6.2.2 
A- J. A. "Provide public access", . . . J. "Protect river bank stability in a 

manner that protects fish and wildlife habitat and riparian habitat." 
This developrnent application is not even dependant on the bike path 

easements establishment and donation but that it hingedis supported from an 
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easement giftlvirtuaf site lalid use trade in order to utilize more of the WRG 
in 

2 R. Foster Sept. 17,2008 LDT08-00001 



This site floods and out from the existing FEMA 100 year flood plain map 
show I assume as Attachment G2. 

The highly protected Riparian corridor will be 100 percent impacted and 
that much development allowed in the MUT will displace that much more 
active 100 year floodplain area. City Parks will be responsible for mg. of this 
easement and repair and replacement of all bike path infrastructure after 
flooding. 

The reason the WRG was overlain to the entire parcel was due to the sites 
location at the confluence of an undimmed and rather huge watershed 
drainage area, draining the entire supply of water from the Muddy, Greasy, 
Rock, B o t h  and the massive Marys River watershed basin and it's 
subbasins to list only a few. This area is highly sensitive based on just these 
natural undammed river and creek systems needing to confluence here into a 
con&olledre~lated dammed - non natural drainage of the Mrillamette River 
drainage/ditch corridor, 

Will the new owners of this MUT zone be responsible for site 
mitigation of all toxic and hazardous materials on site and offsite across 
the Willamette River in the permitted liquid and insoluble production 
waste storage? We may never know as a public due to exemptions of the 
zones use to public review standards. 

How many types of pollutants are onsite? Are they leaching currently 
to all the area waterbodies via watertables or rocldaggregate deposits 
below this site? 

The geotechnical report fails to provide soil, and geomorphic data to 
show what is below this site and where fault lines are located in this area. 
Generally where rivers confluence there could be a weak point in this 
area's geology and so this weak point could be a drainage trending fault 
break area. 

The site could be underlain by gravel deposits similar to the Knife 
River/Sen. Smith's family holdings across the Willamette River and so 
may be leaching toxic site contamination into the Marys: Willamette, 
local watertable(@ and Mill Race waterbodies but is unmonitored in DEQ 
site wells as of this date. 

City WRC code and policy appears to be outdated as of acceptance by 
the City of Corvallis August 1980. Does the WRG policy need to be 
updated currently to reflect losses to the Greenway by natural erosion, 
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Richardson, Robert 

From: Andy Gray [andyg@proaxis.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 16,2008 914 PM 
To: Richardson, Robert 
Subject: Evanite WRG testimony 

Just in case the submission via the city website didn't get through: 

Comments on Evanite Willamette River Greenway Setbacks and Compatibility Review Area 
(LDT08 -00001) 

September 15, 2008 

While I think the city should seriously consider the proposed reduction of the 100-foot 
setback from top-of-bank for non-industrial buildings, 
32 feet seems to be so small that few if any of the Greenway objectives would be met. The 
letter from Oregon DEQ about the current violations of water quality in the Willamette 
River and the importance of riparian vegetation is compelling.  specially when a proposed 
12 foot multi-modal path is placed in this strip, the area of intact vegetation and 
uncompacted soil becomes small to nonexistent. 

When combined with a potential building height of 45 feet, a 32 foot setback no longer has 
the aesthetic or function of a greenway or openspace but becomes an unappealing urban 
experience. Anyone who doubts this should visit the 24 foot setback behind the Holiday Inn 
Express. 
There is, no room for anything but a few shrubs and bark dust between the path and the 
building, and probably not enough light to grow much anyway. We should not settle for such 
cramped, forbidding spaces on our waterfront. Vancouver BC has inviting water-edge green 
spaces in the middle of a densely occupied city, why should we settle for less? 

The staff recommends a 42 foot setback to provide greater opportunity for mature 
vegetation and trees on the lee side of a multi-modal path. 
However, 20 feet between the path and a (potentially) tall building would still not be 
enough to accommodate a mature tree (a mature Douglas-fir, for example, can develop crown 
widths of 60 feet). However, the 43 foot setback could work if the maximum building height 
was reduced at the edge of the setback. (But that would probably require a separate 
process to modify the LDC?) 

However, the landowner's request for reduced setbacks (and reduced Greenway width, which I 
see as having little actual impact) must be weighed against the real benefit of public 
access to the riverfront and the demolition of industrial buildings on the river's edge. 
Perhaps a setback of 50 feet would be a suitable compromise? In addition, there could be 
an option of reducing the setback in areas where there is at least 30 feet of vegetated 
land between top-of-bank and the ordinary low water line (i.e., the areas with gently- 
sloped banks ) . 

Andrew Gray 
955 SE Park Ave 
Corvallis 



Bradford S. Whiting 
Post Office Box 831 
G~wallIs, OR 97339 

In addition I support exempting the property beyond 200 ft from 
the ordinary low water line from the need for a WRG Conditional 
Development Review. The 200 ft limit provides adequate protection 
for the area along the bank of the river. 

Bradford S. Whiting 
President of OEM, Inc. 
1555 SE Crystal lake Drive 
Corvallis, OR 97333-1201 

submitted by email 



Date: 17 Sep. 08; 
To: Carvallis Planning Corn 
Re: LTD08-00001 
From: Marilyn Koenitzer, 4240 SW Fairhaven Drive, Csrvallis, Oregon 97333 SEP 4 6 2002 

REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE Qmmunity Development 
Pl-g Division 

Because of missing documents, I request a continuance of the LDTO8-00001 hearing. 

List of missing documents: 
1, The Staff Report mentions phone conversations with the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department regarding 
clarification of the Greenway rules. The city should ~rovide wrilten documentation of this conversation and should 
follow up this convers,ation with a letter: I assume the letter would be directed to Kathy Schutt, Oregon State Parks 
and Recreation Department. 

2, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department State Archaeologist, Dennis Griffin, Ph.D., RPA recommends a cultural 
resource study of the area in question (LDT08-00001). He cites state laws ORS 398.905 and ORS 97,740 that 
protect archaeofogical sites and objects and human remains on state private and public lands. There was no 
archaeolosicai report attached in the staff report. Was one done, or is the report missing? 

3. Has the City sent a response letter to the DEQ letter to the City dated august 27, 2008? If so, please supply it. 

4, Page 20 of 97 of LDTO8-00008 StafF Report refers to Stormwater Management Program Plan (SWMPP). 
The most current plan was not included in its entirely on the City's Web Site, Only the executive summary of the new 
Phase If SWMPP is included (submitted as required to DEQ on February 2007,) The Staff Report only makes 
reference to the 2003 SWMPP. The Staff Report shouid make specific provisions of the SWMPP that support 
compliance with SPG 5 and 6. 

GIFTS 
Evanite received several gifts when it was given Mixed Use Transitional (MUT) toning. 
1. The zoning itseH will allow Evanite to get more money for its property under the MUT zone than under the old 
heavy and light industrial zoning'. 

2. Because the MUT zone was implemented before Evanite's heavy industrial use ceased, Evanite was given a huge 
gift-permission to develop lesser uses while still operating two glass micro fiber manufacturing plants. It is 
important to remember that Evanite is allowed to emit 72 tons of particulate matter into the air every year-in the 
form of microscopic and highly respirable fiberglass particles2. These invisible emissions mainly flow to the 
northeast, however past effluent reports indicate that particulate contamination exists in all zones surrounding the 
fiberglass plants. 1 can find no other cases where residential, civic, and commercial uses are allowed on property 
where operating glass fiber manufacturing continues, Neither can 1 find cases where this type of zoning was 
implemented before DEQ clean up orders were completed--as is the case with Evanite's trichloroethylene (ICE) 
spills. 

3. Evanite was also given a gift in that two or so years ago Planned Development (PD) overtays were removed due 
to pressure from developers. Under old rules, Evanite's MUT zone would most likely have had a PD overlay and the 
various tax lots would have been planned as a whole. Hearings were required for PD1s as well, so the community 
would have been able to comment on Evanite's design plans. Now, however, there will be no PD overlay unless 
Evanite requests one, but will it? Now the pnlv opportunEty for the public to be informed of plans for development of 

Exhibit 5: "Tribeca zoning change expected to enhance property values." Datacenter Information Services, 
6/28/1995 
* Exhibit 1: Email to Kent Daniels, 2/26/08 



I realize that you are not voting on housing on the Evanite site at this time, but the Application and Staff Report 
discuss possibilities of building condominiums at the 32 or 42-foot line. If you grant the applicant's requests, the 
applicant will have more area to build upon, housing and industrial use will be built with less oversight than before, 
and other uses will have no oversight at all, when because of the nature of the existing environmental conditions at 
Evanite, more oversight is called for, rather than less. 



Under the recommendation of the Staff Report, the city would violate its own Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 
environmental indings and poiicies by going againsi the DEQ recomnler~dation lo keep Ihe setbacks at 100 feet. 
These findings and policies are not listed in the staff report, but I have listed them below. 

finding 7.2. a 
The citizens of Cowallis place a high value on the quality of l$e in this community and are 

committed to ensuring that this quality of life is maintained. 

finding 7.2. b 
As a consequence ofthe value placed on maintaining the quality o f l i f ,  the City is interested in 
ensuring that human activities of all types occur in an envimnmentally responsible manner. 

compliance. These standards have been found to be inadequate io meet comnzunity values ir7 
some areas. The communi~~ has at times considered adopting local environmental srandards. 

The City of Corvallis shall continue to comply with or exceed all applicable environmental 
standards and shall cooperate with State and Federal regulatory agencies in the identification 
and abatement of local environmental quality problems, including air, water, and noise 
pollution on an individual and cumulative basis, as per State and Federal regulations. 



Because of non-compliance with the DEQ letter of August 27, 2008 alone, this application should be denied. 
Furthermore, the information about the Cleanup Program Requirements should cause the city to rethink its 
recommendation to approve the relaxation of the Greenway Conditional Use hearings. These hearings are the only 
protection the city has at its disposal to consider development for the good of the whole community. 







Exhibit 2: email to Cludia Davis of DEQ reply from Angie Obery, DEQ 
X-Originating-IF? [I 59.1 21.9.501 
Subject: RE: Evanite 
Date: Fri, 3 Aug 2007 08:58:22 -0700 
Thread-Topic: Evanite 
Thread-Index: AcfPqdieG/lmlnqwRvCSpm2AUouiFgGPJYSQ 
From: "OBERY Angie" <OBERY,Angie@deq.state.or.us> 
To: "Marilyn Koenitzer" <marwilko@comcast.net>, 

"DAVIS Claudia" <DAVIS.Claudia@deq.state.or.us> 
Cc: "Robert Richardson" <Robert.Richardson@ci.corvallis.or.us>, 

<wardl @councii.ci.corvallis.or.us~, . . 
<-> 
~ward3@council.ci,corvallis.or.us>, 
<ward4@coundl,ci.conrallis.or.us>, 
e~ard5@council.ci.corvallis,or.us~, 
<ward6@council.ci.corvallis.or.us>, 
xward7@council.ci.corvaliis.or.us>, 
~ward8@councii.ci.corvallis.or.us>, 
~ward9@council.ci.corvallis.or.us~, 
<mayor@council.ci.conrallis.or.us>, 
"'Doyle, Jay" .cJay.Doyle@evanite.com>, 
"AITKEN Greg" <Greg.Aitken@state.or.us>, 
"SADOFSKY Seth" <Seth.Sadofs@state.or.us>, 
"ROOSENBERG Max" <Max.Rosenberg@state.or.us>, 
"OBERY Angie" <Angie.Obery@state.or,us> 

Hi Marilyn, 

Thanks for your inquiry regarding Evanite. I understand that you are interested in knowing more about the 
steps DEQ is taking to ensure the health and safety of those folks potentially impacted by environmental 
contamination at the Evanite Fiber Facility in Cowallis, Below 1 have tried to  answer kach of your questions 
separately, 

What is the process for DEQ to test the soil around and under the hardboard plant for chemical 
contaminants (from plant operations and air discharge)? Has the DEQ tested the Hardboard plant area? 

First, only in special cases typically involving abandoned properties does DEQ do the testing required for 
cleanup decisions. In most cases, the company that had the release is res~onsible for hiring an 
environmental consultant who samples and sends the results to a laboratory for analysis. This is the case 
for Evanite. We consider results that are reported by Evanite's consultants to be of the same high quality 
that we have at our cleanup sites across the state. At Evanite, as with most of our cleanup sites across 
the state, we typically review and approve sampling plans prior to sample collection to ensure the proper 
selection of methods, locations, and handling procedures, 

To DEQ's knowledge, soils around the hardboard plant at Evanire have not been tested. Unless we feel 
that there is an imminent threat to human health or the environment, we typicatly do not require testing 
at facilities in the absence of evidence indicating a hazardous substance release. We have not been 
provided with any information that would raise our level of concern for the Hardboard plant at this time. 

So unle~s~Evanite requests a No Further Action determination for the Hardboard plant, DEQ is unlikely to 
require soii testing. 

It is the responsibility of the any future buyer to pursue due diligence on possible contamination and the 
associated liability of owning contaminated property. Since industrial activities occurred on the Hardboard 
property, it would be prudent for a prospective purchaser to have a Phase I Environmental Assessment 
prior to  any acquisition. Typically, parties considering acquisition of commercial or industrial property hire 
a qualified environmental consulting firm to conduct the Phase I Environmental Assessment. DEQ would 
not be a party to this work unless a No Further Action determination was requested by Evanite or a 
prospective buyer. 





Western Region Eugene Office 
1 102 Lincoln Street, Suite 210 

Eugene, OR 97401 
(541) 686-7838 

FAX (541) 686-7551 
Tm (541) 687-5603 

&)I; bi? 3 
April 14,2008 

Marilyn Koenitzer 
4240 SW Fairhaven Drive 
Gomallis, Oregon 97333 

Re: Evanite Fiber Corporation 
ECSI #4O 

Dear Ms Koexlitzer: 

Thank you for your interest in the environmental cleanup underway at the Evanite Fiber Corporation site in 
Cor;s!lis. As you are aware there is significant soil and groundwater contamination of trichloroethylene 
(TCE) at the Evanite site. Evanite is working to c h  up this contamination under DEQ oversight. This 
cleanup began with investigation in the mid-1980s, followed by impIementation of a groundwater 
containment system (under EPA supervision). Currently we are investigating more effective methods to 
reduce the contamination. DEQ is committed to ensuring that Evanite implements a final cleanup that 
protects future users of this property, neighboring residents, and the Willamette River. 

Your email on March 6' contained several specific questions to me and the air quality program. I have 
combined your questions into a numbered list below and composed answers in consultation with the air 
quality program. You ask: 

"I. At what time in the land use process should DEQ receive notfrcafion about land use changap on properties such as 
Evanite? 
2. Does take any respomibilfty for norz3ing concerned citizem about DEQ activiq on industrial sites? 
3, Are pruspecsive developers notijed of current indtlstrZaIpollution, potential toxicity, and/or remedial cleanup orders on 
available properties? 
4. Are Evanire "No Further Action" docummtsjbr any ofis closed operatiom -Hmdboard, Submicro or Buttery 
Separation Dlitisions on flle? 
3. Does DEQ hove concerns about residential development on property cuntaining t& cleanup sites?" 
6. Does DEQ have concerns about the siting of residemu1 dmelopment on the same property with two~berglass plants 
with Title 5 permits? 
7. Does DEQ have concerns about the siting ofa bike path adjacent to the Wilumetre River near Evanitejiberglw 
stacks?" 

1 - Based on current zoning rules, our goal is to clean up the site to residential standards. If this is not 
feasible, the final remedy may include deed restrictions on how the property is used. DEQ does not monitor 
municipal land use decisions beyond taking current and likely future use into account in cleanup decisions 
and does not require notification of zoning changes. 









C o n c l u s i o n s  of Law 

Based on the above-adopted f i n d i n g s  of f a c t ,  t h e  nanu- 
f a c t u r i n g  of f iberglass  is n o t  a permi t ted  use in t h e  Caunty's 
?,?-l zone, 



There are approximately 80 buildings whlch will be effected by the zoning change. At least 50 percent of these 
currently have vacant ground andlor second floors because there are no tenants interested in renting who conform to 
the alloared use. Ijnder the new zoning, a great rush of new retail and restaurant businesses will likely open in the 
area. 

"There are plenty of businesses and individuals that are eager to rent space in the Tribeca Historical District," said 
Michael Goldenberg, director of sales at Halstead's Do\vntown office. "But they're not the light manufacmring and 
printing companies that historically inhabited this district. The zoning is simply now catching up to the econolnic 
reality of the area. Not only will the building owners and the businesses that are able to open benefit, but the city 
will as well. You can collect a lot more taxes on productive property than on vacant property." 

Goldenberg notes that the value of all property in the re-zoned area will certainly increase with the new, more 
economically viable permitted uses. But it is the buildings with vacant first and second floors that alill most 
immediately benefit. His calculation of a $ 100 million increase in value of property is based on the new uses 
allowable in these properties as compared with similar C1-zoned areas Downtown. 

"Retail and live/~ji~ork we the two uses for which there is the most demmd &I Tribeca," slrmmed up Gotdenberg, 
"It simply doesn't make any sense to continue a zoning for which there aren't any qualifying tenants. This is a smart 
step by the city to encourage the economic growth Downtown and lock in for the city a much-needed revenue 
stream. " 

Not only will the city derive benefit from the increased real estate taxes, it also expects to see increased sales tax, 
corporation tax and meal tax, in addition to the creation of construction and other jobs. 



September 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

2008 
Members of the City of Corvallis Planning Commission 
Liz Frenkel 
4954 SW Hollyhock Circle 

SEP 1 5 
(541) 754-6790 CommunTty Developme& 
lizbobfrenl~el@proaxis.com Planning Division 
LDCO8-00001 

A. Text Amendment to Section 3.30.50.f and Table 3 -30- 1 : Reduce WRG building 
setback &OM 100' firom top-of-bank to 32' for dl non-industrial uses. 

I object to the proposed Text Amendments to the Cornallis Land Development Code: 
Chapter 3.30.50.f Greenway Setback and to Table 3.30-1 Minimum Setbacks. 

1. The setback, as prescribed in the Code, governs Evanite property. Reducing 
this setback from 100' to 32' would provides an extremely narrow corridor for a trail, as 
yet not designed or engineered trail; a trail which, even with the proposed change in 
setback, would require an e-ent or dedication or gift of land to become a reality; a 
trail which, according to other requests to the City by the owner requires demolition of 
existing building. There are no findings that indicate that the setback would decrease 
"intensification" of Use, or even change Use", both of which are objectives in Section 
3.30.10(f) of the Willamette Greenway Overlay. One can assume that the request for 
demolition of existing buildings equates to the underlying property having no future 
industrial use. As to "linkage", if a trail were eventually constructed, linkage would 
remain the same; public access along the Willamette River would not be changed 
3,30.10(g). 

2. The w m m t s  by the applicant regarding similarity to the downtown area 
forget history. This area was annexed well. after the deve1opmeent of the downtown area 
Reducing tfie setbacks for more space is not a fit with Goal 15 that establishes the setback 
line "to keep structures separated from the river in order to protact, maintain, preserve 
and enhance the scenic, hisforic and recreational qualities of the wllmette 
River," Nor does the proposed reduction appear to be compatible with "potential location 
of a multi-use trail"' or with it's associated 8 ft. chain fence, 

3. These purposes of the WRG Overlay have been approved and should not be 
changed for one owner, one site. - 

4. It seems to me that d l  of the arguments that Staff produces for increasing the 
setback from 32' to 42' are identical to the arguments for maintaining the full 100'. 
The loss to the Greenway throub reduction in setback does not appear to be necessary. 
A loss to the Greenway area requires considerably more justification tban appears in this 
application. 

B. Text Amendment to the Cowallis Land Development Code: Section 3 -3 0 -3 0 

I object to the proposed Tex Amendment of the Corvaih Land Development Code 
(Section 3.30.30) that adds a new exemption for the site that precludes WRG Overlay 



Condi~opzal Review process for aEf portions of 'Ifie site firlizer &an 208' &om fprdinzry 
low water line of the Willmette. 

1. My major objection is to the loss of the public review (Staff Report p. 41). 
Because the public is dealing with considerable unknowns (will there actually be a need 
for a setback and what is the extent of potential liability for contamination should the 
public become responsible), any loss of public review is unacceptable. While I applaud 
the intent of the change in the MUT zoning, I do  not accept that dense housing or high 
rise developments do not constitute concern and require public review as new 
intensifying uses. To add to this, Statewide Planning Goal 15 is a basic cknowledgement 
that the Willarnette River Corridor is important to the state as well as Corvallis and 
deserves our utmost commitment to its protection. The role of the public is significant. 



September 12,2008 955 SE Park Corvallis, OR 97333 

SE$ 7 5 2C22 
Testimony Re arding Evanite's Two Requests for the September 17,2008 Planning Commission 

~omun l&cve~o~men t  
Planning Division 

To the Planning Commission, 

As a lifelong bike commuter and SE Corvallis homeowner, I should be very happy that Evanite is offering 
an easement for a bike path. However, part of Evanite's application raises concerns, enough to possibly 
turn down an immediate opportunity for the bike path, because I think a bike path will eventually be 

1 installed. Forgive me if I don't understand the report, but it seems Evanite and icornerstone request: 
- Setback reductions 
- Exemptions from WRG processes 
- Exemptions from Corvallis Land Development Codes 
- Exemptions from some public process regarding development 

Regarding setbacks, three points; consider pedestrian-bike paths wider than 12 feet, nodes for river 
viewing, and be cautious about how setback changes may dramatically increase land value with 
unintended consequences. 

Wider transit strips: It might be better to have the 12 foot multi-modal path, plus an additional 
strip for a parallel dirt or gravel path that would be established when the area is developed. Congestion is 
likely if a 12-foot path is the only route through the Evanite area. From Goodnight north to Fisher Lane, 
there are at least two and sometimes three natural surface trails that parallel the multi modal path. The 
total set of trails are used by fast bike comuters, runners, dog walkers, slow walkers, and small children. 

River view nodes: If there are view areas, people will linger, so consider planning nodes where 
people can stop for the view (without creating bike traffic hazards). Hopefully a tour of the area is 
planned or completed, even though pictures, charts, and data attachments are very helpful. 

Setbacks and land value: I think Evanite seeks setback adjustments to accommodate more 
development on land that has recently been re-zoned as mixed use. If the buildable footprint is increased, 
the land should sell for a much higher price, which may limit the number of developers who can afford to 
purchase it. My concern is that if the land is too expensive, then only "high-end" development can occur 
on it, in order to regain a developer's investment. This would limit options for future development. Since 
there are concerns related to toxic hazards associated with the property, I hope you will consider the long 
range view of these decisions as they relate to future clean up issues vis a vis development. 

Regarding exemptions: please don't have any exemptions to public process, to the WRG, or to the 
Corvallis LDGs. It seems Evanite is asking for amendments to the LDC, yet these codes should apply to 
all developments-that's why the codes were planned, adopted, and tested in court. It also seems that 
Evanite seeks reduced public process on future developments, but there seems to be suspicion among 
some neighbors about past pollution, recent pollution (alleged well contamination associated with the 
Cornerstone redevelopment), and future cleanup issues. If there is less public process, I worry that people 
might pursue private process and private monitoring, which will result in conflicts. If I have 
misconceptions about Evanite's request, I'm sure the Planning Commission will clarify at the hearing. 

I am glad that there are experienced, caring, and committed people of the Planning Commission and 
Council. City staff are also highly talented. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sue Hirsch 758-0135 



ENtiAlUClNG COMMIJNITY LIVABILITY 

C ommonii~\ %bevctia,pmei~r 
Bqanrsiao, Tlivision 

50 i SW i\/laalscri Avenue 
P.0 Box iOS3 

Corvalhs. OR 97339-1083 
(541 ) 766-6908 

FAX: (541) 754-1792 
Planning@ci.corvallis.or.us 

To : Planning Commission r? 

From: Bob Richardson, Associate 

Date: September 24, 2008 

Subject : Written Testimony regarding Evanite WRG Setback and Compatibility Review Area 
(LDT08-00001) 

Enclosed with this memo is written testimony received after the Public Hearing on LDTO8-00001 was 
opened on September 17,2008, and before 5:00 PM on September 24,2008, the day the Hearing will be 
resumed. Also included is an email from Amanda Punton, DLCD, addressing perceived conflicts between 
previous DLCD and DEQ written comments regarding the above application. 



Richardson, Robert 

From. Amanda Punton [Amanda Punton@sta te .or .us]  

Sent: Wednesday,  S e p t e m b e r  24, 2008 3:03 PiVl 

To : R~chardson ,  R o b e d  

Cc: Rob Hallyburton; Donald R Yon 

Subject: Clarificat~on of prevlous comment s  

Attachments: Amanda Punton.vcf 

Bob, 
Below I have tried to describe the interface between state land use regulations and the DEQ water 
quality concerns and requirements described in Don Yon's comnent letter dated August 27,2008. I 
hope this helps the city understand where and how state law applies to the proposed plan amendments. 
Don has reviewed the explanation below and has stated that it looks good to him. If you would like 
further confirmation from him you should contact him via email since he is working from home today. 
I have ccd him on this email. 

GoaP 15, Wiilamette Ever Greenway - The creation of the Willamette Greenway and 
implementation of the Goal have several different components. Corvallis has responsibility for some of 
these. They must manage land within the Greenway in a manner that is consistent with the goal. 
Chapter 3.30 of the Corvallis Land Development Code (LDC) has been found to adequately implement 
the goal with regard to new and re-development. Goal 15 provides some flexibility, so it is possible for 
the city to change Chapter 3.30 and still be in compliance with the Goal. The current post 
acknowledgement plan amendment (PAPA) review process is intended to evaluate the proposed 
changes with respect to Goal 15. 

Other Land Use Goals - In reviewing a proposed plan amendment, findings must also be made on 
whether the change is consistent with the other Statewide Land Use Goals. This does not usually mean 
that a city's implementation of another goal can be called into question. If the city's plan has been 
found to adequately implemeni a goal, through either an acknowledgement or PAPA process, than 
compliance with the local plan and code is the same as being compliant with the goal. 

Goal 5 - Cowallis has riparian protection standards that were adopted in 2006 and found to be 
compliant with Goal 5. If demolition of buildings and the placement of a bike path are allowed 
by the city's riparian protection code, these actions are consistent with Goal 5. The proposed 
plan amendment to change the Greenway setback line and the Greenway review boundary is 
not a developnlent proposal. Chapter 3.30 of the Cowallis LDC, The Greenway Overlay, brings 
additional review criteria to bear on development in the area: but it does not negate or conflict 
with existing riparian protection requirements. Although it is appropriate to consider how 
redevelopment along the river could impact riparian functions, this issue is better addressed by 
the Greenway compatibility review criteria (See bullet for Corvallis LDC Chapter 3.30 below). 

1. Goal 6 - There is no state rule that specifies how Goal 6 should be met. At a minimum Goal 6 
requires that local governments comply with state and federal environmental laws that regulate 
discharge of pollutants. Coal 6 also gives consideration of environmental impacts a place at the 
table for all land use decisions and long range planning efforts. Local comprehensive plans are 
evaluated for compliance with Goal 6 at the time of periodic review, and during a PAPA process 
when comprehensive plan or code components adopted to implement Goal 6 are changed. (No 



changes to the c~ty's Goal 6 rmplementatlon arc proposed 111 tlils PAPA.) The proposed amendments to 
the comprehens~ve plan and developrneni code will Ise consistent w~tk Goal 6 1f they ineei the 
current requirements of the clty s comprehens~ve plan and code. The clty liltely has plan pollc~es 
that speak to meeting water quallty standards and m a y  have pol~cies specific to a TMDL If the city 
has a comprehensive plan pollcy that says something like. "the city shall meet water quality 
standards," the threshold for compliance with water quality standards still need to come from DEQ. 
The next step for compliance with the DEQ's TMDL order mentioned in the DEQ letter is 
development and approval of the Corvallis TMDL Implementation Plan. Although that process can 
inform the decislon on the proposed amendment, there does not appear to be any requirement at 
this point for a 100 foot vegetated riparian buffer t o  protect water quality. Thus, Goal 6 does not 
require such a buffer. 

Gorvalfis Land Development Code Chapter 3.30 - There are two changes being proposed to chapter 
3.30. The proposed change to the Greenway setback line will not effect the riparian protection 
requirements on the site. The Greenway setback line i n  Chapter 3.30 only regulates how close to the 
top-of-bank buildings can be placed. It does not restrict vegetation removal, landscaping or placement 
of non-building structures such as pavement. The Greenway setback line is thus not a good tool for 
achieving a greener, shadier riparian area. The Greenway Compatibility Review Criteria 3.30.40(d) has 
the strongest relationship to the concerns for water quality and meeting temperature load allocations 
raised in the DEQ letter. Review Criteria (d) states, 

The quality of air, water, and land resources in the Greenway shall be protected to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

Review Criteria (f) also has a relationship to water quality. It states, 

The natural vegetative fringe along the river shall be protected and enhanced to the maximum 
extent practicable to ensure scenic quality, protection of wildlife, protection from erosion and 
screening of uses from the river. 

The proposed amendment would set the Greenway Compatibility Review Boundary at 200 feet from 
the low water mark. This means that future redevelopment of the site within 200 feet of the river will 
be evaluated under these criteria. To address DEQ's water quality concerns the city should: 

I) Draft conditions of approval for the proposed building demolition and riverfront trail, based 
on review criteria (d) and (f) to mitigate for the TMDL parameters listed in DEQ's letter. 

2) In working with DEQ to finalize the Corvallis TMDL Implementation Plan consider how the 
provisions in Chapter 3.30.40 can support acheving load reduction targets. 

Amanda Punton 
Natural Resource Specialist 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
800 NE Oregon #18 
Portland OR, 97232 

971-673-0961 
(Fax 971 -673-091 1) 
amanda.punton@state.or.us 



To: Corvallis Planning Cornmissior-i and City Council 
Bob Richardson, City of Corvallis d om in unit^ Development ~ l a n n l n ~ % m @  

Planmg Division 

RE: Evanite Willamette River Greenway Permit Applications (LDTO8-00001, WRGO8-00001) 

Although the Planning Con~mission is hearing these as two separate proposals, they are 
inextricably intertwined, as claimed by Evanite's attorney F. ScoK Farleigh in his August 15, 
2008 letter (Attachment N in the LDTO8-00001 packet). I sent a previous letter- to you 
respectfully requesting that you deny the Land Development Code (LDC) text amendments, 
Willamette River Greenway setback adjustment and Conditional Development Review 
exemption requested by Evanite Fiber Corporation and Open Door Incorporated. The record was 
held open for another week, so I wish to cite additional portions of the Corvallis Land 
Development Code and other City guiding documents to bolster the reasons for denial mentioned 
in my previous letter. I urge you to deny both of these permit applications for the following 
reasons, many of which apply to both applications: 

1) The EDC provides a set r?f regu!atioss to guide the type anrd !ocatiolo sf development for 
the benefit of the entire community, not for the benefit of a single property owner. 
Changing the code for the economic benefit of a single property owner is contrary to the purpose 
of the code and sets a bad precedent. 

The requested changes violate Corvallis Comp Plan 5.6.1 1 and 5.6.12: "This City should 
acquire land for parla and recreational activities in advance of urban grpowih and 
development. Parks and open space shall be included in area plans. The Willamette 
Riverfront is an impo&ant community asset and should be developed to protect its 
signiflcarzt environmental features, allow for public access, park amenities, araw d placesfor 
recreational activities and events. " The proposed changes do not meet this important part 
of the code and should therefore be denied. 
The requested changes do not meet the standard required for a Code text amendment clearly 
stated in LDC 1.2.80.01: "This Code may be amended whenever the public necessity, 
convenience, and general welfare require such an amendment and where it conforms with 
the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and any other applicablepolicie~~ " The burden of proof 
rests on the landowner, and they have neither provided substantial evidence to support the 
claim nor provided any alternate trail location. In addition, the applicant and his agent 
David Dodson noted during oral testimony that they are putting this property on the market 
in "a couple of weeks" and therefore want the new owner to be able to develop closer to the 
river. This potential increased profit for the seller or the potential unidentified buyer does 
not justify an LDC text amendment or a change to the WRG setback. 

2) The requested text amendment to the Chapter 3.38 WiIlame4te River Greenway Overlay 
to change the building setback from 104) feet to only 52 feet from top of bank for 
amcntndnstriaf rsses is in csnfiict with State PIangaing Goals 6 aind 15 that address water 
qrraliiity, and ignores the concerns expressed by DEQ Water QplaIiLgr Division (August 27, 
2008 letter to Bob Richardson). DEQ recommends maintaining the current minimum 100 foot 
setback in order to meet EPA-mandated water quality standards in attachment M2 - 4: "DEQ 



recommends tha~ tire curreni M4ilametfc Rrver. Greenwuv O\/erlai, huildznp setbacii 7reqzlzrer.rze7ztL~ 
on llze subjecf site o f  I OOTjbot setbackchufler- protectzon ,$-om the top-ofbanli he retazned 17.1 order. 
to meet wate~ qualztji standards. " The Willamette Rrver currently violates state water quallty 
standards for dioxin,'dissolved oxygen, bacteria, heavy metals, and temperature during all or 
parts of the year and 1s on Oregon DEQ's 303(d) list. The City of Corvallis is the Designated 
Management Agency required to develop a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) plan to 
improve water quality in the nver. The Willaniette River is classified by the state as a Type F 
large river, meaning it is fish-bearing, used for domestic water, is wider than 20 feet and has an 
average annual flow of greater than ten cubic feet per second). The state recommends a 
minimum 100 foot buffer on each side of this type of stream to maintain water quality and fish 
and wildlife habitat (Statewide Planning Goal 6). If the City ignores the DEQ recommeiidations 
on the negative impact this proposed change may have on the water quality in the Willamette 
hver ,  it is abdicating its responsibility as the Designated Management Agency. 

Statewide Planning Goal 15 states: The general WRG goal is to protect, consewe, enhance, 
and mazntain the natural, scenic, hzstorzcal, ag~icultural, economzc, and recreational 
qualities of lands along the Willamette River a s  the WRG. " This LDC change will not help 
meet that goal. 
LDC 3.30.40 review criteria within the ?VRG states that "public access to and along the 
~ v e r  shall be provided to the maximum extent practicable; sigtzz$cant natural and scenic 
areas, viewpoints, and vistas shall be preserved, the quality of air, water, and land 
resources En the Greenway shall be projected to  the maximum extent practicable, the natural 
vegetative Pinge along the river shall be protected and enhanced .. . to ensure scenic quality, 
protection of wildlife, protection from erosion, and screening of uses from the river,; 
development, change, or intenszficatzon of use shall provide the maximum possible 
landscaped area, open space, or vegetation between the activity and the river; and " 

development shall be sited to maximize distance from the river to the greatest extent 
practicable. " LDC 3.30.40.1 states that in applying these portions of the code, that the 
Corvallis 2020 vision statement and other planning documents, and if there are any conflicts 
among documents, this part of the LDC and the Comp Plan will provide direction. 
Therefore, any downtown Riverfront Park or Parks and Rec planning documents are 
trumped by this code. 

3) The additional test Evanite is proposing to insert into the LDC 3.30.30 (Exemptions) is 
an overarching exemption from review that would allow development to occur within the 
Willamette River Greenway without public hearings or review for compliance with the 
LDC. Their prop~sed language requests an exemption from Conditional Development approval 
for "any development activity occurring 200 feet west of the ordinary low water line of the 
Willamette River, and outside of the surrogate WRG boundary depicted on Figure 3.30X and on 
survey XXXX." Again, they are asking for specific LDC code changes specifically tailored to 
their single property. 

Any development in this area has the potential to impact the scenic views from WilIamette 
Park, Pioneer Park, Downtown Corvallis and south Corvallis. Attachment L-3 in the text 
amendment proposal "Evanite LDC Text Pmendment" shows an eight foot tall chair, link 
fence 32 feet from the top of the bank and a 45 foot tall building ten feet away from the 
fence. This type of tall development this close to the river, if allowed along a major section 
of our city's core, will effectively cut us off from the river rather than foster a sense of 



coimect~ori and malntalfi or lmnyrovc v~ews of tht VJnllan~etta fo: more oi'ti~iit. co~iimunlty's 
resrdents, not just the select few who can afford a waterfront condo Thss declslon nas the 
potentlal to have a major smnpact on the future form of our clty. Do we want to channelize 
the Willamette Rnver agaln wlth tall bu~ldmgs, or do we want to malntam more green space 
and lower profile development close to the river, and build taller as we move further away? 
Mamtalnmg the existing 100 foot buildlng setbacks and development review is more in the 
public interest than changing them as the applicant requests. 
The rev~ew criteria in LDC 2.3.30.04 address basic site desi.m, visual elements, protection 
of natural features, and effects on air and water quality. In this sensitive area so close to the 
Marys and Willarnette Rivers, malting any development exempt from this review and taking 
away public notice of pending applications are not justified. 

4) This parcel is now zoned as Mixed Use Transitional (MUT), which is intended to assist 
the transition from Industrial uses to less intensive DOE-industrial uses that are compatible 
with surrounding Iand uses. Tlis  MUT zoning allows civic, commercial, residential, 
recreational, and limited industrial uses. One large surrounding land use is the Willamette River, 
used for recreation, scenic beauty, drinking water, and fish and wildlife habitat. Adjacent to this 
site is the confluence with the Marys River, which is  believed to have been an important site for 
Native Americans who preceded us in this area. However, State Historic Preservation Office 
Dennis Griffith's letter (attachment M-1) states that no cultural resources inventory or survey has 
been done yet on this site, so how could we reasonably agree to exempt it from Conditional 
review? Also, David Dodson's December 2007 letter (attachment K-2) claims that an 
additional 22 apartment units could be built on this strip of land close to the river if the setback is 
reduced to 32 feet. This is not less intensive use, and it is not compatible with surrounding 
parkland, water quality, or scenic uses. 

5 )  The Corvallis Planning Department 1980 V7RG Comp Plan Report (a~ttachment 9 and 
0, approved by the Planning Commission and City Council in July and August 1980) states 
that the goal of the WRG is to "determine lands suitable or necessary for inclusion within 
the Willamette Greenway Boundary for their significance due to fish and wildlife habitat, 
water quality, flooding potential, natural and scenic areas, and impact on Pioneer Park, 
Willamette Park, and downtown ... The Plan recognizes that one of the City's greatest 
potentials is a publicly owned and easily accessible waterfront.'' It states that priority 
acquisition sites are those that help preserve and restore historic places and scenic and 
recreational land. Tearing down the defunct hardboard plant and eight other old industrial 
buildings on this site is a good step toward meeting this goal. The proposal to allow a twelve 
foot wide multi-use trail with a chain link fence ten feet away on one side and the top of bank 10 
feet on the other side, bordered by a 45 foot tall building, is a big step away from meeting these 
goals. Reducing the building setback from 100 feet to either 32 or 42 feet will dramatically limit 
the potential for any parkland, recreational use, open space, flood amelioration for existing South 
Corvallis neighborhoods, or maintenance of a visual connection to the river. 

The boundary is larger on this property because it is  very near the confluence of the Mar-ys and 
Willa~nette Rivers and is significant for most of the reasons listed. As the site transitions away 
from its recent strictly industrial use to more mixed uses, we need to maintain the potential to 
improve the visual connection to the river, improve the water quality of the river, and expand the 



recrea~iollai and scenic uses of thrs Iocal~or~ oli the ri\iez Reducillg the b ~ ~ l d ~ i ~ g  setback and 
mstalhiig an c~ght foot tall cham l1nk fence 32 feet from the top of bank destroys th~s  potential 
connection to the waterfront and will negatively impact water quality. Yes, it would be nice to 
have a patliway along the river that connects south Corvallis and downtown, but this is too bsg a 
price to pay, and this is not the only way to acquire the path. 

6) There is no assurance that the City would even get the narrow fenced-off strip of trail. 
Evanite attorney threatens "Evanite reserves the right to deny any Riverfront Trail access 
easement unless both of the pending applications are approved by City and State, including 
setback adjustments, demolition and construction permits.. .or if there are material changes or 
unacceptable conditions of approval imposed on either of the two applications." (Attachment 
N). It would be very unwise to make a Land Use Text change and exemption from review based 
on this unyielding threat, and presents another dangerous precedent to the City. City staff 
recommends maintaining a minimum of 42 feet, and that could result in Evanite getting their 
approvals with no trail access in return. Bowing to legal threats is not a good way to develop or 
enforce our code. Evanite could be a good community partner and maintain the existing 
boundaries as the land is redeveloped, and could use the more sensitive areas closer to the 
riverfront as community parkland, trails, and gathering spaces. These waterfront uses would 
enhance the value of any other residential, commercial, or industrial uses on areas further away 
Erom the water. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Morri: 
2775 SW Fainnont Drive 
Corvallis, Oregon 97333 
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League of TJomen Voters of Corvaiiis 
PO Box 1679 
Cox-vallis, Oregon 97339 

Communtty Developme& 
Planning Division 

City of Corvallis Planning Commission 

Dear Commissioners, 

The League of Women Voters of Corvallis opposes Application LDT08-00001. We 
request that you deny t h s  application. 

We believe Application LDT08-00001 is in clear violation of Oregon State Land Use 
Goals 1 and 15. We also believe the application is in violation of Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan Policies 1.2.3,3.2.1 and 7 -2.1. (see policies at end) 

The Leape of Women Voters has alv~ays supp ortecl Goal 1 of the State' s Land Use 
Planning Goals - Citizen Participation. We have also supported Goal 15 - Willamette 
River Greenway, as well as adherence to the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan. We believe 
that granting an exemption to the applicant for remoyal of the Compatitulitydieview Area 
of the Willamette River Greenway (WRG) on their property beyond 200 feet horn the 
ordinary iow water iine is not in the best interests of the City or its residents. 

When the new Mixed Use Transitional zone (MVT) was applied to the Evanite property 
in 1998, there was no intention to remove citizen participation through the Greenway 
Conditional Use Hearing process. Now, however, the City is recommending Land 
Development Code text amendments for one entity, Evanite Fiber Corporation. These 
pasticulas axnendments have city-wide implications, since Evanite's requested changes 
could reduce the health of the Marys and Willarnette rivers adjacent to the property and 
redevelopment will affect everyone. 

There are several problems within the area proposed to be exempted from the hearing 
process. Whde currently the whole property requires Greenway hearings, change or 
addition to industrial use and residential use also require land use hearings. Most of the 
remaining uses in the MUT zone are permitted outright. With the exemption, no hearings 
of any type would be conducted for most uses other than residential or industrial. All of 
the area was in industrial use before the MUT zone was implemented. Two plants 
emitting micro glass fiber exist in the zone. A portion of area is under DEQ mandate to 
clean up kichloroethylene until cleanliness standards for the zone are met. This cleanup 
could take another ten to twenty years. Moreover, neither Evanite nor DEQ has tested the 
remainder of the property for contaminants. DEQ's only responsibility for properties like 
this is to ensure they are cleaned up to the standard necessary for the zone. The city does 
not take responsibility for the cleanup. Because of these problems, League believes it is 
inappropriate to take away the Greenway Compatibility Review process. Ln addition, this 
requested change is not consistent with Goal IS .  (Greenway). Keeping the Greenway 



Dsveiopment R s v ~ e ~ l ~  process fi21157 an place would bener ensure redevelopment that is 
enhanced md embraced h w g h  the public process 

With regard to the setbacks, the League supports the recommendation of the DEQ to 
retain 100 foot building setbacks to ensure the health of the river as stated in Don Yon's 
letter to the city dated August 27,2008. We also support the letter by Amanda Punton of 
DLCD to the city dated September 11, 2008 gyikh rdemce to the portion that gives the 
rationale for a wider setback. 

""This flexibility within the code suggests  hi the burden on the land 
owner of a wider setback l i e  is less onerous than presented by the 
appiicant " 

Ms. Punton gives numerous exampfes of why a wider setback line is beneficial to the 
river, the public and the lm&ws and therefore why a wider setback meets Goal 15 

Because of the reasons stated above, we hape you will agree t b t  this application d ~ e s  not 
meet state or city Wmdznrds.) 

Yours very truly, 

Annette Mills, Presidermtt 

CCP 1.2.3 AmencZnsmts do the Cmpr~hemzve Plan can anly be approved where the 
following 
findings are made: 
A. There is a demon&&ed public need fw the change. 
B. The advantages to the commmi;Qy reszcltdnflorn She change sk l l  outweigh the 
disadvantages. 
C. T h e  change proposed is a benrabie m m s  ofme~~ng the p b d i ~  need 

CPP 3.2.1 State l a d  use Imf r q w i r s  Bhat Bhe b ~ r u k ~  qfprmf for any land use U C ~ O F Z  zs 
home by the p ~ o p o m  or IR the case Eyf amendments to the 
Comprehenszve Plan, the h & n  of jws&$jing a change 
zn Lard use polides d 

CPP 7.2.1 7he City uf CuwuiE~s &If c~niinare do camp& &fit ar exceed a8 qpllcabke 
repimoq~ agencies 

biems, incbudmpg 
s, as per Stde md 

Federai repiahorts. 



Septembe:- 16, 2008 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

nity Dewiapment 
Pianning Division 

I would like to comment on the application of Evanite Corp. to change 
Willamette River Greenway boundaries and setbacks (LDT08-0000 i) and 
the WRG Conditional Development Permit for demolition and trail 
alignment (WRGO8-0000 1). 

I .  We urge the Planning Commission t o  recommend the retention of the 
100 foot building setback. 

Evanite proposes a Land Development Code Text Amendment to reduce 
building setbacks from the river top-of-bank from 100 feet to 32 feet. 
The DEQ, in a written opinion on this planning decision, objects to this 
request. This letter, from Don Yon, of DEQ Water Quality, says "DEQ 
recommends that the current Willarnette River Greenway Overlay 
building setback requirements on the subject site of 100-foot 
setback/ buffer protection from the top-of-bank be retained." 

We do not believe it is appropriate to grant  blanket reduction in the 
setback without knowing what future development proposals will be. We 
believe that, as Corvallis residents, we should have the opportunity to 
consider how different parts of the property may require different levels 
of environmental protection. This property is on a potentially dynamic 
site, a t  the confluence of the Mary's and Willamette rivers. Given the 
potential for higher peak flows with global warming and consequent bank 
failure potential, it seems an unwarranted risk to grant a setback 
reduction to 35' at this time. Therefore, at  this time we urge the 
Planning Commission to recommend the retention of the 100 foot 
setback. 

2. We oppose Evanite's proposed Land Development Code amendment 
that would exempt much of the site from the need for WRG Conditional 
Development Review. 

Evanite has applied for permits that will allow it to demolish old 
buiiaings, consolidate its mmufacturing operations, and redevelop much 
of its properties as Mixed Use, which could include residences, stores, 
restaurants, open space, much iike the downtown. When the MUT zoning 
for the Evanite properties was proposed, the long-range intention vcas to 
rezone the properties once they were no longer used for industrial 
purposes; i.e., a t  such a time that Evanite relocated or ceased 
operations. The City should retain opportunities for the state and for 



public sltlzcns to revlev] p r ~ p o s ~ d  1nte~?sllr?c2tl011 OF ~ndustnal uszs m ~ d  ,I 

or changes in land uses proposed for t h e s e  properties. Therefore, we 
support retaining the existing WRG boundaries with its requirements of 
Conditional Development Review. 

3. We remain concerned about the trail  alignment component of 
WRG08-0000 1. 

As we understand it, this request allows Evanite to establish the location 
of a multi-modal trail - without the inpu t  of the City or any future buyer 
of the parcels in question. We are particularly concerned that the trail 
may be aligned too close to the river bank, posing future maintenance 
and safety issues for the City, if it eventually takes ownership of the trail. 

We are also concerned about trail access for residents such as ourselves 
in the north part of Southtown. We would like to see the trail alignment 
plan include access along Chapman Street  or elsewhere across the 
Evanite property, to facilitate easy access to Vera, Chester and Bethel 
street residents. Given the increase in bicycle transportation with high - 
fuel costs and the likelihood that the shift-to pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic will continue to increase over time, we would hope that Evanite 
and the City would take an aggressive stance toward siting a 2-way 
multi-modal trail with the best possible access to promote its utility 

Thanks for your time, and your service to our community. 

gerot 
Josiah Fisher 
16 15 SE Bethel Street 
Corvallis, OR 97333 



Richardson, Rober"i 

From: Gaii bartee [gmoanee@yanoo,com] 

Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2008 I 'I '41 AM 

la : R~chardson, Roberl 

Subject: Evan~te Tra~l Proposal 

I am in agreement with the proposal to consider the dedication of an easement to allow for construction 
of a path between Evanite property and the river - and t h e  demolition of some buildings that are in the 
way. 

I also support tile modification of the Willamette h v e r  Greenway setback distance. There would be no 
benefit to removing Evanite buildings if the setback cannot be modified. 

Gail Bartee 
541 -754-6138 
541 -602-1 403 (cell) 
g~nbartee@yahoo .con; 



Extrom, Joan 
- ---- --,.----"--""."" " -"---"-- ------ - 

From: Plann~ng 

Sent :  Monaay, Seprember 22, 2008 7.18 AM 

To : Extrom, Joan 

Subject:  FW: Evan~te WRG setback 

------------------------------------------- 
From: joan noyce[SMTP:NJOAN@HOTMAIL.COM] 
Sent :  Monday, September 22, 2008 7:16:27 AM 
To: Planning 
Subject: Evanite WRG setback 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 

To: Corvallis Planning Commission 
Re: LTD 08-00001 
From: Joan Noyce 2565 S.E. Crystai Lk. Dr. 

Thank you for ali the work on this project. (as weli as all the others) 

According to multiple reviews and planning guidel~nes (Willarnette River Greenway, Corvallis Stormwater Plan, 
Corvallis Natural Resources, the Comprehensive Plan), the 100 foot setback is a universally accepted and necessary 
dimension. To reduce it even by half seemsto run cuunterto the needs and desires of the city. 

Actually, having the full setback would be an asset to the owner: 
- diminished threat from flooding, 
- greater ability to manage stormwater 
- increased value to property (i.e. trees and adjacent park land add monetary value) 

Points not addressed by other respondents: 

Section 5 Parks and Rec Master Plan. 
2, a. The primary purpose of recreation trails is to provide a recreation experience. 

The proposed 32 or 42 foot width does not aliow for a very desirable recreation experience espec~ally with an eight 
foot chainl~nk fence on one side. The least pleasant part of the multi- use path from Willamette Park to Rivergreen 
and south, is along the Taylor Water Treatment Plant. The chainl~nk fence and concrete are an ugly intrusion into 
an otherwise pleasant ride. To put that as an option along the Evanite property, nullif~es the benefits of a trail 
experience. 

Thank you again for taking these comments. 

Without tolerance and compassion and acceptance and community----it is all for naught-- 

NOTICE: Due to Presidential Executive Orders, the National Security Agency may have read th~s email without 
warning, warrant, or notice. They may do this without any judicial or legislative oversight. You have no recourse nor 
protection save to call for the impeachment of the current Pres~dent. 

Stay up to date on your PC, the Web, and your mobile phone with Windows Live. See Now 

5,'22 '200r 
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Ryan Basin 
The Ryan Basin includes a residential area east of Thompson Street to Crystal Lake Drive. It is a 
single riparian reach adjacent to a channel that drains into a pond (S-RYA-W-1). Despite the 
residential nature of this area, the channel retains a wooded riparian area which development has 
gone around. 

Vegetation Cover Types 

The reach is in good condition due to limited encroachment in a residential area. Existing 
development has gone around the remaining portions of this creek channel. 

Reach # 

S-RYA-R-1 . 

The wooded riparian area in this reach allows for high scores in water quality and thermal 
regulation. Floodmanagement is low h a u s e  of the high amount of impervious area adjacent to 
the reach. Wildlife habitat is limited in this area because the reach does not have direct 
connectivity to other habitats. 

URL4 G Riuarian Functional Assessment 

Dominant Cover Type Within Riparian Area 

Hardwood Woodland 30-70% closed canopy 

1 I I I I I I 
H = High M = Medium L = Low 

- - -- 

Cover Type At Edge of Stream 

Hardwood Woodland 30-70% closed canopy 

Willamette River 
The Willamette River drainage includes portions of South and West-Central Corvallis, due to the 
way the basin boundaries were drawn. S-WIL-R-2 includes the agricultural and opens spaces 
areas from the Booneville Channel north to the industrial area north of Willamette Park. WC- 
WIL-R-1 extends from the industrial area to the confluence of Dixon Creek and the Willamette 
River. Neither of these riparian reaches includes a right side as it is located outside of the UGB. 

City of Corvallis 
Natural Features Inventory 

Riparian Assessment 
V-36 

City Council ~ d o ~ t l o n  
December 16,2004 



Historic development of a commercial and industrial area along the west bank of the Willamette 
River has resulted in the near removal of stream side vegetation and the introduction of many 
structures and impervious surfaces within the former floodplain of the river. 

Land use adjacent to the Willamette River across south Corvallis (S-WIL-R-2) is primarily 
agriculture and open space, this results in less impact to vegetation within the riparian areas and 
high scores in all but water quality. In west-central Corvallis, developed land uses dominate the 
riparian areas. The associated removal of native vegetation and increase in impermeable surfaces 
and structures degrades potential wildlife habitat by removing connectivity and limiting animal 
migration along the river. It also reduces the benefits to water quality, flood management, and 
thermal regulation. 

H = High M = Medium L = Low 

-- 

City of Corvallls 
Natural Features Inventory 

Riparian Assessment 
v-37 

City Council Adoption 
December 16,2004 



Riparian Characterization Form 

Corvaliis Riparian Inventory 

Location of data point: GPS Location: 44.5684 N 123.2554 W 
West bank of Willamette 
at Marys River confluence Map Number: 

Riparian Code: WC-WIL-R- 1 

Reach Length: 

I Water Resource: ~ t ream/~iver : l  X I Width: 250-300 feet 
LakeIPond: 

Wetland: 
Width: feet 
Width: feet 

~LWI Wetland Code: 

1 Water present year-round: Yes El No tl I 
I Are salmonids present in the adjacent water resource? Yes El No El 

11s the water resource listed for temperature on DEQ's 303(d) list: Yes El No El I 
I I 
Within FEW-mapped 100-year floodplain: Yes No 

Mapped soil series: Willamette silt loam, Chehalis silty clay loam 

Adjacent Land Uses? (Check as many as needed) 

Agriculture: Residential: El Undeveloped: C l  

CommerciaYIndus.: El Roads: El Forestry: 
Other: 0 

Dominant tree species: Populus frichocuupa 
Comments: see next page 



Average slope in the riparian area: (Question 1) 

<lo: 1 (10%) Between 10: 1 (10%) and 5:l  (20%) El >5:1 (20%) 

Extent of impervious surface within the riparian area. (Quesbon 4) 

<lo% C1 10%-25% El >25% 

Is the stream or water resource constricted by man-made features? (Question 8) 

Yes El No 

Does the orientation of the riparian area allow for shading of the water resource at midday in 
summer? (Question 9) 

Yes El No 

Dominant vegetation layer within riparian area? (Question 10) 

Woody vegetation • Herbaceous vegetation Bare ground El 

Does woody vegetation hang over the edge of the water? (Questions 11 & 14) 

Yes No 

Large woody debris in riparian area? (Question 15) 

Yes 14 No Kl 

Percent of water resource bordered by vegetated riparian area at least 30 feet wide? (Quesbon 16) 

>40% Kl 10% - 40% 4 0 %  

Degree of development or human caused disturbance. (Question 19) 

<25% 25% - 75% /XI >75% 

How does the NRCS soil survey rank water erosion hazard of the dominant mapped unit in 
the Riparian Area? (Quest~on 5) 

low, slight moderate El high, very high, severe 

What is the dominant vegetation at  the top of bank (if defined) or edge of water resource? (Question 3) 

Woody vegetation El Herbaceous vegetation Bare ground 17 

Are there flood prone areas (adjacent flat areas, depressions, swaies, F E W  mapped 100-year 
floodplain, etc.) beyond the top of bank or edge of the water resource? (Question 6) 

Yes El No €3 

Is woody vegetation (trees, shrubs, vines) greater than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high dominant in the 
flood prone riparian area? 

Yes 'No or no flood prone area present /XI 

How many vegetation layers (i.e. canopy, mid-story, groundcover) are present? 

More than 2 El 2 layers 1 layer or unvegetated 



R ~ a r i a n  I Width Determination 

Corvallis Riparian Inventory 

Investigators: 

Dominant tree species: Populus trichocarpa 

Comments: Willametie River - Right side not accessed because it is outside of the UGR. 



Riparian Functional Assessment Answer Sheet 

Corvallis Riparian Inventory 

WATER QUALITY 

2. What is the dominant vegetation cover in the riparian area? 
a. Woody vegetation (trees, shrubs, vines) greater than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high ................ 3 pts 
b. Herbaceous vegetation or woody vegetation less than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high 2 pts ................ 
c. Bare ground 1 Pt ............................................................................................................................................................. 

3. What is the dominant vegetation at the top of bank (if defined) 
or edge of water resource? 
a. Woody vegetation (trees, shrubs, vines) greater than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high ................ 3 pts 
b. Herbaceous vegetation or woody vegetation less than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high ................ 2 pts 
c. Bare ground 1 Pt ............................................................................................................................................................. 

1. What is the average slope in the riparian area? Score 

4. What is the extent of impervious surfaces within the riparian area? 

a. Less than 10:'l (10%) 3 pts .................................................................................................................................... 
b. Between 10: 1 (1 0%) and 5: 1 (20%) 2 pts .......................................................................................................... 
c. Greater than 5: 1 (20%) 1 Pt ................................................................................................................................... 

a. Less than 10% 3 P ~ S  (1 .............................................................................................................................................................. 

2 

b. Between 10% and 25% 1 .................................................................................................................................... 
c. Greater than 25% 1 Pt .............................................................................................................................................................. 

pts H 
5. How does the Natural Resources Conservation Service (formerly 

Soil Conservation Service) soil survey rank the water erosion hazard 
of the dominant mapped unit in the riparian area? Select the highest 
water erosion hazard description if more than one is listed. 
a. Low, slight, moderate 2 p& .................................................................................................................................... 
b. High, severe, very high 1 pts .................................................................................................................................... 

Total Points: 9 

Function: Nigh (12-14 pts) Medium (8-11 pts) Low (5-7 pts) 

FUNCTIOK IS: MEDIUM 



Riparian Functional Assessment Answer Sheet 

Corrallis Riparian Inventory 

FLOOD MANAGEMENT 

6. Are there flood prone areas (adjacent flat areas, depressions, swales, FEMA 

WC- WIE-R-I 

Score 

mapped 100-year floodplain, etc.) beyond the top of bank or edge of the 
water resource? 
a. Yes 3 pts ............................................................................................................................................................ 
b. No 1 Pt ............................................................................................................................................................ 

7. Is woody vegetation (trees, shrubs, vines) greater than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high 
dominant in the flood prone riparian area? 
a. Yes 3 pts ................................................................................................ 
b. No or no flood prone area present 1 pt ........................................................................................................ 

8. Is the stream or water resource constricted by man-made features 
(e.g. channelization, riprap, concrete wall)? 

b. Yes 1 pts ............................................................................................................................................................ 

Total Points: 

Function: High (8-9 pts) Medium (5-7 pts) Low (3-4 pts) 

FU3CTION IS: MEDIUM 



Riparian Functional Assessment Answer Sheet 

Corvallis Riparian Inventory 

THERMAL REGULATION 

9. Does the aspect or orientation of the riparian area allow for shading of water 
at midday in the summer? 

Score 

a. Yes 3 P ~ S  11 i ............................................................................................................................................................ 

10. What is the dominant vegetation layer in the riparian area? If 

11. Does woody vegetation hang over the edge of the water? 11 

a. Woody vegetation (trees, s h b s ,  vines) greater than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high 3 pts ................ 
b. Herbaceous vegetation or woody vegetation less than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high 2 pts ................. 
c. Bare ground 1 Pt ............................................................................................................................................................ 

a. Yes 
b. No 

1 

Total Points: 3 

a pts ............................................................................................................................................................ 
I pts ............................................................................................................................................................ 

Function: High (7-8 pts) Medium (5-6 pts) Low (3-4 pts) 

1 

FUNCTION IS: LOW 



Riparian Functional Assessment Answer Sheet 

Corvallis Riparian Inventory 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 
RlPARIAN CODE 

WC-WTL-R-1 

13. What is the dominant vegetation layer in the riparian area? 
a. Woody vegetation (brees, shrubs, vines) greater than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high ................ 3 pts 

12. How many vegetation layers (i.e. canopy, mid-story, groundcover) are present? Score 

b. Herbaceous vegetation or woody vegetation less than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high ................ 1 

a. More than 2 layers 3 pts .................................................................................................................................... 
b. 2 layers 2 pts ......................................................................................................... 
c. 1 layer, or unvegetated ? Pt .................................................................................................................................... 

c. Bare ground ............................................................................................................................................................. 

3 

14. Does woody vegetation hang over the edge of the water? 11 
a. Yes 
b. No 

15. Is large woody debris present within the riparian area? 

a. Yes 3 pts ............................................................................................................................................................. 
b. No 1 Pt ............................................................................................................................................................. 

16. What percent of the water resource edge is bordered by a vegetated riparian 
area at least 30 feet wide? 
a. Greater than 40% .................................................................................................................................... 

Questions continued on rtextpage 

b. Between 10% and 40% 2 pts ................................................................................................................................... 
c. Less than 10% 1 Pt .............................................................................................................................................................. 

3 



Riparian Functional Assessment Answer Sheet 

Corvallis Riparian Inventory 

WILDLIFE HABITAT (continued) 

17. Is surface water present throughout the year? 

RIPARIAN CODE 

WC-WIL-R-1 

Score 

18. Is there more than one type of water resource (e.g. stream, wetland, lake/pond) I/ 

a. Yes 3 pts .............................................................................................................................................................. 
b. No 1 pt ............................................................................................................................................................. 

within or  immediately adjacent to the riparian reach? 
a. Yes 

3 

19. What is the degree of development or  human-caused disturbance (e.g. buildings, 
impervious surfaces, lawns, agriculture, trash) in the riparian area? 
a. Less than 25% ................................................................................................................................... 
b. Between 25% and 75% 2 .................................................................................................................................... 
c. Greater than 75% 1 Pt .............................................................................................................................................................. pts 11 

Total Points: 15 

Function: High (19-23 pts) Medium (13-18 pts) Low (8-12 pts) 

FUNCTION IS: MlEDIZiM 



Corvallis Natural Features Inventory 
Supplemental Riparian Form 

Basin: WILLAMETTE Reach: WC-WlL-R-I 

Map: W-12 

Size (acres): 38.17 

Length (feet): 6300 

Dominant Cover Type: BARE 

ARA Cover Type: developed 

Other ARA Types Open (<30% canopy) non-oak woods 

% of Total Cover Trees: 10 Shrubs 5 HerbsNines 20 Bare: 65 

Dominant Cover Type 
At Edge of Water: WOODY 

I Edge of Water A M  Type Open ( ~ 3 0 %  canopy) non-oak woods 

Type: DECIDUOUS 

Dominant Species: Black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa) 

Secondary Species: Red alder (Alnus rubra), Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia), bigleaf maple (Acer 
macropyllum) 

% Total Cover: 0<10% O I o%-50% 0 50%-90 0 290% 

% lnvasive Cover: 0% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-go 0 >go% 

% Native Cover: 0 < q  0% 0 1 o%-50% 0 50%-90 @ >90% 

ShrubslSapling 

Type: DECIDUOUS 

Dominant Species: Scouler willow (Salix scouleriana) 

Secondary Species: common snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus), rose (Rosa sp.), red-osier dogwood 
(Cornus stolonifera) 

% Total Cover: 0 ~ 1 0 %  @ 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 

% lnvasive Cover: @<I 0%" 10%-50% 0 50%-go 0 >go% 

% Native Cover: 0 ~ 1 0 %  0 10%-50% O 50%-90 0 >go% 

Herbaceous 
Type: DECIDUOUS 
Dominant Species: tall fescue (Festuca arundinacea) 

Secondary Species: Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), 
orchardgrass, common velvetgrass (Holcus lanatus) 

% Total Cover: 0.q 0% O 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 

% lnvasive Cover: 04 0% 0 1 o%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 



Corvallis Natural Features Inventory 
Supplemental Riparian Form 

Basin: WILLAMETTE 

Reach: WC-WIL-R-I 

Map: W-12 

@ None Noted 0 Listed Community Noted 

Land Use within: INDUSTRIAL 

Land Use adjacent: RESIDENTIAL 

Infrastructure Impingement: PARTIALLY IMPINGED 

In Channel Alteration: UNALTERED 

LWD Recruitment Potential: LOW 

Shade Potential: LOW 

Adjacent slopes of 15% or greater 04 0% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 

Undeveloped land within 50ft of top of bank 0<10% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >go% 
Within 100-yr floodplain: 0<10% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 

Low quality wetlands or hydric soils: o < l 0 %  0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 
Adjacent landscape areas: o < l 0 %  0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 

Opportunities: Limited due to existing development 

Current Efforts NONE OBSERVED 

COMMENTS Willamette River, right side not accessed; outside UGB 



Riparian Characterization Form 

Curvallis Riparian Inventory 

Location of data point: GPS Location: 44.5503 N 123.2630 W 
North and south of Crystal Lake 

Drive, east of 99 W Map Number: 

Riparian Code: S-MIL-R- 1 (R) 

Reach Length: 

Water Resource: ~tream/River: Width: 10-12 feet 
~ a k e l ~ o n d :  Width: feet 

LWI Wetland Code: 

Wetland: 1-1 Width: feet 

Water present year-round: Yes !XI No U 

IAre salmonids present in the adjacent water resource? Yes El I 
Is the water resource listed for temperature on DEQ's 303(d) list: Yes E l  No El I 

I I 

Within FEMA-mapped 100-year floodplain: Yes El No • 

Mapped soil series: Bashaur clay 

Adjacent Land Uses? (Check as many as needed) 

Agriculture: Residential: Undeveloped: El 

Comrnercial/Indus.: E3 Roads: Ed Forestry: 

Other: 

Dominant tree species: POPULLJS TRICHOCARPA 
Comments: seenextpage 



Average slope in the riparian area: (Questlon 1 )  

<lo: 1 (10%) !XI Between 10: 1 (10%) and 5: 1 (20%) iI >5: 1 (20%) Ll! 

Extent of impervious surface within the riparian area. (Question 4) 

<lo% CJ 10%-25% DJ >25% BX! 

Is the stream or water resource constricted by man-made features? (Questlon 8) 

Yes BX! No 

Does the orientation of the riparian area allow for shading of the water resource at  midday in 
summer? (Quesbon 9) 

Yes El No U 

Dominant vegetation layer within riparian area? (Quest~on 10) 

Woody vegetation Herbaceous vegetation El Bare ground 13 

Does woody vegetation hang over the edge of the water? (Quest~ons 11 & 14) 

Yes El No 

Large woody debris in riparian area? (Questlon 15) 

Yes El No CJ 

Percent of water resource bordered by vegetated riparian area at least 30 feet wide? (Quesaon 16) 

>40% 17 10% - 40% C1 <lo% 

Degree of development or human caused disturbance. (Quest~on 19) 

<25% C1 25% - 75% >75% KI 

Now does the NRCS soil survey rank water erosion hazard of the dominant mapped unit in 
the Riparian Area? (Questlon 5) 

low, slight moderate IXI high, very high, severe CI 

What is the dominant vegetation at  the top of bank (if defined) or edge of water resource? (Questlon 3) 

Woody vegetation CI Herbaceous vegetation IXI Bare ground 13 

Are there flood prone areas (adjacent flat areas, depressions, swales, FENIA mapped 100-year 
floodplain, etc.) beyond the top of bank or edge of the water resource? (Question 6) 

Yes El No 

Is woody vegetation (trees, shrubs, vines) greater than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high dominant in the 
flood prone riparian area? 

Yes U No or no flood prone area present El 

Now many vegetation layers (i.e. canopy, mid-story, groundcover) are present? 

More than 2 U 2 layers El 1 layer or unvegetated U 



Riparian Width Determination 

Corvallis Riparian Inventory 

Investigators: 

Dominant tree species: Poptilus frichocarpa 

Comments: This reach of the riparian area includes extensive areas that are frequently 
mowed up to the edge of the creek. 



Riparian Functional Assessment Answer Sheet 

Corvallis Riparian Inventory 

WATER QUALITY 

1. What is the average slope in the riparian area? Score 

2. What is the dominant vegetation cover in the riparian area? 
a. Woody vegetation (trees, shrubs, vines) greater than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high ................ 3 pts 

a. Less than 10: 1 (10%) 3 pts .................................................................................................................................... 
b. Between 10: 1 (1 0%) and 5: 1 (20%) .., 2 pts ....................................................................................................... 
c. Greater than 5: 1 (20%) 1 pt .................................................................................................................................... 

3 

3. What is the dominant vegetation at the top of bank (if defined) 
or  edge of water resource? 
a. Woody vegetation (trees, shrubs, vines) greater than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high ................ 3 pts 

b. Herbaceous vegetation or woody vegetation less than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high ................. 2 pts 
c. Bare ground 

......a, 
1 pt ...................................................................................................................................................... 

b. Herbaceous vegetation or woody vegetation less than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high ................ 2 Pts 11 2 

2 

c. Bare ground .............................................................................................................................................................. 

4. What is the extent of imperviorts surfaces within the riparian area? 11 
a. Less than 10% 3 pts 11 .............................................................................................................................................................. 
b. Between 10% and 25% 2 PtS 11 1 .................................................................................................................................... 
c. Greater than 25% .............................................................................................................................................................. 

5. How does the Natural Resources Conservation Service (formerly 
Soil Conservation Service) soil survey rank the water erosion hazard 
of the dominant mapped unit in the riparian area? Select the highest 
water erosion hazard description if more than one is listed. 
a. Low, slight, moderate 2 pts ................................................................................................................................... 
b. High, severe, very high 1 pts ................................................................................................................................... 

Total Points: 10 

Function: High (12-14 pts) Medium (8-11 pts) Low (5-7 pts) 

FUNCTION IS: 



Riparian Functional Assessment Answer Sheet 

Corvallis Riparian Inventory 

FLOOD MANAGEMENT 

6. Are there flood prone areas (adjacent flat areas, depressions, swales, FEMA Score 
mapped 100-year floodplain, etc.) beyond the top of bank or edge of the 

7. Is woody vegetation (trees, shrubs, vines) greater than '11 meter (3.2 feet) high Ii 

water resource? 

dominant in the flood prone riparian area? II 

a. Yes ' 3 pts ............................................................................................................................................................ 
b. No 1 Pi: ............................................................................................................................................................ 

a. Yes ............................................................................................................................................................ 3 pts 

b. No or no flood prone area present I pt ........................................................................................................ 

3 

8, Is the stream o r  water resource constricted by man-made features It 
(e.g. channelization, riprap, concrete wall)? It 

Total Points: 

a. No .. 3 pts ......................... ............................................................................................................................... 
b. Yes  1 pts ............................................................................................................................................................ 

Function: High (8-9 pts) Medium (5-7 pts) Low (3-4 pts) 

1 

FUNCTION IS: 



Riparian Functional Assessment Answer Sheet 

Corraltis Riparian Inventory 

THERMAL REGULATION 

9. Does the aspect or orientation of the riparian area allow for shading of water 
at midday in the summer? 

Score 

a. Yes 3 P ~ S  11 3 ............................................................................................................................................................ 

c. Bare ground ................................................................................................................. ........................................... 
IPt  I 

10. What is the dominant vegetation layer in the riparian area? 
a. Woody vegetation (trees, s h b s ,  vines) greater than 1 rneter (3.2 feet) high ................. 3 pis 
b. Herbaceous vegetation or woody vegetation less than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high 2 pts ................. 

11. Does woody vegetation hang over the edge of the water? 11 

2 

a. Yes 
b. No 

Total Points: 7 

2 pts ............................................................................................................................................................ 
1 pts ............................................................................................................................................................ 

Function: High (7-8 pts) Medium (5-6 pts) Low (3-4 pts) 

2 

FUNCTION IS: HIGH 



Riparian Functional Assessment Answer Sheet 

Corvallis Riparian Inventory 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

12. How many vegetation layers (i.e. canopy, mid-story, groundcover) are present? 
a. More than 2 layers 3 pts .................................................................................................................................... 
b. 2 layers 2 pts .......................................................................................................... 
c. 1 layer, or unvegetated 1 pt .................................................................................................................................... 

13. What is the dominant vegetation layer in the riparian area? 
a. Woody vegetation (trees, s h b s ,  vines) greater than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high ................ 3 pts 
b. Herbaceous vegetation or woody vegetation less than 1 meter (3.2 feet) high 2 pts ................ 
c. Bare ground ............................................................................................................................................................. 1 pt 

- 

14. Does woody vegetation hang over the edge of the water? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

2 pts .............................................................................................................................................................. 

15. Is large woody debris present within the riparian area? 
a. Yes ..........., 3 pts .................................................................................................................................................. 
b. No 1 pt .............................................................................................................................................................. 

16. What percent of the water resource edge is bordered by a vegetated riparian 
area a t  least 30 feet wide? 
a. Greater than 40% 3 pts ................................................................................................................................... 
b. Between 10% and 40% 2 pts .................................................................................................................................... 
c. Less than 10% 1 Pt ............................................................................................................................................................. 

Score 

2 

Questions continued on Izextpage 



Riparian Functional Assessment Answer Sheet 

Corvallis Riparian Inventory 

WILDLIFE HABITAT (continued) 

18. Is there more than one type of water resource (e.g. stream, wetland, lakelpond) 
within or immediately adjacent to the riparian reach? 

17. Is surface water present throughout the year? Score 

a. Yes I .............................................................................................................................................................. 
b. No 1 Pt .............................................................................................................................................................. 

a. Yes 3 pts ............................................................................................................................................................. 
b. No , 1 pt ............................................................................................................................................................. 3 

Total Points: 15 

19. What is the degree of develop~nent or human-caused diskurbance (e.g. buildings, 
impervious surfaces, lawns, agriculture, trash) in the riparian area? 

a. Less than 25% 3 pts .................................................................................................................................... 
b. Between 25% and 75% 2 pts .................................................................................................................................... 
c. Greater than 75% 1 Pt .............................................................................................................................................................. 

Function: High (19-23 pts) Medium (13-18 pts) Low (8-12 pts) 

1 

FUNCTION IS: 



Corvallis Natural Features Inventory 
Supplemental Riparian Form 

Basin: MILL RACE Reach: S-MIL-2-1 R Size (acres): 4.28 

ARA Cover Type: developed 

Other AWA Types Grass tall (ryegrass, meadow) 

% of Total Cover Trees: 5 Shrubs 10 HerbsNines 40 Bare: 45 

Dominant Cover Type 
At Edge of Water: WOODY 

I Edge of Water ARA Type Mixed Woodland 30-70% closed canopy 

I Riparian System: LOTlC I 
Trees: 

Type: DECIDUOUS 

Dominant Species: Black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa) 

Secondary Species: Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia) 

Total Cover: 0 <I 0% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 

% Invasive Cover: 04 0% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 C >90% 

I Type: DECIDUOUS 

I Dominant Species: Black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa) 

Secondary Species: willow (Salix sp.), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), Douglas hawthorn 
(Crataegus douglasiii) 

Total 0<10% @ 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 

% lnvasive Cover: @<I 0% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-go 0 290% 

% Native Cover: 0<10% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 @ >90% 

Herbaceous 
Type: DECIDUOUS 
Dominant Species: tall fescue (Festuca arundinacea) 

Secondary Species: orchardgrass (Dactylis glomerata), common velvetgrass (Holcus lanatus), curly dock 
(Rumex crispus), oxeye daisy (Chrysanthemum leucanthemum) 

% Total Cover: 0<10% 0 10%-50% @ 50%-90 0 >90% 

% lnvasive Cover: 0 ~ 1 0 %  @ 10%-50% 0 50%-go 0 >go% 



Corwallis Natural Features Inventory 
Supplemental Riparian Form 

Basin: MIL? RACE Map: S-2 

Reach: S-MIL-R-1 R 

Land Use within: COMMERCIAL 

Land Use adjacent: COMMERCIAL 

Infrastructure Impingement: FULLY IMPINGED 

In Channel Alteration: MODERATELY ALTERED 

LWD Recruitment Potential: LOW 

Shade Potential: HIGH 

Adjacent slopes of 15% or greater @<lo% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 

Undeveloped land with~n 50ft of top of bank 0<10% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 @ >go% 
Within 100-yr floodplain: 04 oOh 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 
Low quality wetlands or hydric soils: 04 0% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 
Adjacent landscape areas: @<lo% 0 10%-50% 0 50%-90 0 >90% 

Opportunities: IMPROVE STREAMSIDE VEGETATION 

Current Efforts NONE OBSERVED 

COMMENTS SALlX COVER ALONG STREAM BANKS PROVIDES NEARLY TOTAL SHADING OF 
STREAM 



Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology 
(Rev~sed Edition, April 1996) 

Wetland Assessment Summary Sheet 

Pacific Habitat Services, Inc. 

Function and Condition Assessment Answers 

Results: 

Function and Condition Assessment Answers 



Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology 
Functions and Conditions Summary Sheet 

Limited stream 



Locally Significant Wetlands Criteria 
ORS 197.279 (3)(b) 

Exclusions: This wetland cannot be designated as significant if the 
answer to any of the criteria below is "Yes". 

I 1 .Is this wetland artificially created entirely from upland anc 
I a. created for the purpose of controlling, storing, or maintaining stormwate~ 

b. is used for active surface mining or as a log ponc 
c. is a ditch without a free and open connection to natural waters of the state 
d. is less than 1 acre and created unintentionally from irrigation or constructio~ 
e. created for the purpose of wastewater treatment, cranberry production, 

farm watering, sediment settling, cooling industrial water, or a golf hazarc 1 
2 1s the wetland or portion of the wetland contaminated by hazardous 

substances, materials or wastes as per the conditions of ORS 141-86-350 l(b) 

1 Does the wetland provide diverse wildlife habitat ? 
2 Is the wetland's fish habitat function intact ? 
3 Is the wetland's water quality function intact ? 
4 Is the wetland's hydrologic control function intact ? 
5 Is the wetland less than 114 mile from a water body listed by DEQ as r 

I water quality limited water body (303(d) list)& 
I is the wetland's water quality function intact, or impacted or degraded? 
1 6 Does the wetland contain a rare plant community. 

7 Is the wetland inhabited by any species listed federally as threatened 01 

endangered, or state Listed as sensitive, threatened or  endangered? 1 1 No 1 
8 Does the wetland have a direct surface water connection to a stream segment 

mapped by ODFN7 as habitat for indigenous anadrornous salmonidsaand 

has a intact, or impacted or degradedfish habitat function 
has a intact, or impacted or degraded water quality function or 



Wetland Characterhation Sheet 

Other: Willamette Park, south of Marys River 

Tax Lots: See accompanying table 

Comments: Locally Significant Wetland 
1 ~ i l l a m e t t e  Park adjacent to the Willamette River. Wetland determination completcd for the park in May 2002. 1 
I~er ies  of old gravel pits and overflow channeiswithin floodplain of the Willarnette River. Connection to Essential 1 
Salmonid Habitat river. During high water the ponds and swales are interconnected by flowing water, drying ttp 
through the summer. Mosaic of 40% wetland and 60% upland. Zoned Ope11 Space-Conservation. DSL WD # 97- 

Adjacent Upland species: Acer macrophyllum, Oemleria cerasiformis, Rubus discolor, Symphoricarpos albus, 
Tanacetum vulgare, Rubus ursinus, Brachypodium sylvaticum, Daucus carota, Hedera helix, Danthonia 
californica 

COWARDIN CODES: E2FO = estuar~ne forested E2SS = estuarine scrub shrub E2EM = estuarrne emergent 

PFO = palustr~ne forested PSS = palustrine scrub-shrub PEM = palustrlne emergent POW = palustr~ne open water 

HGM CODES: EFB = Estuarine Fnnge Embayment EFR = Estuar~ne Frrnge hverlne RFT = R~ver~ne Flow Through 

RI = River Impounding LFH = Lacustrine Fringe Headwater LFV = Lacustrine Fringe Valley DB = Depressional Bog 

DA- Depresslonal Alkal~ne DO = Depressional Outflow DCP = Depressronal Closed Permaneni DCNP = Depressronal Nonpermanent 

S = Slope F = Flats 
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SPEClALlZED FACILITY RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

Public /nvolvement 
/hsessrnent: 

This section of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan discusses 
the recommendations for specific recreational facilities. These 
recommendations are divided into the following categories: 

Pathways and Trails 
Indoor Recreational Facilities 
Sports Facilities 
Sgecialized Recreational Facilities 

Trails and pathways are designed to provide walking, bicycling, 
equestrian, and other non-motorized recreational opportunities. By 
providing linkages to other areas and facilities, they can provide non- 
vehicular options for travel throughout the community. Trails can be 
designed for a single or multiple types of users. The trails and 
pathways emphasized here are those that are recreational and multiple 
use in nature (see map 7). Bike routes with more emphasis on 
transportation are not included in this definition. 

Trails may be either unsurfaced or treated with a variety of hard 
surfacing materials including concrete, asphalt or granite chips. 
Unsurfaced trails may be left in their natural condition or 
supplemented with gravel, bark chips, sand or other material. 
Surfacing wi l l  be dependent upon the soil type, slopes, type of use and 
amount of use. 

1. Existing Conditions: In Corvallis, there are several multi-use 
pathways that are not part of internal park pathways or 
internal loops. All totaled, there are 12.0 miles of paved and 
5.5 miles of unpaved trails in the Corvallis area. 

2. Survey/Workshop Meetings: The development of a citywide 
pathway and trail system ranked relatively high compared to 
other park and recreation projects. Participants of the 
recreation survey identified the need for pathwaysltrails, 
particularly nature and hiking trails. 

A few of the respondents in the workshop meeting identified 
the need for pathways and trails. However, the focus was on 
providing connector trails between schools, parks and other 
community features. 

3. Planning Advisory Committee: The Planning Advisory 
Committee supported the notion of developing a citywide 
off-street trai I system. 



4. Needs Assessment: The master plan needs assessment 
identified a current need for 13.8 miles of paved pathways 
and 14.1 miles of unpaved trail. 

/ 1. General Land Use Guidelines: 
Design and DeveIoprnent 

b. Trails that follow along stream corridors and 
drainageways provide natural linkages from the urban 
development to recreational areas. Trails located parallel 
to these amenities provide connections with natural areas 
that are desired by citizens. In addition, trails in these 
locations minimize the loss of land for development at 
urban densities compared to situations where trails might 
need to bisect developable lands. 

Policies: 

c. Stream corridors provide essential ecological functions 
that need protection from the impacts of development 
and human activity as these streams travel through urban 
areas. 

a. The following rationale and guidelines, site selection 
criteria and development standards apply to trails and 
pathways that are recreational in nature. Policies related 
to pathways that are transportation oriented are found in  
the City's Transportation Plan. 

d. There are negative impacts from both planned 
recreational facilities and unplanned recreational 
activities that happen near stream resource lands. Good 
planning can minimize the negative impacts. 

e. Natural systems are impacted by farming, logging, lawns, 
streets, buildings, overhead utility lines, sewers, and 
other human activities. In Corvallis there is a need to 
have a closer review of ways to obtain the advantages 
and efficiencies of urban density, while still maintaining 
the essential ecological functions of streams and 
wetlands. 

f. Trails should be planned, sized, designed and located to 
minimize their impacts on the ecological functions of 
stream corridors and to minimize the impacts of 
unplanned access in and near these drainageways. 
Where adequate lands are available, multi-purpose trails 
running parallel to stream corridors should generally be 
sited at least 50' from the top of bank and further away 
when near sensitive areas. Where there is a narrow band 
of riparian vegetation along a stream, parallel trails 
should generally be locate outside the riparian area. 
Where situations indicate portions of trails need to be 
within a distance of 20' or closer to the top of bank 
and/or where trails cross streams, it is appropriate to 
require special details and reviews of the proposal. 
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Co~al/ti Park and Recreat~on Fac///t/es Ptan ZOO0 

These provisions shall defer to future City or State 
standards in areas where those standards become more 
restrictive. 

g. Developers should be encouraged to provide and build 
pathways and trail amenities within their proposed 
developments that link with the City's overall trail 
system. 

h. Trails easements, dedications and development need to 
occur prior to or at the time of development. 

i. Trails along drainagways are intended to be within 
drainageway dedicated areas and wi l l  require special 
design/construction techniques in order to protect 
drainageway functions. 

j. Currently management policies and maintenance 
responsibility is divided between the Public Works 
Department and the Parks and Recreation Department. 
In the future, all management policies and maintenance 
responsibility related to recreation trails should be 
assigned to one agency. 

k. The City should be sensitive to private owners when 
trails are proposed on private property. 

I. Developers may apply for SDC credit provided that the 
trail within their project is part of the proposed trail 
system shown on page 5-7. Local trails within a 
subdivision are not part of the overall system and are not 
eligible for SDC credits. 

m. In previously developed areas, trails shall be sited 
through purchase or easements from willing property 
owners, and alternative routing wil l  be considered when 
necessary. 

2. Site Selection Criteria: 

a. The primary purpose of recreation trails i s  to provide a 
recreation experience. Transportation to  other parts of 
the community should be a secondary objective. 
Wherever feasible, recreation pathways and trails should 
be located off street. However, streets should be used in 
order to complete connection, whenever needed, 

b. Trails should be located and designed to provide a 
diversity of challenges. Enhance accessibility wherever 
possible, with high priority being nature trails and loop 
or destination opportunities on portions of trails near 
staging areas. 
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c. Trails should be developed throughput the community to 
provide linkages to schools, parks, and other destination 
points. Each proposed trail should be reviewed on a 
case- by- case basis to determine if it should be part of 
the c~ty's trail system. 

3. Design and Development Standards: 

a. Trail alignments should take into account soil conditions, 
steep slopes, surface drainage and other physical 
limitations that could increase construction andlor 
maintenance costs. 

b. Trails should be planned, sized, and designed for 
multiple uses, except for dedicated nature trails, andlor 
areas that cannot be developed to the standard necessary 
to minimize potential user conflicts. 

c. Centralized and effective staging areas should be 
provided for trail access. They should inciude parking, 
orientation and information, and any necessary 
specialized unloading features. Primary trail heads 
should have restrooms and trash receptacles; secondary 
trailheads might only have some parking and signage. 

d. Shown below and on the following page are trail design 
standards for off-street multi-purpose, off-street hiking and 
rustic trails. Off-street multi-purpose trails may vary in 
width form 5'-12', with 12' width being optimum 
because it permits access for maintenance and security 
vehicles. 

1 SO'MH 12*] %.$Z.MN 12.1 IE'MiN 1 

1 NEM WATeFNAY OR 1 7 ADJACENTSOPRNATE 
SENSITIVE IWW PROPERTY 

FIGURE 8 
Off-Street Mu/tkPurpose Trail 

A 50' right-of-way i s  desired but not required unless 
mandated by natural resource issues. 
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Evanite WRC Setbacks and 
Compatibility Review Area 
LDT08-0000 1 

Staff Presentation to the Planning Commission 
Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 
September 24, 2008 

Surrounding Uses 
sURixouNorNGuSES - -1 

Zoning Map 
-. 

I Existing Conditions 
-- - 

( Comprehensive Plan Map 

Applicant's Requests 
-- 

Reduce WRG Building Setback on site from 
I00 ft from the TOB to 32 ft for non- 
industrial uses. 

Exempt development further than 200 ft from 
the ordmary low water line from need for 
WRG Cond~tional Development Permit unless 
required by MUT zone. 



Full Presentation 

WRG Setback Reduction 
WRG Compatibility Review Area 

Physical and Regulatory Conditions 

"To protect, conserve, 
enhance and maintam 
the natural, scenic, 
h~stoncal, agricultural 
economic, and 
recreational qualities of 
lands along the 
Willamette River" 
(SPG 15) 

Site Plan & 
Proposed Compatibility Review Area 

Presentation Format 
- 

Clarifications and Staff Report Corrections 

o Physical and Regulatory Conditions 

WRG Building Setback 

o WRG Compatibility Review Area 

1 Natural Features 



WRG Setbacks 
LDC Scctlon 1.2.80 

n Desired Transition 
n Changing Conditions 

m River as Amenity 
m Efficient Use of Land 

m Consistent with Goal 
15 

Staff Rccomrnendatiol~ 
-- 4 2  ft setback 
n Space to enhance WRG 
m Visual Compatibility 

m Space for: 
o Large Canopy Trees 
o Pedestrian Amenities 
o Private Outdoor Areas 

Proposed WRG Compatibility Review 

-- -- 

Applicable Development Standards 
-- 

o All Applicable o WRG Overlay Standards: 
Development Standards m Protect t o p  Featu~es 

m Water Rei I Dep Uses 

o MUT Zone Standards: Bank Stability 

m Building Orientation m Flood Capacity aid 
hydl-aulic effects considered 

m Building Design 
m Natural Hazards I Features 

m Pedestrian Amenities 
m Landscaping per LDC 

w Neighborhood Compatibility 
near Residential Zones m Structures & Signs 

m Parking I Storage 

Comparison of Regulations 

MUT and WRG 

.- 

Standards 

Applicable LDC 
Standards 

WRG Review Criteria 

Standards 

Yes 

Yes I NO I 

Compatibility 
Review Area 

"Exempt Areas " 

Conditional Development Review I 

CDP Review Criteria /Yes 

Public Hearing ' Yes 

Criteria 

If required by MUT 

Ifrequired by MUT 

o Basic Site Design 
u Visual Elements 

u Noise, Odors 
o Lighting, Signage 

Landscaping 

Transportation 
Traffic & Parking 

u Utilities 

o Air and Water Qual~ty 

o Development 
Standards 

u Natural Hazards 1 
Features 



WRG Review Criteria 
Publlc Access Public Safety 

o Natural Hazards / Aggregate Deposits 
Features Landscaping / Open 

o Scenic Aieas I Vlews Space 
Alr, Water, & Land Development Distance 
Quallty from Rlver 
Vegetat~ve Frlnge Applicable Standards 
Recreational Uses 

Overall Conclusion 
o Proposals are consistent with: 

m Goal 15 
m Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies 

m LDC Section 1.2.80.01. 

Proposals are consistent with the purposes of the 
MUT zone. 

Staff Recommend a 42-ft WRG Building Setback 
and 200 ft WRG Conlpatib~lity Review Area. 

Proposed Trail Alignment 

General Welfare 

Need for the MUT zone to worlc as intended. 

MUT outright uses could occur outright. 

Encourage desired transition to less intensive 
uses. 

Natural Features I 

Cross Section (L2) 
- - -- - -- -- 



Cross Sections (L3) 







Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Approved as corrected, December 3,2008 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

October I, 2008 

Present 
Karyn Bird, Chair 
Jennifer Gervais, Vice Chair 
Frank Hann 
Tony Howell 
Jim Ridlington 
Patricia Weber 
Jeanne Raymond, Council Liaison 

Absent 
Steve Reese 
Denise Saunders 

Staff 
Jim Brewer, Deputy City Attorney 
Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 
Fred Towne, Planning Division Manager 
Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 
Sarah Johnson, Assistant Planner 
Brian Latta, Assistant Planner 
Jeff McConnell, Development Engineering Supervisor 
Matt Grassel, Development Review Engineer 
Ted Reese, Development Review Engineer 
Jackie Rochefort, Park Planner 
Terry Nix, Recorder 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

lis Station (PLD08- Approve as conditioned. 

Willamette Landing Phase 10 Deny the request. 
(CPA08-00002,ZDC08-00004, 

Approve as conditioned. 

The hearing was continued to 
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair Karyn Bird at 5:35 p.m. in the 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 

I. DELIBERATIONS - Corvallis Station Maior Modification (PLD08-00011): 

The Chair welcomed citizens. The public hearing on this item was held on September 17, 
2008. By request, the record was held open for seven days for additional written public 
testimony. Deliberations will be held tonight. 

A. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Obiections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

1. Conflicts of Interest: None. 
2. Ex Parte Contacts: None. 
3. Site Visits: Commissioners Hann and Ridlington declared new site visits. 
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds: None. 

Commissioner Gervais stated that she has listened to the tapes of the September 17, 
2008, public hearing, which allows her to participate in these deliberations. 

B. Staff Update: 

Assistant Planner Brian Latta gave a brief update on the case. The request is for 
approval of a Major Modification to a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan to 
construct three flex-type industrial buildings on three separate lots, in three phases. A 
mixture of uses is proposed for the three buildings, including Technical Support Center, 
Construction Sales and Services, and General Industrial uses. The development would 
also include 245 parking spaces and the associated landscaping. The applicant requests 
a Major Modification because a Condition of Approval for the Corvallis Station Planned 
Development says that prior to development of phases 2.1-2.3 (lots 2-4) the applicant 
shall receive approval of a Major Planned Development Modification to the Detailed 
Development Plan. 

C. Discussion and Action by the Commission: 

In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Howell, Planner Latta affirmed that, 
although the third access point, located in the northwest corner, was not discussed in the 
staff report, it was included in the approved site plans. Condition 1 requires consistency 
with plans. 
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Commissioner Hann said the previously-approved Conditions of Approval included a 40- 
foot to 50-foot landscape buffer between Highway 99W and the subject site. Condition 
2 requires adherence to the previously approved Conditions, and Commissioner Hann 
wants to be certain that the applicants are aware of this requirement. Planning Division 
Manager Fred Towne said staff will follow up to make sure that development occurs 
consistent with the requirements. Commissioner Howell noted that proposed Condition 
5.c. references the perimeter buffer along Highway 99W. 

MOTION: Commissioner Hann moved to approve the Corvallis Station Planned 
Development Major Modification Permit number 2008-0011, as conditioned in the 
September 5, 2008, staff report to the Planning Commission. This motion is based on 
findings in support of the application presented in the September 5, 2008, staff report to 
the Planning Commission, and findings in support of the application made by the Planning 
Commission during deliberations. Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion. 

Commissioner Howell said he would like to consider an amendment to preserve the 
capability of a third access point by directing construction to include a stub out in the 
northwest corner. This would serve both for emergency access and reduced congestion. 
In addition, having a future opportunity for a second access to the K-Mart lot for 
pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles would be helpful for overall circulation. The applicant 
has indicated that they are open to this. 

Staff suggested a new Condition 12 which states: "The landscaping and trash receptacle 
located at the northwest corner of the site shall be reconfigured such that an access way 
is not precluded from being constructed if approval from the property owner to the north 
is received." 

MOTION TO AMEND: Commissioner Howell moved to add a Condition 12 as read by 
staff. Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 

Commissioner Hann said he has a general concern about traffic flow at this location, but 
he does not see a way of addressing that with this application. Manager Towne said staff 
is also not aware of a way to address that concern with this application. 

The amended main motion passed unanimously. 

D. Appeal Period: 

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. 

11. DELIBERATIONS - Willamette Landinq Phase 10 (CPA08-00002,ZDC08-00004, PLD08-00010, 
MRP08-00017): 

The Chair welcomed citizens and stated that the public hearing on this item was held on 
September 17, 2008. By request, the record was held open for seven days for additional 
written public testimony. Planning Commissioners have received both the additional testimony 
and the applicant's final written comments. Deliberations will be held tonight. 
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A. Declarations bv the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Obiections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

1. Conflicts of Interest: None. 
2. Ex Parte Contacts: None. 
3. Site Visits: Commissioners Hann and Ridlington declared additional site visits. 
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds: None. 

Commissioner Gervais stated that she has listened to the tapes of the September 17, 
2008, public hearing, which allows her to participate in these deliberations. 

B. Staff Uodate: 

Assistant Planner Sarah Johnson gave a brief update on the case. The request is for 
approval of a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and a Zone District Change. The 
applicant is also requesting a Minor Replat and a Major Modification to the Willamette 
Landing Conceptual Development Plan. Planner Johnson reviewed staff findings and 
recommendations, as detailed in the written staff report. She called attention to the 
applicant's final written comments in response to the testimony submitted after the public 
hearing was closed on September 17, 2008, but before the record was closed on 
September 24, 2008. 

C. Discussion and Action bv the Commission: 

Commissioner Howell asked for examples of a 5,000-square-foot use. Planner Johnson 
referenced the north store of the First Alternative Co-op as being that approximate size. 
Planning Division Manager Fred Towne said several properties along NW Ninth Street 
have uses that are 5,000 square feet or smaller. 

Commissioner Weber recalled that the applicant indicated that they did not present a 
Detailed Development Plan requesting a variance to the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) because 
staff advised that this would constitute a change of use. Manager Towne said the FAR 
standard in the Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone is mandated by the state to ensure that 
commercial or industrial uses within commercially designated properties are not diluted. 
He added that regulations do not preclude a phased development. 

Commissioner Weber asked in what way a strict .25 FAR is mandated and how that 
standard relates to maintaining the amount of commercial land. Planner Johnson stated 
that the .25 FAR is established in the Land Development Code as the amount required 
in a NC-Minor Zone site, and to reduce that commercial component would constitute a 
change of use. Commissioner Weber noted that a previous request to the Planning 
Commission (the Palazzo) included a requested variance to the FAR. 

Commissioner Ridlington said he is sympathetic to people who moved to the area thinking 
that a commercial development would occur at this site. He said there may have been 
poor planning by the developer, and he can understand why some people are annoyed. 
Planner Johnson explained that, when Rivergreen Estates was turned into Willamette 
Landing with the 2001 Conceptual and Detailed Development Plans, the subject site was 
set apart with no Detailed Development Plan and with the knowledge that the NC-Minor 
Zone would come into play in the future. At that time, it was zoned Mixed Use 
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Commercial (MUC) with a .4 FAR. Implementation of the 2006 Land Development Code 
rezoned the site to NC-Minor with a .25 FAR. The idea is to provide 11,000 square feet 
of commercial uses that will come into the neighborhood and be successful, and the 
thought is that the additional residential development may further the success of the 
commercial piece. 

In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Hann, Planner Johnson said she assumes 
the applicant could have requested a phased development, but that was not discussed. 
In response to inquiries from Commissioner Hann, Planner Johnson reviewed the current 
and proposed densities and advised that the current use would not permit an assisted 
living facility. 

Commissioner Howell asked whether the current density would allow for development of 
the residential before the commercial component. Planner Johnson said no; the developer 
would have to maintain the FAR. Commissioner Howell noted that there is the ability 
under this proposal to develop the residential first, and Planner Johnson said that is 
correct. 

Commissioner Howell stated that the South Corvallis Area Refinement Plan (SCARP) 
process included a goal of decreasing vehicle trips and increasing walking trips on South 
Third Street, as well as a concept of a Major Neighborhood Center and several Minor 
Neighborhood Centers. The subject location was offered by the Coon family as an 
alternative to one at SE Rivergreen Avenue and SE Third Street. There was some 
concern that the interior location would be less accessible to Third Street traffic and to 
employment customers on the industrial side but, because it was the deepest 
undeveloped area, it was seen as an alternative. There was no market analysis done at 
the time nor with the Rivergreen development. The market analysis presented with this 
application indicates that there are size limitations to what can be effective at this location. 
Commissioner Howell said he thinks this site was intended to be developed with 
neighborhood uses, and the proposal is realistic in terms of what can be successful at this 
location. The residential component will provide additional customers for the commercial 
development, and this smaller development would likely occur sooner than a larger 
development. 

MOTION: Commissioner Howell moved to recommend that the City Council approve the 
Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment to designate 1.9 acres of the 2.9-acre property as 
Mixed Use Residential, as recommended in the September 5, 2008, staff report. This 
motion is based on the criteria, discussions, and conclusions contained within the staff 
report, and upon the reasons given by the Planning Commission members during their 
deliberations as reflected in the October 1, 2008, Planning Commission meeting. 
Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion. 

Commissioner Gervais said she found the retail needs analysis to be compelling, and she 
agrees with the applicant that dead retail space is not a community draw. However, she 
thinks that muck of the farm land to the south, which is fiat and adjacent to existing 
residential development, will be desirable land to annex in the not too distant future. She 
expressed concern that this proposal would not be adequate to serve those new 
residents. Commissioner Howell said he believes that the retail analysis was based on 
the area at build-out. 
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Commissioner Weber said she will not support the motion. She said she is ambivalent 
about whether Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2.3.A. is met. She is not completely 
convinced by the retail needs analysis, but she doesn't reject it. However, she believes 
that the proposal fails Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2.3.C. related to public need. She 
thinks that the applicant should come forward with a Detailed Development Plan and, if 
it includes a reduced FAR, the Planning Commission could evaluate it. She said she 
feels badly that the applicant received direction that this was not viable to them when 
other applicants have taken this path. 

Commissioner Howell said one reason to proceed with this application is to maintain 
accuracy of the inventory. He added that this would allow for development of the 
residential portion and that commercial development usually follows residential 
development. 

Commissioner Weber stated that the amount of commercial land will be reduced with 
either approach, and she thinks the proposed approach is too broad. In general, she 
thinks it is much easier to demonstrate compensating benefits than it is to demonstrate 
public need. She said she thinks that an argument to bring this site into compliance with 
the SCARP and the Comprehensive Plan is a compensating benefit for a reduced FAR 
would be valid. She said she does not think that 1.9 acres of additional residential 
development would have a great impact on commercial viability. 

Commissioner Hann expressed agreement with Commissioner Weber. He said he is 
sympathetic to the applicant and he thinks that the retail analysis is probably accurate, 
but he does not think there has been enough discussion of job opportunities for the 
existing residents. He referred to Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.2.1 .F. and stated that 
decreasing the pedestrian scale and the defined neighborhood center goes against the 
Land Development Code and the Comprehensive Plan. He said the proposal violates 
portions of the SCARP related to enhancing pedestrian access and sense of community, 
as well as that Plan's specific reference to this site as one of the larger commercial notes. 
He added that the proposal does not demonstrate public need as required in Land 
Development Code 2.1.30.06.b.l. and b.2. 

The motion failed 2 to 3 by the following vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Howell, Ridlington 
No: Commissioners Gervais, Hann, Weber 

MOTION: Commissioner Weber moved to recommend that the City Council deny the 
requested Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment (CPA08-00002) to designate 1.9 acres 
of the 2.9 acre property as Mixed Use Residential, as recommended in the September 
5, 2008, staff report. Commissioner Hann seconded the motion and it passed 3 to 2 by 
the following vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Gervais, Hann, Weber 
No: Commissioners Howell, Ridlington 

MOTION: Commissioner Weber moved to deny the requested Zoning District Change 
(ZDC08-00004) to change the zoning of 1.9 acres of the 2.9 acre subject site from 
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PD(NC-Minor) to PD(RS-12). Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion and it passed 
3 to 2 by the following vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Gervais, Hann, Weber 
No: Commissioners Howell, Ridlington 

MOTION: Commissioner Weber moved to deny the requested Major Planned 
Development Modification (PLD08-00010). Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion 
and it passed 3 to 2 by the following vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Gervais, Hann, Weber 
No: Commissioners Howell, Ridlington 

MOTION: Commissioner Weber moved to deny the requested Minor Replat (MRP08- 
00017). Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion and it passed 3 to 2 by the 
following vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Gervais, Hann, Weber 
No: Commissioners Howell, Ridlington 

D. Appeal. Period: 

The Chair explained that the recommendation on CPA08-00002 will be forwarded to the 
City Council for consideration. The remaining decisions will be effective 12 days from 
when the Notice of Disposition is signed, unless an appeal is filed with the City Recorder. 

Ill. DELIBERATIONS - Evanite Building Demolitions and Trail Alignment (WRG08-00001): 

The Chair welcomed citizens and stated that the public hearing on this item was held on 
September 17, 2008. By request, the record was held open for seven days for additional 
written public testimony. Planning Commissioners have received the additional testimony and 
the applicant's final written comments. Deliberations will be held tonight. 

A. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Obiections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

1. Conflicts of Interest: None. 
2. Ex Parte Contacts: None. 
3. Site Visits: Commissioner Howell declared a new visit to the south and north of the 

application site. 
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds: None. 

Commissioner Gervais stated that she has listened to the tapes of the September 17, 
2008, public hearing, which allows her to participate in these deliberations. 

B. Staff Update: 

Associate Planner Bob Richardson gave an update on the case. The request is for a 
Willamette River Greenway Conditional Development permit for three activities: 
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I )  the phased demolition of nine buildings and one water intake structure; 
2) reconstruction of an existing 900-square-foot pump house; and 
3) establishment of the location of a public multi-use path. 

This application does not request approval to construct a multi-use path, only to identify 
the location of a path that would be constructed by private parties with future development 
of the site, or by the City of Cowallis. 

Planner Richardson called attention to the written testimony received after the close of 
the public hearing but before the record was closed, including an email from Amanda 
Punton, DLCD Goal 5 Specialist, addressing perceived conflicts between previous DLCD 
and DEQ written comments regarding this application. Planner Richardson then called 
attention to the applicant's final written comments in response to the additional written 
testimony submitted before the record was closed on September 24, 2008. 

C. Discussion and Action bv the Commission: 

Commissioner Howell said the City has standards for percent of slope for certain levels 
of streets. He asked if there are similar standards for multi-use paths. Planner 
Richardson said there are not. 

Commissioner Howell drew attention to information from the applicant regarding slopes 
at the north and south ends of the path alignment. He asked if staff has information on 
the slope in the City portion of the site. Planning Division Manager Fred Towne noted that 
the City portion is outside of the application area. He stated that the alignment could be 
altered so that it more closely follows the grade and that a future process would be 
required for that part of the site. 

Commissioner Howell said the transition point from the subject site to the City property 
does not seem conducive to a multi-use path. He expressed concern about evaluating 
this transportation corridor in a segmented way, and stated that this would not be 
accepted if this were a road. In response to Commissioner Howell's further inquiry, 
Planner Richardson said there was no evaluation of the offsite transition to the north or 
south, nor whether there was an alignment that would be more reasonable. Staff 
evaluated the proposal against the applicable review criteria, found that those criteria 
were satisfied, and recommended approval. 

Commissioner Howell asked if staff evaluated whether the meanders that the proposed 
trail would have to take to stay 10 feet from the top of the bank would be workable for 
bicycles. Planner Richardson said staff looked primarily at the location of the trail relative 
to the river and to development on the site. 

Commissioner Weber stated that the City gives direction on alignment when an 
application site includes a street. She questioned why an analysis was not done on this 
path, which is included in the Transportation Master Plan. Development Review Engineer 
Ted Reese stated that, in looking at areas south of the site, staff believes that a trail could 
easily be accommodated at 15 percent or less slope. Park Planner Jackie Rochefort 
added that staff did look at the beginning and ending points and found them to be within 
the acceptable range at each end. Staff does not anticipate that multi-use paths will be 
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flat and straight, and that is not anticipated in the Parks and Recreation Facilities Plan. 
Staff is comfortable with the alignment as shown in the application. 

Commissioner Howell drew attention to the proposed location for the crossing of the 
Millrace and asked whether staff evaluated that bridge site. Planner Rochefort said staff 
looked at where the crossing would make the most sense considering other uses on the 
site. Staff did not evaluate the exact location of the crossing, and anticipates that it would 
address the level of detail at the time of development. Commissioner Howell asked if 
flexibility would be needed for the crossing location. Planner Rochefort said the City 
would only need flexibility to adjust the location a few feet one way or the other. 

In response to further inquiries from Commissioner Howell, Planner Rochefort reviewed 
the proposed south end trail alignment. Commissioner Howell noted that the south end 
trail goes through existing vegetation out to 75 feet or more. He asked if staff was able 
to evaluate the condition at 10 feet from the top of the bank. Planner Rochefort said staff 
did walk the site and made their way off of the path and into the vegetation to determine 
whether it was likely that a path could go through there. 

Commissioner Ridlington said he wants to avoid creating a trail to nowhere at the north 
end. He asked if there is another way to connect the multi-use path if a bridge across the 
Millrace is found to be too expensive. Planner Rochefort said the City does not currently 
have funding for any of the path. Staff would design the path and then do fund raising, 
which is often the case with capital projects. The proposed location was found to best fit 
the intent of trails plan in the Parks and Recreation Facilities Plan, and staff is 
comfortable with what is shown. 

At the advice of the City Attorney, the Chair deferred further deliberations until after the 
public hearing that is scheduled at this time. 

IV. VISITOR'S PROPOSITIONS: 

There were no propositions brought forward. 

V. PUBLIC HEARING - Storage Depot (PLD08-00008): 

A. Openina 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. 
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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 by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Obiections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

1. Conflicts of Interest: Commissioner Weber said she has worked professionally in the 
past with Lori Stephens, the architect in this case, but she has had no involvement 
on this project and this will not interfere with her ability to be impartial. 

2. Ex Parte Contacts: None. 
3. Site Visits: Commissioners Ridlington and Howell declared site visits. 
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds: None. 

C. Staff Overview: 

Assistant Planner Brian Latta said the request is for approval of a Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan to construct five mini-warehouse storage buildings in two 
phases, and approval of a Lot Line Adjustment to consolidate the four existing tax lots into 
one. The development would include street improvements to NW Hopkins Avenue and 
a north-to-south right-of-way on the west end of the development site, and associated 
landscaping. The five proposed buildings would be an expansion of the existing 
business, which has four mini-warehouse buildings and an office building. The applicant 
requests the Planned Development Overlay to include both the development site of the 
proposed buildings and the site with the existing buildings. Planned Development 
approval is requested to allow variations to Land Development Code requirements 
regarding green area, landscaping, building design, and parking. 

Planner Latta reviewed the Existing Conditions Map, Comprehensive Plan Map, and 
Zoning Map for the site and surrounding properties. He said he understands that the 
applicant will submit new information this evening, so staff will not be able to present a 
full staff report. He noted that staff did make a recommendation of denial based on the 
application as submitted. 

D. Leqal Declaration: 

Deputy City Attorney Brewer 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 
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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 
conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond 
to the issue precludes an action for damages in Circuit Court. 

E. Applicant's Presentation: 

Scott Lepman, owner of the Storage Depot, said the proposed development is an 
extension of the existing facility, which is the only mini-storage in Corvallis designed to 
accommodate large trucks. The site is a combination of five separate tax lots, including 
a tax-foreclosed parcel which had industrial contamination. He obtained a fill permit from 
the City and filled the entire site in 1999. The first phase opened in 2000 and the second 
phase opened in 2005. The balance of the site has been used for open storage. He has 
remodeled the Hopkins house and improved the entire improved length of Hopkins 
Avenue. The development has been a good neighbor and community member. Upon 
development, the property will be one of the City's top 20 tax payers, excluding multi- 
family, industrial, and centrally assessed utility properties. The site has had no thefts or 
break-ins. The site received an award from the Civic Beautification Urban Forestry 
Commission in 2005. Zoning and Land Development Code requirements changed in the 
middle of his project. He has worked with staff and his engineers to meet the new 
provisions, but staff found several areas to be lacking. His representatives will review 
changes to the proposal and proposed compensating benefits to address staff's 
concerns. 

Carey Stephens, attorney for the applicant, stated that he will present the project and then 
answer any questions. The applicant's architect and planner are also available to answer 
questions. Mr. Stephens said his client supports the general ideas in the new Mixed Use 
Employment (MUE) Zone and the Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards (PODS); 
however, when a zoning designation changes in the middle of a project, the new 
provisions can interfere with an applicant's plans. In this case, the MUE Zone allows mini- 
warehouses as an outright use, but many of the design elements within the Land 
Development Code run counter to how mini-warehouses are designed. The applicant has 
worked hard to try to make the proposal meet the requirements with a few variances. 

Mr. Stephens submitted a packet of new information related to the project (Exhibit A), 
including a matrix which addresses the areas that staff found lacking and what the 
applicant has done to address those areas, as well as an evaluation of rough 
proportionality of Hopkins Avenue as determined by K&D Engineering, Inc. Mr. Stephens 
reviewed the original proposal, staff conclusions, and the applicant's revised plan in the 
areas of green area, building orientation and public entrances, block perimeter, 
landscaping and screening, pedestrian amenities, internal pedestrian circulation, building 
design standards, off street parking, and flood plain, as detailed in the matrix. He 
requested a 30-day continuance to allow staff to review and respond to the new 
information. 

Commissioner Gervais asked if the applicant has any comment about staff's analysis of 
the Lot Line Adjustment. Mr. Stephens submitted a title report (Exhibit B) that 
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summarizes each of the parcels. He needs additional time to review the documentation, 
but he does not think a lot line adjustment is needed. 

Commissioner Howell asked if the new proposed block perimeter would extend all the 
way to Cummings Avenue. Mr. Stephens said he believes so, but he is not sure. 

Commissioner Howell said it would be helpful in evaluating the parking issue to have 
more information about how storage is structured in the different buildings. Mr. Stephens 
said Buildings F, G, H and I are accessed from garage doors which face to the inside of 
the project site. The outside of those buildings are constructed of brick with glass block 
on top. Additional windows, as called for in the Land Development Code, would not be 
desirable for this use due to issues related to privacy, security, and light intrusion. 

Mr. Lepman said Building E is intended to reflect the demands of university students. 
There will be a drive lane within the building, as well as interior corridors, lighting, motion 
sensors, cameras, and an elevator to the second and third floors. The applicant's 
representatives reviewed the layout of Building E, noting that the units on the first floor 
will be accessed by garage doors; the units on the second and third floor will be accessed 
from the interior. In discussion, Commissioner Howell acknowledged that the applicant 
has made a case that it may be appropriate to allow for parking in front of units that are 
accessed through garage doors. His question is whether the proposed parking would be 
adequate for the upper two floors of Building E. Mr. Stephens reviewed his calculations, 
detailed in the matrix, that the new design would require parking for only 39,998 square 
feet of units located in Building E, or 9.22 off street parking spaces. The entire frontage 
of Hopkins Avenue is also available for parking. 

In response to further inquiries from Commissioner Howell, Mr. Stephens stated that the 
existing landscaping along Building I will remain. Mr. Lepman said the fire access points 
are not currently utilized as emergency exits for customers, but he will comply with the 
direction of the Fire Department in that regard. 

In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Hann, Mr. Stephens said the applicant will 
submit updated drawings to staff, including revised exterior specifications. 

Commissioner Hann asked how customers would move their belongings from the street 
into the building. Mr. Lepman said the Storage Depot has dollies and flat bed trucks for 
use by customers. The inconvenience of having to move belongings to the upper floors 
is balanced by climate controlled facilities and lower rents. 

Commissioner Weber said she is having a hard time understanding why there should be 
a variance on green area. Mr. Lepman stated that he went to a lot of effort to make this 
facility look nice, that he has agreed to pay for the entire cost of improving Hopkins 
Avenue, and that the amount of green area is more than any mini-storage he has ever 
seen. Mr. Stephens said the Land Development Code requires buildings toward the road 
and this use requires hard interior surface. This is another conflict of use in this zone. 
Commissioner Weber said she thinks there would be many ways to accommodate the 
green area. She said the purpose of the green area is as much to limit impervious 
surface as it is to provide landscaping. 
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In discussion regarding the construction of Hopkins Avenue, Mr. Stephens stated that the 
applicant would not have been required to build the entire street under rough 
proportionality, but did so anyway. He is proposing that this be a compensating benefit 
for the reduced green area. Commissioner Weber said the street is a benefit in the sense 
of circulation, but lack of green area is a water quality issue. She will talk to staff about 
this issue. 

In response to inquiries from Chair Bird, the applicant's representatives further reviewed 
the location and layout of Building E, including the front entrance and walkway and 
security features. Mr. Lepman said his property manager has indicated that there is 
currently an average of three people in the facility at any one time. 

Commissioner Hann asked if there is any possibility of adding pervious surface within the 
drive lanes of Building E. Lori Stephens said it might be possible to do so at extra 
expense. 

The Chair invited public testimony from any person who cannot attend a continued 
hearing on November 5,2008. No one came forward. 

The applicant waived the 120-day timeline. 

F. Continue the public hearing: 

MOTION: Commissioner Weber moved to continue the public hearing to November 5, 
2008, at 7:00 p.m. Commissioner Howell seconded the motion and it passed 
unanimously. 

Ill. DELIBERATIONS - Evanite Buildinq Demolitions and Trail Aliqnment (WRG08-00001): 

C. Discussion and Action by the Commission (Continued): 

Commissioner Weber said the final written response from the applicant mentions that the 
Transportation Plan allows for grades of up to 15 percent. She said that is true for local 
streets, but local streets are not usually required to have bike lanes. Land Development 
Code 4.0.63 stipulates grades of up to 10 percent for neighborhood collector streets and 
6 percent for arterial streets. There is no set standard for a multi-use path, but since the 
majority of the bicycle transportation network is on neighborhood collector streets, 
Commissioner Weber said she believes that the 10 percent grade becomes a de facto 
limit. Engineer Reese referred to the table in the Land Development Code and the 
Transportation Master Plan which indicates that bicycles are expected to share the road 
surface on local roads. Planner Rochefort added that multi-use paths are not bike lanes; 
multi-use paths are intended for recreational purposes and do not meet the same 
standards as streets, and that the uses are different for multi-use paths than for bicycle 
lanes on a street. Commissioner Weber said bicycles are most affected by steep grades 
and that is why she was focusing on the bike lane definition. 

Commissioner Weber referred to public testimony expressing concern that the staff report 
did not reflect the landslide risk as included in the geotechnical report. She asked why 
it should be concluded that the area is safe from landslide risk when the geotechnical 
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report indicates that only two of six segments were adequately analyzed. Planner 
Richardson stated that geotechnical reports typically include, as a matter of practice, a 
caveat that there is a chance that a landslide could occur. He thinks the public testimony 
exaggerated any risks, given that the geotechnical report indicates a relatively low risk of 
landslide hazard. He cited the conclusions and recommendations from the geotechnical 
report, as included in Attachment 1-69 of the staff report. The applicant has submitted 
drawings in response to those recommendations. 

Commissioner Weber said the report states that only two segments of six were able to 
be determined as low risk. Planning Division Manager Fred Towne said the Planning 
Commission can use the report as it thinks is appropriate. Staff believes that the issue 
of stability has been adequately addressed. 

Commissioner Howell asked what would occur if a new geotechnical report at the time 
of development indicated problems. Community Development Director Ken Gibb said the 
applicant at that time would have to redesign or relocate the trail. Commissioner Howell 
asked if it would be possible for the Planning Commission to approve a range of locations 
to provide options at the time of construction. Manager Towne said the Planning 
Commission could alter the location approval as part of its decision. 

Commissioner Howell asked if there is any reason not to apply the design and 
development guidelines in the Parks and Recreation Facilities Plan. Planner Rochefort 
said those standards should be applied. Planner Richardson said those guidelines 
include direction about minimizing the loss of land for development, the possibility of using 
alternative routing when necessary, and the possibility of having trails as close as 20 feet 
to waterways in special circumstances. Planner Rochefort added that the trails plan is 
conceptual in nature, and that the Parks and Recreation Facilities Plan does allow for the 
possibility of trails 20 feet or closer to the river's edge. 

Commissioner Ridlington said he is comfortable with staff's approach on bank stability. 
He stated that there were concerns about bank stability associated with Riverfront Park, 
but those concerns were eventually addressed using a historical approach. 

Commissioner Howell said he thinks that an effort has been made to avoid putting trails 
very close to the riverbank. He referred to the drawing in packets, debated by Council, 
which expands the location to 50 feet from the top of the bank where possible. He said 
consideration needs to be given to tradeoffs and to flexibility. Planner Rochefort agreed 
that the plan was written to provide flexibility because trail locations are conceptual in 
nature. 

Commissioner Howell referred to Commissioner Ridlington's comment about the bank at 
Riverfront Park. He said the City did have to reinforce the bank at that location at a high 
cost to be able to build as close as 10 feet from the top of the bank. 

Commissioner Howell asked if there would be support for a motion to approve the pump 
house and demolition and to modify the trail alignment to comply generally with the Parks 
and Recreation Facilities Plan guidelines, allowing for 50 feet from the top of the bank 
within the 80-foot right-of-way, but allowing for it to go as close as 25 feet to avoid 
impacts to vegetation, to keep the slope below 6 percent, to allow more gradual curves, 
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and to accommodate a different location for the transition to City property at the north 
and/or south end. 

Commissioner Weber said she is not prepared to approve a trail location. She referred 
to Land Development Code 4.5.60.8. She said the application shows a portion of the trail 
going through an area sloped greater than 15 percent but less than 25 percent. The 
geotechnical report indicates that section 6 was inaccessible due to vegetation and that 
the recommendation was based on topographic maps. Commissioner Weber said she 
thinks approval would back the City into a corner on the trail location because it does not 
have standing to apply for Conditional Development. In addition, a private applicant could 
point to this decision as approval to put the trail in this location. She would rather have 
the onus be on the party developing the path to do an adequate geotechnical report and 
present a proposed routing. 

Commissioner Ridlington expressed support for Commissioner Howell's idea. He said it 
would provide a general location with the guidelines of the Parks and Recreation Facilities 
Plan and would facilitate removal of the buildings. Commissioner Weber stated that the 
applicant will remove the buildings when they are ready to redevelop and that approval 
of this application will not expedite demolition of those buildings. 

Commissioner Howell said approval could be conditioned with parameters so that any 
problems identified in a future geotechnical report would result in moving the trail further 
from the riverbank. He said the advantage of doing this is to give an overall vision and 
guidance that applies to all of the properties, as opposed to making decisions site by site 
and perhaps decades apart. 

Commissioner Weber said she thinks it is a bad idea to pin down a Conceptual 
Development Plan at this time. She said the proposal does not comply with Land 
Development Code 4.5.60.8, and she would prefer not to try to massage it to make it 
comply with the standard. 

Commissioner Hann said he agrees with Commissioner Weber that the application is too 
narrow in focus and he probably will not support Commissioner Howell's idea. 

Commissioner Gervais said she is leaning toward Commissioner Howell's idea in order 
to establish a layout across the properties, provided it can be given enough scope to meet 
the requirements of a proper geotechnical analysis and Willamette River Greenway 
review criteria related to maximizing distance from the riverbank. 

Commissioner Weber noted that the multi-use path is in the Transportation Master Plan 
and that any future development will require to and through connection. She expressed 
concern about the connection point at the north end and said she thinks a future 
development plan may show that it makes more sense to bring it out in a different 
location. Commissioner Gervais expressed concern about the possibility of ending up 
with a disjointed and nonfunctional path if the site is evaluated piecemeal. Brief 
discussion followed. 

City Council Liaison Jeanne Raymond said it is important that the Planning Commission 
take a large view of the planning of this property and to think about the overall benefits 
to the City. 
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Commissioner Howell said he thinks Commissioners are looking at the large view, but 
have different strategies on how to proceed. He said he would like to verbalize a 
condition to solidify what the Commission thinks would pass muster in the future and he 
thinks this direction may be lost in a straight denial of the request. 

MOTION: Commissioner Howell moved to approve the Evanite Willamette River 
Greenway Conditional Development Permit (WRG08-OOOI), as conditioned in the 
September 5, 2008, staff report to the Planning Commission. This motion is based on 
findings in support of the application presented in the September 5, 2008, staff report, 
and findings in support of the application made by the Planning Commission during 
deliberations on the request. Commissioner Ridlington seconded the motion. 

Commissioner Howell proposed revised language for Condition 3. In discussion, and with 
the assistance of staff and Commissioners, the language was refined to read as follows: 

Condition 3: Multi-Use Path Design -The multi-modal path shall be located at least 
50 feet from top of bank except allowing sections as close as 25 feet from top of 
bank where necessary to minimize vegetation removal, maintain required grade, 
minimize cuts and fills, avoid archeological resources, or avoid areas of slope 
instability. Maximum grade shall be 6 percent and cuts and fills shall not exceed 
the 8-foot standard in  Land Development Code Section 4.5.80.04. 

The location of the southern crossing of the path from City property to Evanite 
property shall be relocated to minimize grade and removal of vegetation. The 
location of the path crossing the Millrace shall be relocated to minimize removal 
of noninvasive vegetation, avoid intrusion of the bridge into the 2-foot flood way, 
and minimize restriction of flood flow. Path development shall provide full 82-foot 
right-of-way or easement recommended bythe Parks and Recreation Facilities Plan 
to buffer the path from existing and future development, but which may be 
increased i f  needed to  avoid areas of slope instability. 

Paved lookout nodes with benches are allowed between the path and river, but no 
closer than 25 feet from the top of the bank. 

When constructed, a multi-use path in the approved alignment shall contain a 12- 
foot wide hard surface area. Landscaping shall be consistent with the provisions 
in Land Development Code 4.13.50.d.2. Pedestrian amenities and further 
landscaping along the path shall be evaluated through future Willamette River 
Greenway proposals. 

MOTION TO AMEND: Commissioner Howell moved to amend Condition 3, as written 
above. Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion. 

Commissioner Weber asked if approval of this motion could impact the proposal on this 
site that will be deliberated by the Planning Commission next week. City Attorney Brewer 
said there might be some practical impact, but the Commission should make this decision 
under the standards in place and not weigh this decision on an upcoming decision. 
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In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Weber, City Attorney Brewer said the City 
would require an environmental survey and would not accept this property until it is 
decontaminated. 

Commissioner Weber asked if this decision would require the City to pay for the trail. 
Director Gibb said trail construction would be a requirement of development. The City 
could decide to implement its master plans with public dollars. This would be a fiscal 
capital improvement decision by elected representatives. Brief discussion followed 
regarding scenarios under which the trail might be constructed with development, by the 
City, or through a combination of these. In discussion regarding potential connections of 
the path at the north end of the subject site, staff said the City could adjust the connection 
location on City property if that was determined to be appropriate. 

Commissioner Weber asked what budget impacts might be associated with the 
landscaping requirements in the motion. Commissioner Howell said the Willamette River 
Greenway location requires enhancement, and this is similar to what would be required 
of other development in highly protected zones. He clarified that the motion would require 
landscaping in the first 30 feet from the top of the bank. Other landscaping within the 
right-of-way or easement area would be determined with development proposals. 

Commissioner Howell said Land Development Code 2.3.30.04 requires consistency with 
applicable policies and standards adopted by the City Council, including the Parks and 
Recreation Facilities Plan. The design and development guidelines and standards of that 
Plan are the source of the direction to locate the path 50 feet from the top of the bank and 
to avoid the 2-foot flood way. Although the Parks and Recreation Facilities Plan is flexible 
in allowing deviation for site constraints, the full extent of the trail design standards seems 
to be indicated because these are large properties and the Willamette River Greenway 
standards indicate development awayfrom the river. The applicant's proposed alignment 
did not meet standards within the review criteria for compatibility in the area of 
transportation facilities, basic site design, and structural design in terms of indicating the 
grade of the path, the evaluation of the best bridge location, required cuts and fills, and 
the tightness of curves. The 6 percent maximum grade is based on the grade for arterial 
streets and on public testimony. The subject site is wide enough to allow flexibility and 
there are options for connectivity, so there is no reason for the path at this site to be 
steeper, even though this may have been allowed in other places where there were 
constraints. Similarly, there is no reason to allow cut and fill up to 12 feet, given the size 
of the site and the Willamette River Greenway standards. The proposed amendment 
meets Willamette River Greenway criteria for public access along the river, protection and 
enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat and riparian vegetation over time, water quality, 
buffering recreational uses from private property, and providing the maximum possible 
vegetated area between development and the river. This site is at a critical place at the 
confluence of the Marys River, the Millrace, and the Willamette River, and merits the 
additional distance from the river. The proposed amendment would allow more flexibility 
than the applicant's proposal to maintain existing vegetation. The applicant's 
geotechnical evaluation is too superficial and incomplete to demonstrate that a path 10 
feet from the top of the bank would not require bank stabilizing structures in the future, 
which would be in conflict with Willamette River Greenway review criteria. 
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The motion to amend passed 3 to 2 by the following vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Gervais, Howell, Ridlington 
No: Commissioners Hann. Weber 

The amended main motion passed 3 to 2 by the following vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Gervais, Howell, Ridlington 
No: Commissioners Hann, Weber 

D. Appeal Period: 

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. 

VI. PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES: 

A. September 3, 2008: 

MOTION: Commissioner Weber moved to approve the minutes as drafted. 
Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 

VII. OLD BUSINESS: None. 

Vill. NEW BUSINESS: 

A. Planninq Division Update: 

Planning Division Manager Fred Towne called attention to the new meeting schedule on 
the back of the agenda. 

Manager Towne advised that Commissioner Brandon Trelstad has resigned, leaving an 
opening on the Planning Commission for a term which will expire in July, 2009. He 
requested that Commissioners talk with people they know who may be interested in filling 
this position. 

Commissioner Weber advised that she will be making the applicants' presentation to the 
Planning Commission at the Western Station public hearing on October 15, 2008. 

IX. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 p.m. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

From: Charles C. Tomlii~son, Mayor L' 

Date: December 30,2008 

Subject: Vacancy on Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Cornillissio~i 

Josh Storer has resigned from his position on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Colmission. 
Josli's term on the Cornnlissioil expires Julie 30, 2010. 

I would appreciate your non~iilatiolis of citizens to fill this vacancy. 



M E M O R A N D U M  

To: City Council Members b 
From: Charles C. Tomlinson, Mayor 

Date: December 30,2008 

Subject: Appointments to Boards, Commissions, and Committees 
...................................................... 

I am appointing the following persoils to the advisory boards, commissions, and comnlittees 
indicated for the t em~s  of office stated: 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisoi-y Commission 

Dan Herford 
Teim Expires: June 30,20 10 

Dan is an OSU gsadt~ate in civil engineering and is opening a bicycle shop in town. 

Budget Commission 

Elizabeth French 
Tell11 Expires: June 30, 2009 

Elizabeth is the Site Manager for the CH2M Hill facility in Colvallis and a foinler inember 
of the Dowiltowi~ and Economic Vitality Pai-tnersl~ip Inlplementatioil Plan Committee. 

Comnlittee for Citizen Involveinent 

Stewart Wershow 
T e i n ~  Expires: June 30,2010 

Stewai-t began his Councilorship in 1989 and recently finished Councilorship in 2008. 

I will ask for confiln~ation of these appointments at our next Council meeting, Janualy 20, 2009. 



MEMORANDUM 

DATE: December 19, 2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 

SUBJECT: Schedule Public Hearing to consider an appeal of a Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan and a Tentative Subdivision Plat 
(Deer Run Park Subdivision: PLD08-00013 and SUB08-00007) 

Staff request that the City Council schedule a public hearing on January 20, 2009, to 
consider an appeal of the Planning Commission's December 3,2008, decision to approve 
the cases noted above. The appeal was received on December 16,2008. 



December 22,2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Kathy Louie, Assistant to City ManagedCity Recorder 

SBTBJIECT: 2008 City Council Policies Review 

A total of 22 City Council Policies were reviewed according to a review schedule established 
annually. Following is a summary of policies that were reviewed or added in 2008. One Council 
Policy, 91-7.04, "Building Permits," was carried over and is scheduled for consideration at the 
February 5 Urban Services Committee meeting. 

A 9 - RIGWT-OF-WAY MATTERS 
I Dirt on Streets 

A 10 - FINANCIAL POLICIES 
I CP 97-10.01-10.08 I Financial Policies 

All City Council Policies are available on the City's Web site (www.ci.corvallis.or.us). Please 
update your manual or give me a call if you need hard copies of the above policies. 



EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 17 day of 
by and between the CITY OF CORVALLIS, State of Oregon, a municipal corporation, hereinafter 
called the "City," and JON S. NELSON, both of whom understand as follows: 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, it is the desire of the City to provide certain benefits, to establish certain 
conditions of employment, and to set working conditions of Mr. Nelson; and 

WHEREAS, it is the desire of the City to: 1) retain the services of Mr. Nelson and to 
provide inducement for him to remain in such employment, 2) make possible full work productivity 
by assuring Mr. Nelson's morale and peace of mind with respect to future security, 3) act as a 
deterrent against malfeasance or dishonesty for personal gain on the part of Mr. Nelson, and 4) 
provide a just means for terminating Mr. Nelson's services at such time as he may be unable fully to 
discharge his duties due to age or disability or when City may desire to otherwise terminate his 
employ; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Nelson desires to continue employment as City Manager of said City. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein contained, the parties 
hereto agree as follows: 

Section 1. Duties. 

A. City agrees to employ Mr. Nelson as City Manager of the City of Corvallis to perform 
the functions and duties specified in the Corvallis City Charter as well as such other legally 
permissible and proper duties and functions as the City Council shall fiom time to time specify. 

Section 2. Term. 

A. The term of this agreement shall be January 1,2009, through December 3 1,201 3. 

B. This agreement shall be subject to negotiations for a subsequent term, and the parties 
may begin successor agreement negotiations as part of the annual performance review process. 

C. Nothing in this agreement shall prevent, limit, or otherwise interfere with the right of the 
City Council to terminate the services of Mr. Nelson at any time, subject only to the provisions set 
forth in Section 3, paragraphs A and C of this agreement. 

D. Nothing in this agreement shall prevent, limit, or otherwise interfere with the right of Mr. 
Nelson to resign at any time fiom his position with the City, subject only to the provision set forth in 
Section 3, paragraph I3 of this agreement. 
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E. Mr. Nelson agrees to remain in the exclusive employ of the City and not to become 
employed by any other employer until a termination date is effected as hereinafter provided. 

Section 3. Termination and Severance Provisions. 

A. The City retains the right to terminate the services of Mr. Nelson without cause at any 
time. Should his services be terminated without cause, or should the agreement not be renewed at 
the end of its term, Mr. Nelson shall be entitled to severance pay equal to one month's salary for 
each year of' service up to a maximum of one year. City shall continue to provide and pay for the 
health and medical insurance benefits set forth in Section 8 for a period of six months. The City 
shall not be obligated to provide severance pay in the event that Mr. Nelson is indicted because of 
an illegal act or is unable to meet the bonding requirements of the City Charter. 

B. In the event Mr. Nelson voluntarily resigns h s  position with the City before expiration of 
the aforesaid term of employment, then Mr. Nelson shall give the City hrty days' notice in advance 
unless such notice requirement is waived or modified by mutual agreement between Mr. Nelson and 
City Council. 

C. Subject to the provisions of Section 10, upon his retirement, resignation, or termination 
from the City, Mr. Nelson shall be compensated for any unused vacation that shall have been 
accumulated during his tenure with the City. 

Section 4. Salary. 

A. City agrees to pay Mr. Nelson for h s  services rendered pursuant hereto an annual salary 
of $158,940.36, payable in installments at the same time as other employees of the City are paid. 
This annual salary shall commence effective the 1st day of January, 2009. The annual salary will be 
adjusted each July lst, subject to the cost-of-living adjustment for non-union staff. 

B. City agrees to adjust the salary andlor benefits of Mr. Nelson in such amounts and to 
such an extent as the City Council may determine that it is desirable to do so on the basis of an 
annual performance appraisal and salary review of Mr. Nelson, conducted in November of each 
year. The performance appraisal tool will include the City Council's goals and objectives. 

C. Mr. Nelson shall be eligible for participation in the State of Oregon Public Employee 
Retirement System (PERS). The City shall contribute Mr. Nelson's portion of the contribution to 
the PERS system. Mr. Nelson shall be subject to the rules, terms and requirements of the PERS 
system that may apply. 

Section 5. Hours of Work. 

A. The parties acknowledge that the performance of the duties of City Manager constitutes a 
full time job. It is recognized that Mr. Nelson must devote a great deal of his time outside normal 
office hours to business of the City, and to that end, Mr. Nelson will be allowed to take 
compensatory time off as he shall deem appropriate during normal office hours. 
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Section 6. Auto allowance. 

A. Since Mr. Nelson must attend numerous official meetings and gatherings and utilize a 
motor vehicle for such purpose, the City shall provide in lieu of a regular City vehicle the sum of 
$300.00 per month. 

Section 7. Professional Development. 

A. In accordance with City policy, City agrees to budget and pay the registration, travel, and 
subsistence expenses of Mr. Nelson for professional and official travel, meetings, and occasions 
adequate to continue the professional development of Mr. Nelson and to adequately pursue 
necessary official and other functions of the City. Such costs shall include menlbership in ICMA 
and the Oregon City Managers Association. 

B. The City shall reimburse Mr. Nelson the costs of maintaining membership in a local 
service club, should Mr. Nelson desire such involvement in the community. 

Section 8. Health and Medical Insurance. 

A. The City agrees to provide, at a minimum, the same insurance coverage to Mr. Nelson as 
provided to other exempt, supervisory/adrmnistrative employees of the City. Mr. Nelson shall 
receive such additional benefits as are specified herein. 

Section 9. Other Benefits. 

A. Deferred Compensation. Mr. Nelson shall be compensated at the rate of $18,000.00 
annually, in addition to his annual salary, to be applied to a deferred compensation program of his 
choice. Mr. Nelson may elect to receive all or part of this compensation as salary. Should Mr. 
Nelson elect to receive part of this compensation as salary, this compensation shall not be 
considered part of his base salary for cost-of-living or merit increase purposes. The deferred 
compensation shall be increased $1,000.00 per year for each year of the five-year contract. 

B. Vacation Accrual. Mr. Nelson shall accrue 20.7 hours per month to be applied to 
vacation. Mr. Nelson shall be entitled to cash out up to 120 hours of accrued vacation time per year. 

C. Sick Leave. Mr. Nelson shall accrue eight hours of sick leave per month. Upon his 
termination, retirement or resignation fiom the City, Mi-. Nelson shall be compensated for any 
unused sick leave that shall have been accrued during his tenure with the City at the rate of % day 
per accrued day of sick leave, not to exceed 60 full days of pay. 

D. Life Insurance. Mi-. Nelson shall be provided life insurance in an amount totaling 
$400,000. 

E. Personal Leave. Mr. Nelson shall be provided personal leave equivalent to the personal 
leave provided for exempt employees in the City's employee handbook. 
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F. Long-Term Disability Insurance. The City agrees to provide Mr. Nelson with long-term 
disability insurance equivalent to the coverage provided for exempt City employees. 

G. Mr. Nelson will receive other employee benefits as provided to exempt employees in the 
employee handbook, if not specifically set forth herein. 

H. Retirement health savings account. $8,000.00 shall be placed annually into a retirement 
health savings account. The retirement health savings account shall be increased $500.00 each year 
of the five-year contract. 

Section 10. Other Terms and Conditions of Employment. 

A. The City Council shall fix any such other terms and conditions of employment, as it may 
determine fiom time to time, relating to the performance of Mr. Nelson, provided such terms and 
conditions are not inconsistent with or in conflict with the provisions of this agreement, the City 
Charter, or any other law. 

B. All provisions of the City Charter and Code, and regulations and rules of city relating to 
vacation and sick leave, retirement and pension system contributions, holidays, and other fjringe 
benefits and working conditions as they now exist or hereafter may be amended, also shall apply to 
Mr. Nelson as they would to other employees of City, in addition to said benefits enumerated 
specifically for the benefit of Mr. Nelson, except as herein provided. 

C. Unless otherwise specified herein, Mr. Nelson shall be entitled to receive the same 
vacation and sick leave benefits as are accorded department heads. 

Section 11. General Provisions. 

A. The text herein shall constitute the entire agreement between the parties. 

B. Th~s agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the heirs at law and 
executors of Mr. Nelson. 

C. This agreement shall become effective upon its signature, and supersedes and replaces 
any prior offers, communications, inducements, or representations made prior to the execution of 
this agreement. 

D. If any provision, or any portion thereof, contained in this agreement is held to be 
unconstitutional, invalid, or unenforceable, the remainder of t h~s  agreement, or portion therefore, 
shall be deemed severable, shall not be affected, and shall remain in full force and effect. 

E. In the event either party shall initiate any suit, action or appeal on any matter related to 
this agreement, then the court before whom such suit, action or appeal is taken shall award to the 
prevailing party such attorney's fees as the Court shall deem reasonable, considering the complexity, 
effort and result against the party who shall not prevail. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the City of Corvallis has caused this agreement to be signed and 
executed in its behalf by its Mayor, and duly attested by its Assistant to City ManagerICity 
Recorder, and Mr. Nelson has signed and executed this agreement, both in duplicate, the day and 
year first above written. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Steve Rogers, Public Works Directo 

DATE: December 1 1,2008 

SUBJECT: Intergovernmental Agreement with City of Philomath for the operation of the 
Philomath Connection transit service 

City Council's approval is required to authorize the City Manager to sign an Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) between the City of Philomath and the City of Corvallis for the operation of 
the Philomath Connection transit service. 

BACKGROUND 

The City of Corvallis has managed the operation of the Philomath Connection under an IGA with 
the City of Philomath. Philomath pays the local match for the grants used to procure vehicles 
and provide fuel, maintenance and operations. Corvallis includes the Philomath Connection in 
its contract for fixed-route transit service operations and maintenance. The service has operated 
this way since its inception in 2000. 

DISCUSSION 

In 2006 the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) conducted a Triennial Review site visit 
looking at all aspects of the Corvallis Transit System. One of the contracts reviewed was the 
IGA for the operation of the Philomath Connection. Whereas previously the two cities had 
operated as though Philomath was responsible for its transit system, the FTA determined that 
Corvallis, as the recipient of the federal Section 5307 operations grant funding, has responsibility 
for the Philomath Connection. This shift in responsibility required significant changes to the 
IGA. 

The old agreement expired in June of 2006, prior to the Triennial Review, and the two agencies 
have been operating informally under the terms of that agreement until this new one was 
prepared. In the interim, a new pass and coupon book system was developed to allow more 
reciprocity between the two services. Notably, a universal "system pass" now allows pass- 
holders unlimited rides on both the Corvallis Transit System and the Philomath Connection. A 
cost-sharing arrangement for funds received for system pass sales by each city has also been 
incorporated into the new agreement. Finally, a uniform fare structure was developed for the two 
services, and this is reflected in the new agreement. 

Some of the changes to the agreement include: 
Wording allowing Philomath the exclusive right to manage the system was removed; 
Wording making Philomath responsible for determining routes and schedules, and doing 



all marketing and promotion was removed; 
Corvallis will procure vehicles for the service (Philomath to pay the local match); 

a And, a coordinated fare structure and cost sharing arrangement for system pass sales was 
established 

The City of Philomath has indicated that the attached IGA is satisfactory. 

ACTION REQUESTED 

Staff requests that the City Council authorize the City Manager to sign the updated 
Intergovernmental Agreement between Corvallis and Philomath for the operation of the 
Philomath Connection. 

Review and Concur: 

Finance Ihdctor 
Jon S. Nelson '  ate 

, City Manager 



INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this lSt day of July, 2008, by and between the CITY 
OF CORVALLIS, hereinafter referred to as "Corvallis", and the CITY OF PHILOMATH, 
hereinafter referred to as "Philomath", the promises of each being given in consideration of the 
promises of the other. 

WHEREAS, ORS 190.010 authorizes local governments to enter into written agreements 
with other local governments for the performance of any or all functions that a party to the 
agreement has the authority to perform; and 

WHEREAS, Corvallis has been providing fixed-route bus service effectively and 
economically throughout the City of Corvallis since 198 1 ; and 

WHEREAS, Philomath desires to continue to provide transit service between Philomath 
and Corvallis; and 

WHEREAS, Corvallis is willing and able to provide the Philomath transit service in 
coordination with its current fixed-route transit system; and 

WHEREAS, Corvallis is the designated recipient of Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA), Section 5307 funds for the Corvallis urbanized area beginning with Federal fiscal year 
2003; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 

A. During the term of this agreement, the following shall be the obligations of 
Philomath: 

1. Equipment. Philomath shall pay local matching funds for Philomath vehicles that 
are procured by Corvallis. 

2. Operatinn Grant. Philomath shall provide local matching funds for the FTA 
operating grant. 

3. Schedules. Philomath shall pay for the design and printing of Philomath service 
schedules. 

3. Bus Stops and Shelters. Philomath shall establish and provide bus stops or 
shelters along portions of the route not in Corvallis it deems necessary at the sole 
expense of Philomath. Stops and shelters shall comply with Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. 

4. Participation in Special Events . Philomath shall participate in Special Events 



which involve fiee rides to the public. These special events include, but are not 
limited to, "Get There Another Way Week", "Try Transit Week", and "Summer 
Youth Transit Program". 

Fare Box and Contract Revenue and Reporting. All cash fare receipts remain the 
exclusive property of Philomath. Transit users shall be advised of an "exact fare" 
policy. Drivers shall not be required to make or carry change. Philomath shall 
follow an agreed-upon coordinated fare structure which mirrors that of Corvallis. 
All revenue fiom coupon books sold by Philomath and all "PC-only" bus passes, 
regardless of whether sold by Philomath or Corvallis, remain the exclusive 
property of Philomath. "System pass" revenue will be distributed in a manner 
agreed upon by both parties. 

Philomath shall provide to Corvallis a monthly report of the amount of revenue 
collected, including fare box revenue, pass and coupon book revenue, and Oregon 
State University contract payments for the previous month. The report shall be 
provided to Corvallis no later than the loth of the month following the date of 
collection. 

7. Philomath Records. Philomath shall maintain complete and accurate records 
concerning the operation and maintenance of the transit system that are within 
Philomath's control. The City of Corvallis and appropriate state and federal 
agencies shall have access to said records of Philomath at all reasonable times and 
places; and Philomath shall render all reasonable assistance to the City of 
Corvallis, appropriate state and federal agencies, their officers, agents, and 
employees if and when Corvallis or said agencies desire to audit or inspect said 
books and records. 

B. During the term of this agreement the following shall be the obligations of Cowallis: 

1. OperationsMaintenance. Corvallis shall include the Philomath transit service in 
its contract for fixed-route transit service as though the service was part of the 
Corvallis Transit System. The Philomath service will be conducted under the 
same terms and conditions as that provided under the Corvallis contract with its 
fixed-route transit provider, except as otherwise provided in this 
intergovernmental agreement. A copy of the contract is attached as Exhibit A and 
by this reference is incorporated into and made a part of this agreement. 

2. Fuel. Corvallis will furnish all diesel fuel for buses used in performance of this 
agreement. The rate shall be based upon the actual fuel cost, averaged for the 
month. Compensation shall be in accordance with Section C, Compensation. 

3. Providing Routes and Schedules. Corvallis shall establish routes and schedules 
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with the assistance of Philomath. 

4. Fare Box Revenue. Corvallis shall remove revenue from the Philomath farebox 
vault during its regularly-scheduled revenue collection procedure. Fares 
generated from the Philomath transit service shall be kept separate from Corvallis 
revenue and shall be deposited into a Philomath bank account. 

5.  Base Radio Installation. Corvallis will provide base radio equipment for 
maintaining radio contact with service vehicles. Remote and base radios will be 
maintained by Corvallis. Base radio(s) shall remain the property of Corvallis. 

6. Regular Service Operation. Corvallis shall provide public transit service on 
routes and schedules and at an agreed-upon coordinated fare structure mirroring 
that of Corvallis. 

7. Special Service Operation. Corvallis shall provide special service with routes and 
schedules established by Philomath upon fourteen (14) days notice. Special 
service operations may include both scheduled fixed route service of limited 
duration or single purpose trips. Corvallis shall handle phone information calls, 
dispatching, ridership counts, and invoicing for these special services. 

8. Information Phone. A system information phone will be staffed during all regular 
Philomath transit service hours to handle inquiry calls regarding route, schedule, 
and local transfer information, including a telecommunications device for the 
hearing impaired. Information phone staff will be expected to contact the 
Philomath bus when necessary. The phone number (541 -766-6998), provided by 
Corvallis will be included on schedule and marketing information. Non-routine 
calls involving issues or problems, including the solution, shall be reported to 
Philomath on an approved form or will be resolved jointly with Corvallis. 

9. Corvallis Records. Corvallis shall maintain complete and accurate records 
concerning the operation and maintenance of the transit system. Philomath and 
appropriate state and federal agencies shall have access to said records of 
Corvallis and Corvallis's transit contractor at all reasonable times and places; and 
Corvallis shall render all reasonable assistance to Philomath, appropriate state and 
federal agencies, their officers, agents, and employees if and when Philomath or 
said agencies desire to audit or inspect said books and records. Corvallis shall 
provide to Philomath a detailed, monthly report of its operation including, but not 
limited to, service hours, gallons of fuel used, ridership, and a vehicle service log. 

10. Operating Equipment. Corvallis shall provide, as necessary, backup or standby 
vehicle(s) for use in the event of scheduled or nonscheduled maintenance or 
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breakdown of the vehicle provided by Philomath. Philomath shall reimburse 
Corvallis for fuel and operating expenses incurred during times when the 
Philomath vehicle is inoperable. 

1 1. Parts Inventory. A spare parts inventory shall be developed in conjunction with 
and approved by Philomath. Spare parts shall be the property of Philomath. 

12. Accident Procedures. In case of accident or any other damage to the Philomath 
transit vehicle, Corvallis shall notify Philomath within 48 hours. 

C. Compensation. 

1. Transit Operation. Corvallis shall be compensated at the rates shown on Exhibit 
B, which by this reference is incorporated into and made a part of this agreement, 
and adjusted for Section 5307 grant reimbursements to the City of Corvallis at a 
50-percent local match rate for operations, and a 20-percent local match rate for 
capitalized paratransit and maintenance, minus farebox, pass/coupon, and OSU 
group pass program revenue that Philomath receives. The transit operations rates 
are based upon revenue hours. Revenue hour shall be defined as the actual time a 
vehicle is operating on a published schedule. Holiday shall be defined as New 
Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, 
and Christmas Day. 

2. Maintenance Services. scheduled and nonscheduled maintenance services, parts, 
and supplies for the transit vehicle shall be itemized on repair orders. Philomath 
will be billed according to the rates shown on Exhibit B. The itemized repair 
orders are available to Philomath upon request. 

3. Cleaninn Services. Bus cleaning services are part of the fixed monthly costs that 
are shared between Corvallis and Philomath. 

4. Standby Vehicle(s1. If a standby or backup vehicle is needed, as referenced in 
Section B-10, Philomath shall compensate Corvallis at the rate shown on Exhibit 
B. 

5.  Time and Calculation of Payment. Prior to the 15th of each month in which 
services are rendered, Corvallis shall submit an itemized invoice showing the total 
revenue hours of operation anticipated for that billing period, based on 
Philomath's schedule. The operating costs shall also prorate the monthly fixed 
overhead costs incurred by the contractor, based upon the revenue service hours 
of the Corvallis Transit System and the Philomath Connection for that billing 
period. The itemized invoice will also show the total cost of maintenance services 
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provided and any stand-by vehicles utilized for the prior month. 

The invoice will show the total amount due, as calculated in the previous 
paragraph, subtract the total revenue received by Philomath as reported in 
accordance with paragraph A.6. above, and determine the payment at either 50 
percent of the net amount for operating expenses, or 20 percent for capitalized 
maintenance and paratransit expenses. It is understood that these payments are 
the local match for the Section 5307 grant funds for the Corvallis area urbanized 
area. 

Philomath agrees to pay Corvallis on or before the first day of the month 
following the receipt of the above invoice. 

D. General Provisions. 

1. Escalation. The compensation for services described in Section C shall be 
adjusted according to the rates charged by the then-current Corvallis transit 
contractor for transit operations and maintenance. 

2. Exclusive Benefit and Assignment. This agreement is for the exclusive benefit of 
Philomath and Corvallis. It shall not be assigned, transferred or pledged by either 
party without the prior, written consent of the other party. 

3. Cancellation. Should Corvallis fail to comply with any of the material terms or 
conditions set forth in this agreement or should Philomath determine that 
Corvallis is in any other way unfit, unqualified, or unable to perform all of the 
responsibilities outlined in this agreement then and in that event with ninety (90) 
days written notice to Corvallis, this agreement may be canceled. 

In the event that Philomath's legislative body does not appropriate funds for the 
continuation of this agreement, Philomath may, upon prior written notice to 
Corvallis effective 30 days after the giving of such notice, relieve Corvallis of all 
obligations described in this agreement. 

4. Emergency. It is agreed by the parties that in the event Corvallis is unable to 
provide transit services as herein specified because of acts of God, fire, riot, war, 
civil disturbance, or any other similar conditions, Philomath shall excuse 
Corvallis from performance hereunder. 

5. Applicable Laws. The parties agree to comply with the provisions of all federal, 
state, and local laws that are applicable to the performance under this agreement. 
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6 .  Waiver. A waiver of any breach of any provision of this agreement by either 
party shall not operate as a waiver of any subsequent breach of the same or any 
other provision of this agreement. 

7. Non-Discrimination. The parties agree not to discriminate on the basis of age, 
citizenship status, color, familial status, gender identity or expression, marital 
status, mental disability, national origin, physical disability, race, religion, 
religious observance, sex, sexual orientation, and source or level of income in the 
performance of this agreement. 

8. Equipment Ownership. Philomath retains exclusive ownership of the transit 
vehicle(s) described in paragraph A.1. and shall use and dispose of these vehicles 
in accordance with the FTA regulations. 

9. Notice. Notice to Corvallis shall be given to: 

Transit Coordinator 
Public Works Department 
Post Office Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339-1083 

or such other address as is from time to time furnished in writing by Corvallis to 
Philomath. 

Notice to Philomath shall be given to: 

Randy Kugler, City Manager 
980 Applegate 
Post Office Box 400 
Philomath, OR 97370 

or such other address as is from time to time furnished in writing to Corvallis by 
Philomath. 

9. Hold Harmless. 

Each party shall indemnify and hold harmless the other from any suits or damages 
caused by the actions or omissions of its employees or agents. Nothing in this 
hold harmless condition shall be deemed to create a liability in excess of the 
Oregon Tort Claims limits for either party. 

1 0. Interpretation, Jurisdiction and Venue. 

This contract shall be governed by and interpreted in accordance with the laws of 
the State of Oregon. The parties to this contract do not intend to confer on any 

Page 6 
2003-04 Philomath/Corvallis Transit Service 



third party any rights under this contract. 

All actions relating to this contract shall be tried before the courts of the State of 
Oregon to the exclusion of all other courts which might have jurisdiction apart 
from this provision. Venue in any action shall lie in the Circuit Court of Benton 
County, Oregon. 

1 1. Term of Agreement. The Agreement term shall be for a period from July 1,2006, 
through June 30,2009. This includes July 1, 2006 until the date of execution, 
during which time Corvallis has operated the Philomath service without a current 
IGA in place. This was due to changes in the Federal Transit Administration's 
interpretation of Corvallis' purview in operating the Philomath service. This 
agreement may be extended through June 30,2010 by mutual agreement of 
Philomath and Corvallis. If the contract is extended beyond June 30, 2010, the 
extension is contingent upon City Council adopting appropriations to include this 
service. 

CITY OF CORVALLIS, OREGON CITY OF PHILOMATH, OREGON 

By: 
Jon S. Nelson, City Manager 

By: 
Randy Kugler, City Manager 

Approved as to form: Approved as to form: 

Corvallis City Attorney Philomath City Attorney 

Page 7 
2003-04 PhilomathlCorvallis Transit Service 



MEMORANDUM 

December 1 1,2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Steve Rogers, Public Works ~ i rec tor  'a '& 
SUBJECT: Proposed Contract with US Geological Survey OJSGS) to Maintain the Willamette 

River Monitoring Station at Albany 

I. Issue 

The USGS intends to discontinue monitoring water temperature of the Willamette River at Albany. 
The City has an ongoing need for this temperature data for NPDES permit compliance purposes. 

II. Background 

The USGS operates the Albany temperature gauge as part of the US Azmy Corps of Engineer's 
(USACE ) Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) coinpliance program. The USACE has re- 
evaluated the network of temperature sites and is shfting its funding to other sites in the 
Willanette basin which are closer to the inflow and outflow of USACE projects. Attachment 
"A" includes a list of all temperat~u-e stations in the Willamette Basin that are scheduled to be 
discontin~~ed. 

Municipalities releasing treated wastewater into Willamette Basin streams have been allocated a 
thee-stage thermal load liinit under the Department of Environlnental Quality Willamette River 
TMDL program. The three-stage load limit is determined by the quantity and quality of the data 
used to demonstrate compliance with the TMDL. The cities of Albany and Corvallis use data 
froin the USGS Albany inonitoiing station to calculate the highest load limit available on a daily 
basis. Using the highest TMDL load liinit available will reduce incidents of non-compliance with 
NPDES permit conditions; extend the communities ability to accoinmodate growth; and may 
delay costly temperature mitigatioil measures. 

111. Discussion 

The cost to continue operation of the water temperature sensor on the Willamette River at Albany 
is $3,880 for the Federal fiscal yeas- 2009. The City of Albany has committed to filnding one-half 
of the cost, $1,940. With a matchiilg contribution froin the City of Corvallis the USGS will 
contiilue to operate the site and post the real-time data on USGS web page. The cost in future 
years is expected to be similar or illcrease slightly ill response to inflation. 



IV. Recommendation 

Staff recommends the Urban Services Committee recommend the City Council approve the City 
Manager to sign a contract with the USGS to operate and maintain the temperature gauge at the 
Willamette River monitoring station in Albany. . 

Reviewed and Concur: 

~ o n p o n ,  City Manager ~ ; t y  Attorney ' / - 

Attachments 



Willarnette TMDL work plan for Federal fiscal year 2008 (October 1,2007 to September 
30 2008). 

USACE - USGS FY 2008 
TMDL Water Temperature Gages 

Station Station 
Number Name Cost 
14152000 Middle Fork Willamette River at Jasper 3,700 
14162500 McKenzie River near Vida 3,700 
14166000 Willamette River at Harrisburg 3,700 
14174000 Wiilamette at Albany 3,700 
14189050 Santiam River near Jefferson 4,320 
14192015 Willamette River at Keizer 4,320 

Total $23,440 

Description of work: 

1. Site visit every 6-10 weeks. - Compare recorded field value with a NBS calibrated 
thermistor. Approximately twice a year, make cross-sectional measurements to 
ensure that recorded values are representative of the entire cross section of the 
stream. Cross-sectional measurements are made by wading, cableway or boat. 

2. Post data on Real-time Web page. - Water temperature data are reviewed during the 
week to verify reasonableness of data (obvious spikes, jumps, etc are analyzed for 
deletion). 

3. Emergency field visits are made on short notice as needed to ensure a reliable and 
accurate data stream. 

4. Final work and review of data. - Water temperature record may be worked and 
checked 2 to 3 times during the water year culminating with a final review. Every 3 
years a national review team examines sample records to ensure compliance with 
USGS national standards. 



United States Department of the Interior 
U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

Oregon Water Science Center 
2130 SW 5th Ave 

Portland, Oregon 97201 
http://or.water.us~s.~ov/ 

November 25,2008 

Mr. Dan Hanthorn 
Wastewater Operations Supervisor 
City of Cowallis 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339-1083 

PUBLIC WORKS 
Recni\rrxl 

Dear Mr. Hanthorn: 

This letter concerns a cooperative hydrologic data collection program for the collection of water 
temperature data on the Willamette River at Albany, Oregon (USGS 14174000). The total cost 
for the operation and maintenance of this water temperature gage is $3,880 for Federal fiscal 
year 2009 (October 1, 2008 to September 30,2009). The City of Corvallis' share is $1,940. The 
remaining portion will be provided by the City of Albany. 

Attached are two original copies of a Joint Funding Agreement (FA)  to confirm our negotiations 
to continue this data collection program. Please sign both originals; return one signed original in 
the enclosed self-addressed envelope and retain the other original for your records. 

In order to continue providing data and/or investigations for your agency, we will need to have 
the enclosed JFA signed and received in this office no later than January 5,2009. If you feel that 
your agency cannot meet this target date, please let us know when we could expect to receive the 
signed JFA. 

Funds are not required at this time; a signed agreement is not a bill, only an agreement to pay for 
the work that will be done. The Water Resources Cooperative Program operates under the 
authority of statute 43 USC 50 which allows us to perform this work. The Oregon Water 
Science Center DUNS number is 137883463. Billing will be by DI-1040. Final billing for 
Federal fiscal year 2009 will occur near the end of June 2009. 

Work performed with funds from this agreement will be conducted on a fixed-price basis. The 
results of all work under this agreement will be available for publication by the U.S. Geological 
Survey. 



Mr. Hanthom 

We look forward to our successful relationship during the upcoming year. If you have any 
questions concerning this letter or the data program in general, please feel free to contact Tom 
Herrett at (503) 251-3239. 

Sincerely, 

Q~ 
Dennis D. Lynch 
Center Director 

Enclosures - 2 JFA's wlreturn envelope 

Cc W/O enclosures: 

Chip Ullstad, PE, BCEE, Utility Engineer, City of Albany, 333 Broadalbin SW, 
Albany, OR 97321 

Larry Lamperti, Environmental Analyst, City of Corvallis Public Works, PO Box 1083, 
Corvallis, OR 97339-1083 
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Form 9-1366 
(Oct. 2005) 

Paqe 1 of 2 
U.S. Depa~ment of the Interior customer #: OR029 

US. Geological S U W ~ Y  Agreement #: 

Joint Funding Agreement Project 8: 
TIN #: 93-6002145 
Fixed Cost 
Agreement F yes r NO 

FOR 
OREGON WATER SCIENCE CENTER 

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into as of the 1st day of October, 2008, by the U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, party of the first part, and the PUBLIC WORKS, CITY OF 
CORVALLIS, party of the second part. 

1. The parties hereto agree that subject to availability of appropriations and in accordance with their 
respective authorities there shall be maintained in cooperation a water resource data collection program 
for the Willamette River, herein called the program. The USGS legal authority is 43 USC 36C; 43 USC 
50; and 43 USC 50b. 

2. The following amounts shall be contributed to cover all of the cost of the necessary field and analytical 
work directly related to this program. 2(b) includes In-Kind Services in the amount of $0. 

by the party of the first part during the period 
(a) $0 October 1,2008 to September 30,2009 

by the party of the second part during the period 
(b) $1,940.00 October 1,2008 to September 30,2009 

(c) Additional or reduced amounts by each party during the above period or succeeding periods as 
may be determined by mutual agreement and set forth in an exchange of letters between the 
parties. 

(d) The performance period may be changed by mutual agreement and set forth in an exchange of 
letters between the parties. 

3. The costs of this program may be paid by either party in conformity with the laws and regulations 
respectively governing each party. 

4. The field and analytical work pertaining to this program shall be under the direction of or subject to 
periodic review by an authorized representative of the party of the first part. 

5. The areas to be included in the program shall be determined by mutual agreement between the parties 
hereto or their authorized representatives. The methods employed in the field and office shall be those 
adopted by the party of the first part to insure the required standards of accuracy subject to modification 
by mutual agreement. 

6. During the course of this program, all field and analytical work of either party pertaining to this program 
shall be open to the inspection of the other party, and if the work is not being carried on in a mutually 
satisfactory manner, either party may terminate this agreement upon 60 days written notice to the other 
Paw. 

7. The original records resulting from this program will be deposited in the office of origin of those records. 
Upon request, copies of the original records will be provided to the office of the other party. 
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Form 9-1 366 
continued 

U.S. Department of the Interior cu*Omer*: 0 ~ 0 2 9  

U.S. Geological Survey Agreement #: 
Joint Funding Agreement Project t: 

TIN #: 9340021 45 

8. The maps, records, or reports resulting from this program shall be made available to the public as 
promptly as possible. The maps, records, or reports normally will be published by the party of the first part. 
However, the party of the second part reserves the right to publish the results of this program and, if 
already published by the party of the first part shall, upon request, be furnished by the party of the first 
part, at costs, impressions suitable for'purposes of reproduction similar to that for which the original copy 
was prepared. The maps, records, or reports published by either party shall contain a statement of the 
cooperative relations between the parties. 

9. LlSGS will issue billings utilizing Department of the lnterior Bill for Collection (form Dl-1040). Billing 
documents are to be rendered annually. Payments of bills are due within 60 days after the billing date. If 
not paid by the due date, interest will be charged at the current Treasury rate for each 30 day period, or 
portion thereof, that the payment is delayed beyond the due date. (31 USC 371 7; Comptroller General File 
B-212222, August 23, 1983). 

U.S. Geological Survey 
United States 

Department of the lnterior 

PUBLIC WORKS, CITY OF CORVALLIS 

USGS Point of Contact Customer Point of Contact 

Name: Thomas A. Herrett 
Address: USGS, OWSC 

21 30 SW 5th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201 

Telephone: 503 251 3239 
Email: 

Title: Center Director 

Name: Dan Hanthorn 
Address: Wastewater Operations Supervisor, 

City of Corvallis 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

Telephone: 
Email: 

BY Date 
Name: 
Title: 

BY Date BY Date 
Name: Name: 
Title: Title: 

BY Date ' BY Date 
Name: Name: 
Title: Title: 



MEMORANDUM 

TO : Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Steve Rogers, Public Works Director 

DATE: December 4,2008 

SUBJECT: REACH SC LLC Lease Assumption and Consent to Assignment 

ISSUE 
Mediplane Inc. dba REACH Air Medical Services has signed a SASO land lease with the City of Corvallis to place a 
corporate hangar next to their existing building lease. They have contracted with REACH SC LLC to build the hangar 
and then sublet the hangar to them. REACH Air Medical Services has requested that the City consent to the 
assignation of the hangar lease to REACH SC LLC, who will be the owner of the structure. 

DISCUSSION 
Mediplane Inc. dba REACH Air Medical Services came to Corvallis Municipal Airport in 2006 and leased a section of 
property north of the fuel f m  for an emergency helicopter ambulance service. They put a building on this leased land 
and have been operating out of it 2417 with one Augusta helicopter. This helicopter was parked, out in the weather, on 
the Corvallis Aero Service leased property across the grass from REACH'S crew quartersloffice building. The 
coldlwet winter weather and hot summer weather have led to some challenges to the helicopter crews meeting the rapid 
response requirements of an air ambulance service. 

In September 2008, the City Council authorized a lease to REACH Air Medical Services adjacent to the operations 
building for the location of a corporate hangar for the helicopter. The location of the corporate hangar is consistent 
with the Airport Master Plan.REACH Air Medical Services, like some other businesses at the airport, has contracted 
with a developer to build and own their hangar. They request the City of Corvallis authorize REACH SC LLC to 
assume the land lease for this new corporate hangar. In discussing this request with the City Attorney, it was 
determined that authorizing the assumption of the lease to the owner of the hangar is in the City's best interest. 

The Council recently decided to use the consent agenda process for the review and authorization of airport lease 
options and assignments rather than referring them to the Urban Services Committee for a recommendation. There 
will be no change in revenue to the Airport Fund with this assumption. 

The Airport Comnission reviewed this request at their regular meeting, December 2,2008. 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff and the Airport Conmission recommend the City Council authorize the City Manager to sign the 
Assumption of Lease and Consent to Assign the Mediplane, Inc. dba REACH Air Medical Services lease to 
REACH SC LLC for the construction of a corporate hangar. 

Review and Concur: 

,City Manager 
J 
Attachment: Lease Assignment 



ASSUMPTION OF LEASE AND CONSENT TO ASSIGN 

REACH SC LLC, assignee of all the right, title and interest in the leasehold estate 

described in the attached Exhibits A and 6, hereby assumes all rights and obligations of the 

Assignor, Mediplane, Inc. dba REACH Air Medical Services under the December 1, 2008 SASO 

land lease with the City of Corvallis; and further agrees to abide by all terms and conditions of 

the lease, including payment of rent, and to indemnify and hold harmless Mediplane, Inc. dba 

REACH Air Medical Services from any liability under such lease. 

DATED this day of 2008 

REACH SC LLC 

By: 
Mike Sass, Manager 
REACH SC LLC. 

The City of Corvallis, as Lessor under the above-described lease, consents the 

assignment by Mediplane, Inc. dba REACH Air Medical Services, assignor, to REACH SC LLC, 

assignee, of all of assignor's right, title and interest in the December 1, 2008 lease of the 

property described in Exhibits A and B, and the City accepts REACH SC LLC as lessee under 

that lease. 

DATED this - day of ,2008 

CITY OF CORVALI-IS 

Approved As to Form 

By: 
Jon S. Nelson, City Manager 

City Attorney 



EXHIBIT A 

MEDIPLANE INC. HANGAR 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

A tract of land located in the NW 1/4 of Section 27, Township 12 South, Range 5 West, 
Williamette Meridian, Benton County, Oregon, more particularly described as follows. 

Commencing from the southeast corner of the Alfred Rhinehart Donation Land Claim, 
No. 73 in Section 27 of Township 12 South, Range 5 West of the Willamette Meridian, 
Benton County, Oregon; thence south 28O58'08" west a distance of 515.93 feet to the 
True Point of Beginning; thence north 67O58'52" west a distance of 100.00 feet to a 
point; thence north 22O01'48" east a distance of 80.00 feet to a point; thence south 
67O58'52" east a distance of 100.00 feet to a point; thence south 22 "01'48" west a 
distance of 80.00 feet to the True Point of Beginning. 

Said tract contains 8000 square feet, more or less. 



EXHIBIT ??B7? 
SITUATE IN THE N.W. 1/4 OF SECTlON 27, TOWNSHIP 12 SOUTH 
RANGE 5 WEST, WlllAMETTE MERIDIAN, BENTON COUNTY, OREGON 

S.E. CORNER OF THE 
ALFRED RINEHAR T 
D.L.C. NO. 73 \ 

t 

SCALE AS SHOWN 

MEDIPLANE INC. 
D T T T T n T A T P  A A T n  U A A T P A D  T ' C , A C W  



FOR COUNTY RECORDING ONLY: 

AFTER RECORDING RETURN TO ClTY OF CORVALLlS 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW ENGINEERING DIVISION. ClTY HALL 

SASO LEASE AGREEMENT 
CORVALLIS AIRPORT 

THIS LEASE, made this - day of 2008, is by and between the 
City of Corvallis, an Oregon municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as the City, and 
Mediplane, Inc. dba REACH Air Medical Services, hereinafter referred to as the Lessee. 

1. PREMISES 

The Corvallis Municipal Airport is owned and managed by the City of Corvallis and is 
operated as an Enterprise Fund, in that all fees, land lease and rent revenues are retained by the 
City for the exclusive operation of the Airport. The City, in consideration of the terms, covenants, 
and agreements contained herein, does hereby lease to the Lessee the following property 
located at the Corvallis Municipal Airport: 

See Attached Exhibit "A" legal, Exhibit "B" site plan. 

2. TERM 

The Lessee shall have the right to possession, use, and enjoyment of the leased property 
for a period of Thirty (30) years, beginning on September 1, 2008 and ending July 31, 2038. 

3. RENT 

A. Rental Rate. Lessee shall pay in advance, a monthly rent payment by the first day of 
each month beginning September 1, 2008 and continuing on the first day of each month 
thereafter during the term of this lease. The monthly rate for the above-described land shall be 
determined as follows: $ 0.224 per square foot = $1,792.00 as an annual base rate. Annual 
base rate112 = $149.33 as a monthly rent payment. Rental payments are to be made payable to 
the City of Corvallis and are to be delivered in person or mailed to the City at the address given 
in Section 24 of this lease. 

B. Late Charges. It is hereby agreed that if rent is unpaid after fifteen (15) days following 
the due date, the Lessee shall pay a late charge of $1.00 per day computed to include the first 

1- REACH Hangar Lease Agreement 
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day due and continuing until both rent and late charges are fully paid. Payments will be applied 
first to late charges, then to outstanding rent. 

C. Annual Adjustment. The rental rate shall be adjusted annually utilizing the January 
through December U.S. City Average Consumer Price Index, with adjustments made July 1 of 
each year commencing, July 2009. The City shall give written notice to Lessee at least thirty 
(30) days in advance of the annual adjustment date. 

D. Land Rental Rate Adiustment. Not withstanding 3C above, every five (5) years, 
beginning in 2010, the land lease rate will be adjusted to reflect an annual rate totaling 10% of 
the appraised market value of the parcel. 

4. USE OF THE PROPERTY 

A. Scope of Operation and Required Services. Lessee shall comply with the conditions 
of the airport rules and regulations, as identified in the Corvallis Municipal Airport Handbook - 
Rules, Regulations, Pilot Information and Building Standards (Airport Handbook), and the 
Minimum Standards for Commercial Aeronautical Activities (Minimum Standards), and by these 
references are incorporated into and made a part of this lease. The Airport Handbook and 
Minimum Standards may be revised from time to time by the City. 

B. Conformance with Laws. Lessee shall conform to all applicable laws and regulations, 
municipal, state, and federal, affecting the premises and the use thereof. 

C. Nuisance. Lessee shall not use or permit the use or occupancy of the property for any 
illegal purposes, or commit or permit anything which may constitute a menace or hazard to the 
safety of persons using the property, or which would tend to create a nuisance, or that interferes 
with the safe operation of aircraft using the Corvallis Municipal Airport. 

D. Hazardous Materials. Lessee shall not store or handle on the premises or discharge 
onto the property any hazardous wastes or toxic substances, as defined in the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 to 9675, 
and as further defined by state law and the City's Sewer Regulations, Municipal Code Chapter 
4.03 as amended, except upon prior written notification to the City and in strict compliance with 
rules and regulations of the United States and the State of Oregon and in conformance with the 
provisions of this lease. Any violation of this section may, at the City's option, cause this lease to 
be immediately terminated in accordance with the provisions of Section 18 of this lease. 

E. Roads. Lessee shall be entitled to reasonable use for its purposes of the roads and 
taxiways now existing and serving the leased property. The City may locate and relocate roads 
as desirable to improve the Corvallis Municipal Airport so long as reasonable and adjacent 
access is provided to Lessee. 

F. Infrastructure Improvements. Lessee hereby irrevocably agrees to financially 
participate in the future improvements for public water, wastewater, storm drainage and 
transportation consistent with the Airport Master Plan. It is understood by Lessee that: 

1. The cost of the improvements shall be born by the benefitted property in accordance 
with state law, the Charter of the City of Corvallis and its ordinances and policies. 

2. The City in its sole discretion may initiate the construction of all or part of the local 
improvements required, or may join all or part of Lessee's property with other property 
when creating a local improvement district. 
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3. Lessee and Lessee's heirs, assigns and successors in interest in the property shall be 
bound by this document which will run with the property and will be recorded by the City 
in the deed records of Benton County. 

4. Lessee declares that the public improvements herein sought will directly benefit the 
described property. 

5. Lessee shall not challenge the formation of a local improvement district or assessment 
of Lessee's leased property by City and in any proceedings therein will acknowledge this 
declaration if requested to do so by City. 

6. In construing this section of the agreement singular words include the plural. 

5. WATER, SEWER, AND DRAINAGE SYSTEMS 

A. Water, Drainage, and Domestic Waste. The City agrees to provide the use and 
benefits of the public water, sewer, and drainage systems as they now exist or may be later 
modified. Conditions for the use of these systems shall be the same as the conditions and 
regulations applying within the corporate limits of the City of Corvallis, including any 
assessments or charges for any expansion or intensification of Lessee's use of the property. 

B. Utility Bills. Water, sewer, and drainage charges shall be paid by the Lessee in 
addition to the basic monthly land lease and at the same rates applicable within the corporate 
limits of the City of Corvallis. The Lessee shall promptly pay all water, sewer, and drainage 
charges, and all other utility charges, for the premise as they come due. 

C. Prohibited Discharges. Discharge of industrial waste, as that term is defined in the 
City of Corvallis Municipal Code, Chapter 4.03 Sewer Regulations (as presently constituted or as 
amended hereafter), into the sanitary sewer system, drainage system, surface ponds or ditches, 
or elsewhere is specifically prohibited, except as permitted by a valid Industrial Wastewater 
Discharge Permit in strict accordance with the Sewer Use Ordinance and applicable state and 
federal laws. Violation of any provision contained in the City of Corvallis Municipal Code, Chapter 
4.03 Sewer Regulations (as presently constituted or as amended hereafter), may cause this 
lease to be immediately terminated in accordance with the provisions of Section 18 of this lease. 

D. Discharge Response Procedures. In the event of any discharge or spill of noxious or 
hazardous material into the environment, sewer system, or drainage system, Lessee shall 
immediately notify the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and the City. The City and 
any appropriate state or federal agency shall have the right to inspect the premises immediately 
to determine if the discharge or spill constitutes a violation of any local, state, or federal laws, 
rules, or regulations. If a violation exists, the City shall notify the Lessee of the specific violations 
and Lessee shall immediately cease all activities and use of the property until the violations are 
remedied, all at the Lessee's sole cost and expense and without expense whatsoever to the City. 

E. South Corvallis Drainage Master Plan. Lessee hereby agrees to comply with the 
requirements of the "South Corvallis Drainage Master Plan", approved by the City Council in 
February 1997. Future improvements within the Industrial Park or Airport in compliance with the 
approved drainage plan may include parcel assessments or charges. Conditions and regulations 
for any assessment or charges shall be similar to those conditions or regulations applying within 
the corporate limits of the City of Corvallis. 
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6. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

This agreement is made subject to the terms and conditions as referenced in Chapter XIV 
- Development and Building Standards of the Airport Handbook. In addition, compliance with all 
Corvallis development regulations is required relative to the City's Land Development Code 
(LDC). Where not otherwise specified by the Airport Handbook, the City's Industrial zoning 
provisions shall apply. Enforcement of development provisions is the responsibility of the City's 
Development Services Division of the Community Development Department and, where 
specified by the Corvallis Airport Master Plan, the Airport Design Review Committee. 

7. ALTERATIONS, IMPROVEMENTS AND GENERAL MAINTENANCE 

A. Right to Construct. The Lessee, at its own expense may construct structural 
improvements on the leased property, subject to Lessee's compliance with all applicable city, 
county, and state laws and regulations and issuance of necessary building permits. 

6. Ownership of Improvements. Any buildings constructed on the leased property during 
the term of this lease shall belong to the Lessee and may be removed by the Lessee at will. 
Lessee shall have the right to enter the premises during the thirty day period following 
termination of this lease to remove any of its property, including buildings or other improvements, 
on the leased premises. If, after thirty days after termination of the lease, any of said property 
remains on the premises, the City may retain the property, or, at its option, remove the property 
at the Lessee's expense. 

C. Sale of Improvements. City shall have the first right of refusal to purchase Lessee's 
improvements, if Lessee decides to sell the improvements. 

D. General Maintenance. During the entire term of this lease, and for any additional time 
that Lessee shall hold the Leased Premises, Lessee shall keep the premises, including 
improvements, in neat, sanitary, well-maintained condition. 

No machinery, equipment, or property of any kind shall be stored or kept outside of the 
building; and any wrecked, permanently disabled, or otherwise unsightly aircraft shall not be kept 
unless housed within the hangar space. 

Lessee shall permit no aircraft at any time to be left standing unattended or parked, even 
temporarily, upon any roadwayltaxiway or access road within said airport, without the express 
permission of the Airport Manager. The City shall have the right and privilege, at the expense of 
the Lessee, to remove from any public road or access road which approaches the airport or 
within the airport any such aircraft that Lessee or any of its tenants may leave standing or parked 
upon any such road or roadwayltaxiway. 

Lessee or any guest shall not park any vehicle outside the boundary of the leased 
premises herein described other than designated public parking areas. Any vehicle parked in 
violation of this section shall be moved at Lessee's expense by City. 

8. ENTRY ON PROPERTY 

A. Right to Inspect. The City shall have the right to enter the property at any reasonable 
time or times to examine the condition of the premises or Lessee's compliance with the terms of 
this lease. 
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B. Access. The City retains the right to enter the leased premises at any reasonable time 
or times to repair or modify City utilities located upon the property or to conduct repairs or other 
work on the property. 

9. ASSIGNMENT AND SUBLETTING 

The Lessee shall not assign this lease without the prior written consent of the City; 
provided, however, that the City shall not unreasonably withhold such consent. Lessee shall 
have the right to sublet space within any building it may construct on the leased premises to 
others, subject to the following conditions: 

1) No sublease shall relieve Lessee from primary liability for any of its obligations under 
this lease, and Lessee shall continue to remain primarily liable for payment of rent and for 
performance and observance of its other obligations and agreements under this lease. 

2) Every sublease shall require the sublessee to comply with and observe all obligations 
of the Lessee under this lease, with the exception of the obligation to pay rent to the City. 

10. LIENS 

The Lessee shall promptly pay for any material and labor used to improve the leased 
property and shall keep the leased property free of any liens or encumbrances. 

11. TAXES 

The Lessee shall promptly pay all real and personal property taxes levied upon the 
leased premises during the tax year that they become due. Lessee shall not permit a lien for 
other than the current year's taxes to be placed on the leased property. 

12. INSURANCE 

A. Coverage Requirements. The Lessee shall purchase and maintain general liability 
insurance that provides at least premises and operations coverage. The limit of liability shall be 
no less than the amounts specified in the Oregon Tort Claims Act, ORS 30.260 to 30.300 as 
presently constituted or hereafter amended. As of the date of this lease, those amounts are 
$50,000 for damage to property, $100,000 for injury to a person (plus special damages up to an 
additional $100,000), and $500,000 for any number of claims arising from a single accident or 
occurrence. In addition, if the insurance policy contains an annual aggregate limit, the aggregate 
shall not be less than $1,000,000. The policy shall name the City of Corvallis, its officers, 
agents, and employees as an additional insured. 

B. Certificate of Insurance. At the time that this lease is signed, the Lessee shall provide 
to the City a certificate of insurance complying with the requirements of this section and 
indicating that insurer will provide the City with 30 days notice prior to cancellation. A current 
certificate shall be maintained at all times during the term of this lease. 
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13. HOLD HARMLESS 

A. General. The Lessee shall at all times indemnify, protect, defend, and hold the City of 
Corvallis, its officers, agents, and employees harmless from any claims, demands, losses, 
actions, or expenses, including attorney's fees, to which the City may be subject by reason of 
any property damage or personal injury arising or alleged to arise from the acts or omissions of 
the Lessee, its agents, or its employees, or in connection with the use, occupancy, or condition 
of the property. 

B. Environmental Protection. The Lessee shall be liable for, and shall hold the City 
harmless from, all costs, fines, assessments, and other liabilities arising from Lessee's use of the 
premises resulting in the need for environmental cleanup under state or federal environmental 
protection and liability laws, including, but not limited to, costs of investigation, remedial and 
removal actions, and post-cleanup monitoring arising under the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. 55 9601 to 9675, as presently 
constituted or hereafter amended. 

14. NONDISCRIMINATION 

The Lessee agrees that no person shall be excluded from the use of the premises based 
on age, citizenship status, color, familial status, gender identity or expression, marital status, 
mental disability, national origin, physical disability, race, religion, religious observance, sex, 
sexual orientation, and source or level of income. Such discrimination poses a threat to the 
health, safety and general welfare of the citizens of Corvallis and menaces the institutions and 
foundation of our community. 

15. CONDITIONS ON PROPERTY BY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

This agreement is made subject to the terms and conditions and restrictions of transfer 
recorded in Book 121, Page 40 and Book 125, Page 239, deed records of Benton County, 
Oregon, as modified by the Instrument of Release recorded in Book 182, Page 238 of said deed 
records. 

16. WAIVER OF BREACH 

A waiver by the City of a breach of any term, covenant, or condition of this lease by the 
Lessee shall not operate as a waiver of any subsequent breach of the same or any other term, 
covenant, or condition of the lease. 

17. DEFAULT 

A. Declaration of Default. Except as otherwise provided in this lease, the City shall have 
the right to declare this lease terminated and to re-enter the property and take possession upon 
either of the following events: 

1. Rent and Other Payments. If the rent or any other payment obligation, 
including but not limited to property taxes and utility bills, remains unpaid for a 
period of 30 days after it is due; or 
2. Other Obligations. If any other default is made in this lease and is not 
corrected after 30 days written notice to the Lessee. Where the default is of such 
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nature that it cannot reasonably be remedied within the 30-day period, the Lessee 
shall not be deemed in default if the Lessee proceeds with reasonable diligence 
and good faith to effect correction of the default. 

B. Court Action. It is understood that either party shall have the right to institute any 
proceeding at law or in equity against the other party for violating or threatening to violate any 
provision of this lease. Proceedings may be initiated against the violating party for a restraining 
injunction or for damages or for both. In no case shall a waiver by either party of the right to 
seek relief under this provision constitute a waiver of any other or further violation. 

18. TERMINATION 

A. Immediate Termination. Where a specific violation of this lease gives the City the 
option to terminate this lease immediately, this lease shall be terminated upon written notification 
to the Lessee. 

B. Termination Upon 30 Days Default. In the event of any other default under Section 17 
of this lease, the lease may be terminated at the option of the City upon written notification to the 
Lessee. 

C. Surrender Upon Termination. Upon termination or the expiration of the term of the 
lease, the Lessee will quit and surrender the property to the City in as good order and condition 
as it was at the time the Lessee first entered and took possession of the property under this or a 
prior lease, usual wear and damage by the elements excepted. 

D. Restoration of Property. Upon termination or expiration of this lease or Lessee's 
vacating the premises for any reason, the Lessee shall, at its own expense, remove and properly 
dispose of all tanks, structures, and other facilities containing waste products, toxic, hazardous, 
or otherwise, which exist on the leased property or beneath its surface. Lessee shall comply with 
all applicable state and federal requirements regarding the safe removal and proper disposal of 
said facilities containing waste products. If the Lessee fails to comply or does not fully comply 
with this requirement, the Lessee agrees that the City may cause the waste products and 
facilities to be removed and properly disposed of, and further Lessee agrees to pay the cost 
thereof with interest at the legal rate from the date of expenditure. 

E. Holding Over. No holding over upon expiration of this lease shall be construed as a 
renewal thereof. Any holding over by the Lessee after the expiration of the term of this lease or 
any extension thereof shall be as a tenant from month to month only and not otherwise. 

19. NONEXCLUSIVE 

This lease agreement shall not be construed to give the Lessee an exclusive right to 
perform aeronautically associated service operation or activities as contained in the Minimum 
Standards. 

20. RECORDING FEES 

The lease will be recorded with the Benton County Assessor's Office and the Lessee 
shall be responsible for paying all associated fees. 

21. ATTORNEY FEES 
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If any suit or action is instituted in connection with any controversy arising out of this 
lease, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover, in addition to damages and costs, such 
sum as the trial court or appellate court, as the case may be, may adjudge reasonable as 
attorney fees. 

22. PREVAILING LAW 

This contract is to be governed by, and construed in accordance with, the laws of the 
State of Oregon. 

23. VENLIE 

Any disputes about the terms of this contract will be brought before the Benton County 
Circuit Court, Corvallis, Oregon. 

24. NOTICE 

When any notice or anything in writing is required or permitted to be given under this 
lease, the notice shall be deemed given when actually delivered or 96 hours after deposited in 
United States mail, with proper postage affixed, directed to the following address: 

Clty: City of Corvallis 

Public Works Department 

Attention: Airport Manager 

P.O. Box 1083 

Corvallis, Oregon 97339-1 083 
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Lessee: REACH Air Medical Services 

451 Aviation Blvd., Suite 201 

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

877-644-4045 

jirn adams@mediplane.com 



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this lease the date and year first 
written below. 

DATED this day of ,2008.  

- -- - - -- - 

Jim Adams, CEO 
Mediplane, Inc., dba REACH Air 
Medical Services 

STATE OF 

) ss. 

COUNTYOF 1 

Personally appeared the above-named , who acknowledged he is the 
OWNER and he accepted the foregoing instrument on behalf of Mediplane Inc., dba REACH Air 
Medical Services, before me  this day of -__---- 9 2008. 

NOTARY PUBI-IC FOR 

My Commission Expires 
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ACCEPTED BY: 

JON S. NELSON, ClTY MANAGER 

ClTY OF CORVALLIS, OREGON 

STATE OF OREGON ) 

) SS. 

COUNTY OF BENTON 1 

Personally appeared the above-named JON S. NELSON, who acknowledged he is the City 
Manager of CORVALLIS and he accepted the foregoing instrument on behalf of the City of 
CORVALLIS by authority of its City Council. Before me this day of ----, 
2008. 

NOTARY PUBLIC FOR OREGON 

My Commission Expires 

Approved as to form: 

City Attorney Date 
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EXHIBIT A 

MEDIPLANE INC. HANGAR 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

A tract of land located in the NW 114 of Section 27, Township 12 South, Range 5 West, 
Williamette Meridian, Benton County, Oregon, more particularly described as follows. 

Commencing from the southeast comer of the Alfred Rhinehart Donation Land Claim, 
No. 73 in Section 27 of Township 12 South, Range 5 West of the Willamette Meridian, 
Benton County, Oregon; thence south 28"58'08" west a distance of 5 15.93 feet to the 
True Point of Beginning; thence north 67O58'52" west a distance of 100.00 feet to a 
point; thence north 22"01148" east a distance of 80.00 feet to a point; thence south 
67'58'52" east a distance of 100.00 feet to a point; thence south 22"01148" west a 
distance of 80.00 feet to the True Point of Beginning. 

Said tract contains 8000 square feet, more or less. 



EXHIBIT "B" S.E. ALFRED CORNER RlNEHART OF THE 
SITUATE IN THE N.W. 1/4 OF SECTION 27, TOWNSHIP 12 SOUTH D.L.C. NO. 73 
RANGE 5 WEST, WlLLAMETTE MERIDIAN, BENTON COUNTY, OREGON \ 

j:. /& /*- 

SCALE AS SHOWN 

MEDIPLANE INC. 



ENHANCING COMMUNITY LlVABlLlN 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: December 29,2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 
i 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development D i r e c t q r r  

SUBJECT: Written Testimony, Applicant's Response, and Staff Responses to 
Council Questions for Western Station Deliberations (PLD08- 
00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 

Please find attached the following materials: 

1. Written testimony received after the December 15, 2008, public hearing, but prior 
to close of the record at 5 p.m. on December 22, 2008 

2. The applicant's statement that no additional written arguments will be submitted, 
dated December 24,2008, and 

3. Staff's responses to City Council questions from the December 15, 2008, public 
hearing 

Review and Concur: 

Jon 5. Nelson, 
C&y Manager 



Written Testimony Received Regarding 
the Western Station App 

PLDO8 -00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002 
After the City Counci 's December 15, 2008, 

Hearing, but prior t o  C ose of the Record 
on December 22, 2008 



From: Nancy Hagood, 750 SW C Avenue #17, Coriallis, OR 
To: Mayor and City Council, City of Corvallis: 
RE: Western Station, (PLO8-00009, SUB083-00005, PCR08-00002) 

Additional writlten testimony to Clearing 12/ 15/08 

Safev Issues 
Western Station has only one entrance/exit that is 101 feet from the center of 
the main intersection of SW 7th and Western Boulevard to the center of the 
proposed driveway. From near edge to near edge it is only 88 feet (both 
statements per Kevin Young of the Planning Department 12/8/08). The 
applicable code required is a minimum of 150 feet [LDC 4.1.40.af2)). This is a 
treacherous block with a high traffic count, no pedestrian crosswalks or signals, a 
30 degree curve that naturally leads vehicles into the bike lane in front of the 
development. Eastbound and westbound Bicyclists are riding their bikes for 
safety on southern sidewalk of the development, There are a plethora of visual 
clearance issues surrounding the driveway (add the addition of garbage bins).A . LI;.-. dak lance should not be aF\ien for Access to Arkrial Street. 

Staff needs to adhere to the codes and on site compensations [LDG 2.5.20.h 
and LDC 2.5.40.04.a (1)) so that this site is a predominately Mi-xed Use 
Commercial District of not such high density or inappropriate uses that it 
negatively affects the surrounding neighborhoods with parking, traffic, and 
safety issues. Compensations need to improve "safety", or "compatibility" etc. 
We welcome a Mixed Use Commercial District that compliments our 
neighborhoods not a giant eco-footprint that disrupts it (LCD, 2.5.20.g). 

On page 44 of the Staff Report it says (re: ReiaWd Comprehensive Plan 
Policy 9.2.4) "None of the standards are fully met but all are accommodated to 
a meaningful degree." This is not acceptable. Again, I urge the City Council to 
deny this application. 

Thank you for all your volunteer time and attention to this impomnt matter. 



C, 
DEC 2 2 2W8 

.-22~&\ cammunitp ~evelopment pianning Division - 





taken from west side of proposed driveway (white car facing south is near the exit lane and 
could have another car on the enrance lane, this is supposing no on street parking. houses 

on 7th st. have no driveways at present.) 







Written Testimony from the Appellant, Western Station Project 

As stated in my oral testimony, Western Station is merely a 4 story version of the rejected Palazzo. 
Many of the reasons for denial of the Palazzo haven't been addressed at all with the new proposal, 
and have actually been made worse with the addition of the 4th story. Additionally, many of the 
reported "modifications" between the Palazzo and Western Station are not new. Some have already 
been considered and rejected by City Council during the Palazzo hearing, where a 3 story proposal 
was unanimously deemed incompatible. The new 4 story proposal provides no additional benefits to 
the City, and will greatly increase the safety, traffic, parking and compatibility problems. 

According to LDC 2.0.50.1.5, a reapplication before a year waiting period must show the proposal has 
been "sufficiently modified to overcome the findings for denial" or "conditions have changed 
sufficiently to justify reconsideration of the original or similar proposal." 

From CC Western Station Staff Report: Page 6 of 14 

Land Development Code Section 2.0.50.1 5 states as follows: 

2.0.50. f 5 - Reapplica fion Folio wing Denial 
Upon finai deniai of a deveiopment proposai, a new appjication and fee for tne same 
development or any portion thereof shall not be accepted for a period of one year from the 
date of denial. Upon consideration of a wrigen statement by the applicant showing how the 
proposal has been sufficiently modified to overcome the findings for denial or that conditions 
have changed sufficiently to justify reconsideration of the original or a similar proposal, the 
Director may waive the one-year waiting period. 

This is not the case with Western Station, and many of the City Council's original findings for denial 
are simply ignored in the report. Some of the omitted reasons for denial are shown below. 

CC Packet.. .pdf document Page 144 of 449 
Reasons for Denial of the Plan Compatibility Review 

5. The Council finds the extent of residential uses on the site to be disproporfionate 
to the extent of commercial space on the site, which is inconsistent with the FAR 
requirements of LDC 3.20.40.01 (1993 LDC, as amended) and with the Plan 
Compatibility Review (PCR) requirements of LDC 2.13.30.05. Specifically, the 
Council finds that the proposed development is inconsistent with Purpose statement 
2. I 3.20.e, which states that a PCR must, "Maintain and improve the qualities of and 
relationships among individual buildings, structures, and physical improvements that 
best contribute to the amenities and attractiveness of a neighborhood or area." The 
Council notes that Plan Compatibility Review Purpose statements are applicable 
decision criteria, per LDC 2.13.30.05.a. The Council finds that the disproportionate 
emphasis on the residential component of the proposed development, at the 
expense of the commercial component, is out of keeping with the purposes of the 
MUC Zoning District and would not maintain or improve the qualities of and 
relationships among individual buildings, structures, and physical improvements on 
the site in a way that would contribute to the amenities and attract; 
area. 



6. Therefore, the Council finds the scale and design of the proposed developmenf 
to be inconsistent with Plan Compatibility Review Purpose Statement 2.13.20.c, 
which states, in part, that structures are to be compatible with existing development. 

7. The Council finds that the proposed development does not adequately protecf 
neighboring property owners and residents from negative impacts that would result 
from the large residential component of the development. The Council finds that the 
proposed development would result in inadequate sight buffers and visual impacts 
resulting from the proposed design of the development, and is therefore 
inconsistent with criterion 2.13.30.05. b above. 

Some of the Western Stations supposedly "new" improvements used to justify the waiver of the 
one-year waiting period are discussed below: 

CC Staff Report. ..Page 6 of 74: As noted above, the Palazzo application, an 
application for a very similar development on the same site, was denied by the City 
Council in October of 2007. The applicant states that the Western Station application 
has been sufficiently modified to justify reconsideration of a similar proposal. 
Specifically, the applicant notes that: 

Modification #I. This application has added a commercial mezzanine level to 
each unit within the structure in order to comply with the FAR requirement; 

This is an accurate description of the intent of the modifications. Meeting the .25 FAR requirement 
while avoiding new parking requirements is the purpose of this so called "mezzanine." First, the 
applicant used a new, unprecedented method (according to staff testimony.. .staff even suggested a 
variance might be required) to re-calculate the property area by ignoring the easements. Then they 
created just enough new "commercial" space to exactly meet .25 FAR requirement (based on the 
reduced area) without increasing the required parking. This creative design process might meet the 
FAR requirements on paper, but it doesn't provide any new useful commercial space to the City. 

This design also violates the MUC requirement that at least % of the floor space must be used for 
commercial purposes, so a plan compatibility review is required. 

Commercial Property must be '@preservedw "fatewide Goal 9) LDG 7993 
3.20.40.01 Preservation of Commercial Land Supply - 
3.20.40.01 c. Where the square footage of the non-commercial use(s) exceeds the 
square footage of the commercial use(s), the development site shall be subject to a 
Plan Compatibility Review (PCR) process. 

Rationale: This provision is intended to protect the City's inventory of commercial land, 
in conformance with Statewide Goal 9 (Economic Development) and the 
Comprehensive Plan. By preserving a minimum amount of land in the MUC district 
which musf be used for commercial purposes, the City can ensure compliance with 
Goal 9. 



The mezzanine addition also violates MUC Design Standards because of the incompatibility of the 
new 4 story box with the existing buildings in the surrounding neighborhood. 

Neighborhood Compatibility 3.20.50.09 Design Guidelines and Standards 
3.20.50.00 3.20.50.09a-2 Roof elevation shall gradually step down so that the height 
of the proposed structure does not exceed the height of adjacent residential structures 
by more than one 7 story. This provision applies to that porfion of the structure that is 
closest, 20 feet minimum, to the adjacent residential structures. 

Note: It appears that the 20' mentioned is merely a minimum value that restates that 
structures should maintain a 20 feet offset from neighboring properties. This standard is 
definitely applicable in the Western Station proposal, given the close proximity of the new 2 % 
story residential structures on 6" Street. 

This proposal offers fuzzy math and an extra, unneeded "partial floor" in exchange for permission to 
build condominiums on a MUC zoned property. It also increases parking, traffic, safety and 
compatibility problems for the city and neighborhood. 

Modification #2. The applicant has reduced the residential porfions of the livelwork 
units to two bedrooms each, and limited commercial uses to only those for which the 
LDC parking requirement is one space for 400 square feet of floor area (thereby 
allowing all required on-site parking to be provided on the site); and 

Item 2a: The "doorless bedrooms" (quote from Councilor Daniels Oct 1, 2007CC video 23:14) 

City Council had already considered and discussed in detail a condition of approval that changed the 
third bedroom into a "Great Room" and based on experience with similar proposals in the past denied 
that this will work: 

Palazzo CC Nearing Findings pdf document Page 5142 of CC packet ... Reason 
for denial of Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan W. 
The Council notes that the appellant at the de novo hearing at the City Council 
proposed a conditjon of approval that would reduce the number of bedrooms within 
the four residential units in the development from three to two. The Council notes 
that the appellant stated that the condition would reduce the parking requirement for 
the development such that the parking requirement would be met on site. The 
Council notes that a number of persons testifying at the September 7 7 2007 City 
Council hearing stated that the reconfigured space where the third bedroom would 
be eliminated as proposed by the appellant would likely continue to be used as a 
bedroom thereby generating a higher parking demand. The City Council finds that it 
is not persuaded that the proposed condition limiting the number of bedrooms in 
each unit would effectively reduce the parking demand of the proposed 
development. 



Item 2b: Limiting Commercial uses to provide "adequate" residential parking (FAR intent?) 

Limit commercial uses to those requiring 1 space per 400 sq ft 

This was proposed to Council as condition of approval #I4 for the Palazzo, but they also had 
included a demand that one eatingldrinking establishment be included and counted as meeting the 1 
space per 400 sq ft requirement. 

Palazzo.. . Staff Recommended Conditions of Approval.. . #I4 
Commercial Use Limitations - Only one of the ground floor commercial spaces within 
the development shall be permitted to contain an Eating and Drinking Establishment - 
sit down-type use at any one time. Otherwise, permitted uses in the ground floor 
commercial spaces shall be limited to those Outright Permitted Commercial Use Types, 
and Civil Use types that.. .have a parking requirement of one space per 400 square feet" 

The current proposal has merely removed the demand for one eatingldrinking establishment, but the 
new wording could possibly allow 4 eatingldrinking establishments. This would create major parking, 
safety and compatibility problems. 

Modification #3. The applicant has submitted a recent article, concerning the 
market for similar live/work units in other communities in Oregon, from the August, 
2008, Oregon Business Magazine. 

Item 3: The Applicant submit%ed an article about live /work unib being good for realtors. 

This has no impact on this hearing. 

Additionally, as stated in my appeal, and covered in my oral testimony and handouts, the City of 
Corvallis has failed to follow the LDC and provide adequate compensations for the numerous 
variations to standards. According to the LDC, variances shall only be granted when the owner 
shows compensations that will: 

Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than would otherwise be 
provided under conventional land development procedures. (LDC 2.5.20-g.) 

AND 

Provide benefifs within the development site that compensate for the variations from 
development standards such that the intent of the development standards is still met. 
(LDC 2.5.20-h.) 

When I discussed these LDC requirements with a lawyer, he gave me the following "LEGAL 
OPINION "- "2.5.20g compels the decider to determine what can be done under conventional land 
development procedures because the decider must decide that what is being proposed provides 
greater compatibility than the conventional procedure." 



So the decider (Staff, Planning Commission, and City Council) is required to evaluate each varied 
LDC or Comprehensive Plan Standard and determine that the compensation provides greater 
compatibility than the conventional land development procedures. If it does not, then the decider must 
deny the variance and make the owner follow the LDC or Comp Plan. 

Staff has not evaluated these variances against these required criteria to make this decision. 
Therefore these LDC standards are not being met. It is clear by examining the actual number of 
variances being rewarded to this developer (see the list of actual variance from standards details on 
first page of my handout) and the lack of any meaningful compensation, that ignoring this LDC 
requirement will allow this new development create serious safety and compatibility problems in the 
neighborhood. 

Summary 

Western Station is definitely worse than the Palazzo and should also be rejected. They took a 
proposal that staff, Planning Commission and City Council unanimously agreed was incompatible, 
and made it even more incompatible by adding an additional story. To start with, there is a huge 
safety problem because of the 150' distance from 7th street requires major safety compensations just 
to develop the property. But no meaningful safety compensations are offered. In fact. the additional 
requested (and unrequested) code violations in this proposal all try to create a higher density on the 
site (and greater safety , traffic, parking and compatibility problems) by forcing the condominiums into 
this small, irregular commercial location. 

What is the City of Corvallis getting out of this proposed "commercial development?" 

1- We're getting a 4 story monstrosity when City Council already told them a 3 story monstrosity 
was incompatible. 

2- We're getting a half story of very marginal space that is labeled commercial, but would be 
more useful as spare bedrooms for the residential units. 

3- We're getting a commercial space with a parking lot that can't accommodate commercial 
vehicles. This bad design forced the last minute movement of the trash facilities to an unsafe 
and unsightly location on Western Blvd. (see attachment A: email to Kevin Young about 
parking lot) 

4- We are allowing numerous violations of our LDC and Comp Plan Policies. Removing the 
protections to the City, but not requiring meaningful compensations that "compensate for the 
variations from development standards such that the intent of the development standards is 
still met. J J  

This is a bad project, and City Council was correct to turn it down before. None of the supposed 
improvements provide any additional benefits to the City and the safety, traffic, parking, and 
compatibility problems are worse than the original proposal. Councilor York called the Palazzo 
project a "Residential project masquerading as commercial," and this project is even worse. You 
correctly rejected the original proposal, so please reject this "expanded" version as well. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sam Hoskinson 



Appendix A - Email to Kevin Young concerning Western Station Parking Lot Design 

From: sam [mailto:oregonsam@comcast,net] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11,2008 18:59 AM 
To: 'Young, Kevin' 
Cc: 'Bill York" 'Patricia Daniels'; 'George Grosch'; 'Dan Brown'; 'Mike Beilstein'; 'Stewart 
Wershow'; 'David Hamby" 'Hal Brauner'; Tharles 6. Tomlinson' 
Subject: Western Sation parking rot design Haws will prevent reeyeling service to the 
residents 

Kevin, 
I have recently uncovered some serious problems about the parking lot design of Western 
Station that I feel should be shared. Please note that I have copied this email to City Council 
members since there will probably not be time to include this in their packet. 
On Tuesday (1219) 1 talked with Marc Wibbens, the route supervisor at Allied Waste Company 
concerning the abiliw to provide waste and recycling service to the Western Station project. 
At his request, I emailed him the site layout drawings provided by the applicant. His response 
was troubling. 
First off, he said that neither the applicant nor the city had shown him this proposal 
beforehand for comment. When discussing the parking 1st design from the perspective sf 
truck traffic he stated that "this plan is probably the worst he has ever seen", because it 
'"makes no consideration for customer service needs or capabilities of their trucks." As far as 
his company's ability to service the lot, he said that the only way it MIGHT be possible to get 
his smallest truck into the lot would require removing parking space 15 & the adjacent parking 
bumper (eliminating 2 parking spaces). And even after this change, recycling service would 
not be available because he must use his larger front loading truck for recycling. And he said 
that even with these improvements, he would actually "never want his trucks to enter the 
parking lot because it is a guaranteed liability because of the angles .... something would get 
damaged." 

It seems incredible to me that a flawed design which prevents safe truck access to 
commercial units has made it this far through the planning process. Aflter learning this, I 
called Neil Hall at the Fire Station. He also agreed and stated that any fire truck or ambulance 
service would be provided from Western Blvd rather than trying to negotidte this parking lot. 

I understand that Mr. Wibbens planned to call you about the problem, and that you will conhct 
the applicant. What I would like to suggest is that any new changes proposed by the applicant 
should fix the design flaws of the parking lot to make it accessible to trucks. Simply moving 
the dumpster location will not fix the underlying problem. This MUG propedy is supposed to 
be primarily commercial, and viable commercial property requires trucks to get close to the 
loading doors for deliveries. Normal commercial delivery activities from new developments 
should not cause safety and compatibility problems by blocking traffic and bicycle lanes on 
aderial streets like Western Blvd. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sam Hoskinson 



e n g i n e e r i n g  i n c .  215 b1E Conifer P.0  Box 121 1 Corvailis, OR 97339 (541j 757-899i Fa,:. (54i)  757-9885 

RECEIVED 
DEC 2 4 2 8 2  

December 24,2008 a m m ~ ~ n i v  Development 
PIaalning Division 

Mr. Kevin Young 
Senior Planner 
Planning Department 
City of Cowallis 
P.O. Box 1083 
Cowallis, OR 97339 

SUBJECT: Western Station 
PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00004 

Dear Mr. Young: 

We have reviewed the written testimony submitted prior to the close of the City Council's hearing 
record, 5:OOpm on December 22, 2008. We do not read any new arguments which have not 
already been addressed by the applicant in the Planning Commission record, or addressed by the 
Conditions of Approval in the Planning Commission's Order No. 2009-091. 

Sincerely, 

Lyle f . Hutchens 
Project Manager 

LEHInre 
04-433 kyoung 12-24-2008.doc 

cc: Mr. Bob Cavell, 7Ih Street Station, LLC 



Staff Responses to City Council Questions regarding the 
Western Station land use application (PLD08-00009, SUB08- 

00005, PCR08-00002). 

These questions were asked of staff at the City Council's December 15, 2008, public 
heari,ng on this application and will be considered at the City Council's January 5, 2009, 
deliberations on this matter. 

Councilor Beilstein: 

I .  What basis did staff use to assess the height compatibility of the proposed 
development, the height of existing structures in the area, or the height allowed 
within adjacent zoning districts? 

Staff looked both at the height of existing buildings within the vicinity and the allowed 
building height in the subject zoning district (MUC). However, if a building is within the 
allowed building height of a zoning district, typically it is deemed to be compatible with 
its surroundings. If there were no Planned Development Overlay on the subject 
property, a building up to 45 feet tall would be a permitted outright use in this location. 
Similarly, development or redevelopment on nearby RS-20-zoned property up to 65 
feet, or 5 stories, would be permitted outright, and on nearby GI-zoned property, the 
outright permitted height limit is 75 feet. In the RS-9 zone, the maximum allowed 
building height is 30 feet, and in the RS-12 zone it is 35 feet. Consistent with the City's 
goal of promoting infill development as opposed to expansion of the City limits, it is 
likely that we will see taller buildings, where allowed, in the future. 

As discussed below in Question 7, none of the requested variations to Code standards 
have a direct relationship to the height of the building. If anything, the requested 
reduction to the building frontage requirement reduces the scale of the building from 
what the Code would require. Other necessary site design elements, such as 
pedestrian circulation areas, open space, and parking areas, are adequately 
accommodated on the development site. Consequently, staff do not believe that 
requiring a reduction to building height, beyond what the Land Development Code 
allows, is warranted. The physical separation of the site from neighboring properties, 
due to railroad and street right-of-way separation, will mean that the development will 
not "tower over" any nearby development. The building will be at least 150 feet from 
the nearest existing residential structure to the west and at least 90 feet from the 
nearest existing residential structure to the east. 
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2. Please provide a comparison of this project with the Palazzo project that was 
denied. How does this proposal differ from the Palazzo? 

Based on the information in the record (staff do not want to introduce new information 
at this point in the land use decision process), the differences between the current 
application and the Palazzo application (PLD07-00004, et. al.) are as follows: 

a The Palazzo application did not comply with the 0.25 FAR requirement of the 
MUC Zoning District, and the applicant requested to vary this standard. The 
Western Station proposal meets this requirement. 

a The Palazzo application did not comply with on-site parking requirements, and 
the applicant requested to vary this standard. The Western Station application 
meets this requirement. 

* The design of the Palazzo building was different. The building contained a 
ground floor proposed for commercial uses, two upper floors for residential uses, 
and rooftop patios for the use of the residents. The total height of the building 
was similar to the height of the Western Station building. 

A brief discussion of the differences between this application and the Palazzo 
application is located on Attachment page 111-7 of the City Council staff report. The 
Notice of Disposition and the Adopted Formal Findings for the City Council's denial of 
the Palazzo application are located on Attachment pages Ill - 109 through Ill - 120 of 
the City Council staff report. 

Councilor Daniels: 

3. Please provide commentary or analysis on the usability of the mezzanine area 
for a commercial use. 

There are a few existing businesses in the Cowallis downtown which make use of a 
mezzanine space - the Inkwell and Grass Roots Bookstore are two examples that come 
to mind. The floor plans on Attachment 111-288 of the Council staff report show the 
proposed mezzanine area, but do not clarify if the wall between the mezzanine level 
and the ground level is a full wall, or would be open to the space below. If this is 
desired to eliminate the possibility of using this space as living area, a condition of 
approval could be required to make the wall a half-wall that is open to the floor below. 
That is the intent of the applicant, but it is not clearly indicated by the submitted plans. 

The mezzanine level area is small, but one way in which this area could be utilized 
would be, for example, if the space were used for an architect or designer's office, 
records or storage could occur on the mezzanine level, while maintaining the ground 
level as an area that would be more "customer friendly." If the use were retail, the 
mezzanine level could be used for additional product display area, as at Grass Roots, 
or as a secure space (with a lockable door) for storage, book-keeping, etc. The 
mezzanine design, with a potentially lockable door, allows flexibility to the user of the 
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commercial space to allow or deny public access. 

Councilor Hamby: 

4. Is there a mechanism that can be used to restrict uses in the mezzanine area to 
commercial uses? 

Yes. The applicant has proposed the space as commercial space, and the building 
permit plans examiner will consider the mezzanine as such. Because the applicant has 
proposed the space as commercial space, and the Planned Development process has 
reviewed this space as such, any residential use of the space would be a violation of 
the Planned Development approval, which could be enforced by the City. Even if the 
development were not subject to Planned Development approval, the adopted Fire 
Code places different requirements on residential space from those on commercial 
space, such that residential use of a commercial space would be considered a violation 
of the Fire Code, which is also enforceable by the City. 

5. Is there a way for the City to limit the number of residents within a particular 
residential unit? 

Yes. The City currently enforces (on a complaint basis) the rule that no more than five 
unrelated persons may live in one dwelling unit. Several complaints regarding this 
issue have been investigated and enforced within the past year. 

Councilor Raymond: 

6. What is the goal of the applicant and staff in designating this property residential 
and commercial? 

The decision to designate the subject site for Mixed Use Commercial uses was made in 
2003, with the City Council's decision to approve a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, 
Zoning District Change, and Conceptual Development Plan (CPAOI -00005, ZDC03- 
00005, PLD03-00005) for this site and for the 5.4-acre property to south. Previously, 
the site had been designated for General Industrial uses, and was used as a railroad 
switching yard, with some on-site storage facilities. 

Grant funding was made available to study the site as part of the State of Oregon's 
Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) Quick Response Program, and in 
August of 2002, the consulting firm of Crandall Arambula PC completed a development 
study for the subject property, at the request of the property owner. At that time, the 
property was identified as a good candidate for the development of a compact, 
pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use development, due to the availability of City services and 
the close proximity of the site to OSU and to the Corvallis Downtown area. The study 
was not a land use application and was not subject to review or approval by the City of 
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Corvallis. As part of the development study, a series of meetings were held with 
stakeholders and neighbors to identify issues and opportunities and to direct the 
development of potential site designs. The preferred development scenario from the 
study, "Alternative Dl" included a 4,200 square foot retail building and 88 residential 
units. 

The property owner subsequently applied for approval of the Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment, Zoning District Change, and Conceptual Development Plan mentioned 
above, based on a design similar, but not identical, to "Alternative D." Reasons given 
for approval of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment included the poor compatibility of 
industrial development in this location; the lack of viability for industrial development in 
this location; and the potential for compact, pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use development 
on the site, which would provide better compatibility with existing development in the 
area. 

7. How can we be sure that commercial uses will be located where they are 
proposed to be? 

See the response to Councilor Hamby's question above. 

Councilor Henley: 

8. Where is staff's analysis of compensating benefits within the staff report? 

This analysis is found on Attachment pages 111-43 through 111-49 of the City Council staff 
report. The applicant's proposed compensating benefits are found in Table 1 on 
Attachment pages 111-6 and 111-7 of the City Council staff report. LDC Section 
2.5.40.04.a.l regarding compensating benefits does not describe what a compensating 
benefit is, or whom it should benefit. The purpose statement in LDC Section 2.5.20.h 
helps to clarify this question. That purpose statements is as follows: 

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 variations from development standards are as follows: 

e Driveway access width narrowed from 24 ft. to 20 ft. in one area 
a Reduce minimum internal sidewalk width from 5 ft. to 4 ft., 6 in. in one area 
e Reduce width of fenced and landscaped buffer between site and industrial land 

to the east from 20 ft. to 9 ft. 
a Allow access to arterial street (Western Blvd.) within 150 ft. of intersection with 

7th Street 
e Reduce amount of building located within maximum setback along the site's 

street frontage from 50% to 41 % 
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. Allow two of the proposed lots to have street frontage less than the required 25 
feet 

Because the site is surrounded on all other sides by railroad lines, the Western 
Boulevard frontage is the sole frontage available for building orientation and pedestrian 
and vehicular access. That frontage is complicated by street and railroad crossing 
intersections at both the eastern and western ends of the property. As can be seen 
from an analysis of the site plan, all of the requested variations have to do with what 
occurs along the property's frontage along Western Boulevard. 

Any change to the proposed design to require any one of these elements to fully meet 
the Code requirement would necessitate a reduction to one or more other elements 
along the site's frontage. For example, if the building were expanded to meet the 50% 
building frontage requirement along Western Boulevard, the building would need to be 
approximately 107 feet wide instead of 88 feet wide, as is proposed. The expansion of 
the width of the building would consequently necessitate a further reduction in other site 
design elements, such as the width of the pedestrian sidewalk, width of the vehicle 
accessway, andlor width of the landscaped buffer. As is stated on Attachment page III- 
44 of the City Council staff report, "It does not appear to be possible, given the 
configuration of the development site and the site's access and frontage configuration, 
to meet all standards with one development ..... Given these constraints, the proposed 
site plan represents a balancing of interests in these various requirements. None of the 
standards are fully met, but all are accommodated to a meaningful degree." This 
compromise is consistent with Purpose Statement 2.5.20.h, above, which states that a 
Planned Development should, "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 Planning Commission found that the proposed 
development would accommodate all important site design elements (pedestrian and 
vehicular access, platting standards, landscape buffer, street separation requirements, 
and building frontage requirements) in a way that would preserve the intent of the 
development standards, while providing for a safe and functional, pedestrian-oriented 
development. 

It is not unusual to find development sites within the City that are configured in a way 
that does not allow all Land Development Code standards to be met. The Planned 
Development process is one way in which flexibility can be exercised to allow 
development on such a property. This is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning District designations for the property, which contemplate mixed use commercial 
development in this location. 

9. Is there a way to verify that the acoustic buffering proposed for the east wall of 
the building will achieve the required level of sound buffering after it is built? 

It would be possible to modify Condition 7 to require the applicant to hire an acoustical 
engineer to first determine what construction measures in the east wall of the building 
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would provide the level of noise buffering that would otherwise be provided by a 
vegetated 20-foot-wide buffer, and then require that the acoustical engineer certify that 
the wall has been constructed to the necessary requirements and specifications. 

City staff do not have the resources or expertise to verify this measure; therefore, it 
would be necessary to require the applicant to hire an acoustic engineer to verify this 
requirement. 

10. Does the Council have the authority to direct changes to the intersection of 7th 
and Western? What can the Council do to address issues we've heard about at 
that intersection? 

As is noted on Attachment page Ill - 61 of the City Council staff report, "SW Western 
Boulevard is designated as an arterial street. The LDC table 4.0-1- Street Functional 
Classification System, specifies a minimum right-of-way width of 70 ft. This includes 12 
ft travel lanes, 6 ft bike lanes, 12 ft planting strips, and 5 ft setback sidewalks. The 
existing conditions of SW Western Boulevard are a right-of-way width of 75+ ft with a 
42 ft roadway that includes 12 ft travel lanes, 5 ft bike lanes, and an 8 ft parking lane on 
the north side. The southern planting strip is 16 ft and the northern planting strip is 8 ft. 
5 ft setback sidewalks exist on both sides. The 5 ft bike lanes are substandard; 
however, the do meet the minimum width for safety concerns according to footnote 3 of 
LDC table 4.0-1- Street Functional Classification System. With exception of the existing 
bike lane width and north side landscape strip, the right-of-way and arterial street 
improvements meet or exceed the LDC standards. On-street parking is not a typical 
feature of a standard arterial street." 

This development proposal does not produce the 30 trip per peak hour threshold that 
would trigger looking at intersection Level of Service (LOS) and mitigation if the 
development were determined to drop the LOS below acceptable levels. The 
intersection at 7th and Western had only one accident record in our files for the last 
three years and this involved a citation for a DUII. Accident history indicates that this is 
a safe intersection. 

It was pointed out in testimony at the Planning Commission hearing that a short section 
of the southern bike lane adjacent to the west end of the applicant's site was less than 
5 feet in width. This was not known by Public Works Staff prior to the October 15, 
2008, Planning Commission hearing, and was corrected by City crews in November 
with re-striping of the pavement. 

The City's Off Street Parking and Access Standards require a 25 foot vision clearance 
triangle for the applicant's driveway, which is met by the proposed design. This is the 
standard vision clearance requirement for driveways that access collector or arterial 
streets, such as Western Boulevard, gth Street, and Kings Boulevard. City staff visited 
the site in October and estimated the clear sight distance from the proposed access 
drive to traffic to the west, in the eastbound lane of Western Boulevard, to be 250 feet. 
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A Capital Improvement Plan project could be initiated to correct whatever perceived 
deficiencies are present at this intersection. 
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* * * MEMO 

DECERaBEW 22,2008 

TO: W O R  AND CITY COUNCIL 

lo 
FROM: JON S. NELSON, CITY AGER 

Y 
SUBJECT: DECEmER 17,2008 CITY LEGISLAT G 

NOTES 

1. Call to Order / Introductions 

Mayor Tomlinson called the meeting to order at 11:30 am. Councilors Harnby, 
Wershow, and York were present as were guests Senator Frank Morse and 
Representative Sara Gelser. City Manager Nelson was also present. Mayor 
Tomlinson noted the League of Oregon Cities (LOC) staff sends regrets as they were 
unable to attend due to weather concerns. 

2. L e a ~ e  of Oregon Cities 2009 Legislative Priorities 

Mayor Tomlinson spoke to the LOC priorities - Ethics reform, transportation 
funding, and infrastructure recapitalization (information attached). Councilors and 
guests discussed these three issues as well as the City of Corvallis 2009 legislative 
priorities - tax reform, transportation funding, ending the franchise fee payment 
exemption received by large volume electricity users, and addressing 
recommendations from the LOC Telecommunications Task Force. 

It was agreed that a Governor's transportation proposal to include tracking devices 
in cars did not have political legs. 

3. House and Senate Caucus Roadmaps 

The attached Republican and Democratic 2009 agendas were discussed, noting that 
they were created prior to the current financial crisis. What used to be "expand and 
enhance" discussions have now evolved to "protect and maintain" positions. 

4. Governor's Task Force on Comprehensive Revenue Restructuring Draft Report 

Senator Morse provided highlights based upon his participation on the Task Force. 
They included: 

changing the forecasting methodology will positively affect kicker requirements; 
requiring cost implications to voters in ballot titles is appropriate; 
"indirect" initiative requirements, involving legislature review for hearings and 
advisory votes, is appropriate; and 



Mayor and City Council 
City Legislative Committee Working Notes 

December 22,2008 
Page 2 

* long range thinking on capital investments is appropriate. 

According to polls, the above ideas present short-term solutions for tax reform. Per 
polling; however, long-term comprehensive tax reform is less positive. The 
Committee discussed a comprehensive tax reform model used in Virginia that was 
championed by an outside government corporation. 

5. Other 

Mayor Tornlinson noted the attached e-mail fi-om Lee Mercer. The Legislative 
Committee indicated they have no interest in developing a recommendation on the 
earned income tax credit increase endorsement request. 

6. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 12:30 pm. 

Attachments 



L E A G U E  
Oregon 

C I T I E S  

Issue: Ethics Reform 
The League of Oregon Cities has historically supported a state ethics policy that protects the public but 
treats local leaders fairly, is just and can be clearly understood by all. While the changes in Oregon's 
ethics laws passed by the Legislature 2007 were done with the best of intentions, they led to wide spread 
resignations and uncertainty for city leaders. The League believes that the following points ought to be 
made as part of ongoing ethics reform: 

e Eliminate the requirement that public officials must report the names of family members on 
Statements of Economic Interest; 

e Eliminate the requirement to file quarterly public disclosure statements; 
0 Clarify the definition of "legislative or administrative interest" so it applies only when an official 

actually has the ability and authority to benefit another person or business economically; 
e Refocln gift limits so they apply only to public officials and not to family members; and 

e Ensure that no information that would endanger a public official or jeopardize legitimate business 
dealings is published on the internet. 

Issue: Transportation Funding 
City streets, a lcey component of the overall transportation system in providing for vehicle, freight, 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit connectivity, are falling into critical disrepair. In 2007, the League of 
Oregon Cities analyzed municipal maintenance needs and identified a funding gap of $160 million per 
year. This gap is a result of: no state gas tax increase since 1993; a 70 percent increase in road and bridge 
repair costs since 1993; shifting of costs to cities to pay for state highway improvements; and removal of 
historic sources of road funding as a result of property tax limits enacted in the 1990's. 

The top transportation priority for the League of Oregon Cities is to support a package which contains a 
significant funding increase for preservation that closes the current funding gap. In doing so the pacltage 
needs to achieve the following objectives: 

"50-30-20" (state, county, city) funding formula; 
6 No "off-the-top" or pre-fonnula distributions of state highway funds; 

e Maintenance of city authority for creative transportation funding and flexibility for fund usage 
(without voter referral); 

e Index state gas tax to account for inflation; 
= Provide for new resources for ~irban/rural transit; 

Protect constit~itional restrictions on the use of state highway fimds; 
e Develop new, environmentally-friendly funding solirces for multi-modal operational and capacity 

enhancements, including Vehicle Miles Traveled charges, and tolling new and existing facilities; and 
e Continuation and strengthening of transportation partnerships. 



Issue: Infrastructure Recapitalization 
In 1999, the Oregon Economic and Community Development Department (OECDD) consolidated six 
infrastructure funds into the Community Development Fund. These funds include the Special Public 
Works Fund (SPWF), Safe Drinking Water Loan Fund (SDWLF) and the WaterIWastewater Fund (WF). 
All of these funds provide financial assistance through grants, loans, and revenue bonds to help local 
governments finance basic infrastructure needs. They also assist communities in attracting businesses, 
increasing local capacity and creating jobs. 

Unfortunately, these funds have become oversubscribed, and federal infrastructure funding has 
significantly diminished during the last decade. OECDD conducted a needs assessment in 2007 of the 
immediate infrastructure need of Oregon's rural communities. The assessment concluded there is at least 
a $ 1  3 billion need in Oregon's rural communities alone. 

Currently OECDD, the governor's office, and stalteholders are worlting on a proposal to increase the 
effectiveness and efficiency of these programs which may include the development of an independent 
local infrastructure finance authority. Along with this proposal will come a request to recapitalize these 
programs through the issuance of lottery - backed bonds. 







al, which is commonly us 

natural disaster, a terrorist attack or a public health crisis b y  
improving emergency communications and increasing protections 

4 Keep children safe by  requiring better enforcement and training on mandatory child abuse reporting 
laws, and ensuring school districts screen new employees to keep those with a proven history of abuse 
away  from students. 

use +Democraa: Leading Oregon Fowa 
The issues facing Oregon - from the failure of the fe 

government to live up to its obligations to challen 



Real Solutions. Right Now. 
2009 Legislative priorities of the Oregon Senate Republicans 

REAL JOBS FOR LOCAL COMMUNITIES 
Oregon Senate Republicans want families struggling to afford gas, milk and healthcare to know that they are 
not alone. Oregon's stagnant economy needs to be strengthened so that working families can move beyond 
just making ends meet. The Republican vision builds on Oregon's great abundance to create over 7,000 new 
jobs, putting Oregonians to work managing our renewable, natural resources. 

Real solufions: 
a Manage state lands to keep forests green, cut carbon emissions from forest fires and maxi- 

mize income to the State School Fund 
Store excess water from the Columbia River during the rainy season to irrigate 100,000 
acres of new farmland and sell to water-poor communities out of state 

HEALTHCARE WORKING FAMILIES CAN AFFORD 
Few Oregonians are immune to the skyrocketing costs of healthcare, estimated to increase from $16.8 billion in 
2006 to $19.3 billion 2008. Those costs mean that 576,000 Oregonians, including 116,000 children lack health 
care. 

Real solufions: 
3 Create safety-net health insurance coverage for all Oregon families that can be coupled 

with employer sponsored Medical Individual Retirement accounts to pay for basic health care 
needs 
Implement real medical malpractice reform by limiting damages to decrease costs and in- 
crease access to medical care 

ACCOUNTABLE AND RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT 
In 1991, Salem had a budaet of $15 billion. Today it is almost $50 billion, a $30 billion increase in just over 15 
years.  hat is $52,000 spent on every family of fdur in Oregon. Are we getting $52,000 worth of benefit? Are 
our classrooms or streets any better off? Oregonians should be able to depend on a watchdog in Salem that 
will root out waste and restore discipline to the way government spends. 

Real solutions: 
Establish a non-partisan Office of Government Accountability and Audits dedicated to 
conducting thorough, top-to-bottom audits of spending in state agencies to ensure that taxpayer 
dollars are benefiting Oregonians 



The Oregon Agenda 2009 
As Oregonians face challenging times, our top priority as Senate Democrats is looking ozrt for 

Oregon S middle class and those working hard to get ahead We're advancing an agenda for state 
government that is fiscally responsible and delivers the greatest value for every dollar spent; is 

responsive to working families and vulnerable popzrlations trying to make ends meet; and is fully 
accozrntable to current andfiitzrre generations of 01,egonians. This agenda centers on the priorities 
that matter most to Oregon families - ozlr schools, ozlr health care, oza- commzinities, and our jobs. 

Tl7is is the 2009 Oregon Agenda. 

Educi~tion Escellence for AII Oregonians 
Last session, Senate Denlocrats made &cord investments in scl~ools  by lowering I<-12 class 
sizes and expanding oppoi-tunities for higher education. In 2009, we will continue our 
commitment to  developing the workforce of  the future by: - Increasing access to our universities, community colleges, and vocational programs by making 

higher education more affordable -especially for our returning veterans 
Promoting a strong base of learning for our children by expanding access to Head Start 
Giving teachers the tools to provide a first class ed~~cation by supporting high quality professional 
development 

Affordable a~md Accessible Health Care 
While the federal government has delayed action on health care reform, Oregon families have 
been taking the hit here at l ~ o m e .  In 2009, w e  will make health care refonn a top priority, with 
a focus on: 

Expanding access to quality affordable health care for Oregon's children and vulnerable families 

Working to control heaith care costs for all Oregonians 
Promoting access to in-home and community-based care for seniors and people with disabilities 

Economic Security for \Vurking Families 
Creating jobs, stimulating the economy, and protecting Oregonians from unfair business 
practices are critical to the security of  fa~nil ies  during tough times. That's why we  plan on: . Creating more good jobs by investing in the growing ind~istries of the f ~ ~ t u r e  - especially in 

health care to meet the needs of our aging population, and in renewable energy to decrease our 
dependence on foreign oil . Keeping commuters and colnmerce moving by investing in our aging transportation systems . Fighting for tax fairness by raising the $10 corporate minimum tax so that big corporations pay 

their fair share 
Protecting Oregonians by strengthening consumer protection laws and enforcement 

Strong and Sustainable Oregon Communities 
By &vesting in essential services and s ~ ~ p p o r t i n g  healthy and safe cormn~u~it ies ,  we  are 
worlcing to build a better future for Oregonians. In 2009, we  will continue these efforts by: 

Cracking down on meth-related crime, keeping state troopers on the road, and improving 
substance abuse & prevention programs . Moving toward long-term solutions for Oregon's growing affordable housing needs 
Protecting Oregon's vulnerable children in foster care 

Working with counties to address the loss of federal timber payments . Addressing climate change, improving energy efficiency & managing our water resources wisely 
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Introduction 
The Task Force on Comprehensive Revenue Restructuring was established by the 2007 Legislature (House Bill 
2530). The Task Force consists of 30 members-8 legislators and 22 members representing different regions and 
interests appointed by the Governor. The Chair of the Task Force, appointed by the Gove~xor, is former State 
Representative Lane Shetterly. The Task Force is assisted by a 7-member Advisory Council made up of 
technical experts. Staff for the Task Force is provided by the non-partisan Legislative Revenue Office. 

The Task Force is charged with developing a blue print for a state and local government tax system that provides 
stable revenue, creates positive economic benefits for the state and provides for a financial foundation that 
enhances the state's global competitiveness. The Task Force began meeting in November, 2007, and has 
developed this draft report for review and comment by the public. After a period of public meetings and 
opportunity for the public to comment the Task Force will review the comments and input received and issue its 
final report and recommendations to the 2009 Legislative Assembly. 

This report is organized into three major components: Findings, Short-term recommendations and Long-term 
options. The Findings are the lcey determinations about our state and local revenue systems 011 which the Taslc 
Force has developed its Short-term recommendations, in particular, and by which it has fi-amed its Long-tenn 
options. The Shol-t-term recommendations are recommendations that the Task Force intends be enacted or 
adopted by the 2009 legislature. The Long-tetm options fall into two general categories. The first category deals 
with the possible scenarios for f~~ndalnental restructuring of the state and (in some cases) local revenue systems. 
The Taslc Force presents these scenarios in this report for consideration by future policy-makers, but does not 
make any recommendations at this time. The second catego~y of Long-term options addresses changes in the 
local government revenue system. The Task Force considers these changes to be more urgent, and recommends 
that the legislat~lre take a more active approach in evaluating these options, even if not in the 2009 legislative 
session. 

Findings 

c The state revenue system, dominated by the personal income tax, remains highly volatile over the 
short-term. This ~naltes it difficult for the state to maintain an adequate level of public seivices 
during economic downt~rns. State policy-malters have taken major strides to offset revenue 
instability by the creation of the Education Stability Fund (2002) and the Rainy Day Fund (2007) 
but risks to major programs remain substantial in the event of future recessions. Wit11 the state 
economy slipping into recession the adequacy of the state's reserve funds takes on added 
urgency. 



Oregon's General Fund budget has been forced out of balance in the past by passage of voter 
initiatives that either mandate new program expenditures without new revenue or reduce revenue 
without specifying offsetting revenue or desired program reductions. 
Because state revenue makes up roughly two-thirds of K- 12 operating revenue, school finance 
remains especially vulnerable to the volatility of the personal income tax. The state's dominant 
role in financing K- 12 education is a direct result of Measure 5 (1 990), which reduced local 
property tax revenue for schools and required the state to replace the lost property tax dollars. 
Many decisions made by state government have long-term fiscal implications that are not 
properly accounted for in the current budget process. The state has a well developed system of 
short-term expenditure and revenue analysis but does not systematically factor in long-term 
trends such as demographic changes and structural revenue changes into the planning process. 
The state faces immediate revenue needs in transportation and health care due to developments in 
dedicated revenue sources that put those critical program areas at risk. 
Local government revenue (cities, counties and special districts) remains closely tied to the 
property tax. Assessed property values are restricted to 3% annual growth for existing property 
and the average assessment ratio in the county for new construction. This means that local 
revenue generally falls behind the growth in the cost of providing services. 
Property tax revenue is largely set by Measure 50 and property tax revenue growth is independent 
of the rate of inflation. This means that local govemnents are put under significant stress when 
the inflation rate rises above 5% such as it has over the 2006-08 period. 
Property tax rates for local taxing districts (permanent rates) were determined when Measure 50 
was put into the constitution in 1997. Although many local governments can raise short-term 
option levies, a constitutional change would be required to raise these permanent rates making it 
difficult for local governments to respond to institutional changes such as the phase out of federal 
timber payments to counties. 
Many government services are jointly provided by state and county governments. This means 
that fiscal stress at one level of government affects the other. 

Short-Term Recommendations 
The Task Force recognizes that tlie state is likely to be facing a deteriorating revenue situation in the immediate 
future because of the emerging recession and the instability of the revenue system. The Task Force recommends 
the following actions that can be adopted in the 2009 legislative session to help state and local governments 
manage the cyclical downturn and help stabilize the revenue system for tlie long-term. 

o Establish a method for more reliable state revenue forecasting and more prudent budgeting; direct 
ending balances into tlie Rainy Day F L I I ~ ~ .  This proposal involves a change in how the state treats 
surplus revenue and will require a constitutional amendment that ~iiust be approved by voters. 

a Apply a balanced budget rule to ballot initiatives. This recommendation calls for additional 
i~iformation about the fiscal consequences of initiatives to be included in the ballot title of initiatives 
that have a significatit cost or significantly reduce revenues for other programs and services. 
Reduce restrictions on local government's ability to raise revenue and refrain from new property tax 
exemptions or state mandates on local governments. This recom~nendation is directed at the 
Legislature and essentially says "do 110 harm" that will make local government's fiscal situatio~i 
worse. 

a Develop a systematic long-term budgeting process including long-term infrastructure plan. This 
proposal involves the development of 10-year projections of state government spending and revenue 
by the staffs of the Governor and the Legislature. 

e Develop adequate revenue sources to meet the state's immediate needs in health care and 
transportation. The Task Force is recommending that the Legislature give high priority to 
consideration of revenue raising proposals from the task forces that the Governor has appointed to 
develop recommendations in these critical areas. 



Long-Term Recommendations 

The Task Force recognizes that state and local governments will be focused on managing the challenges of an 
economic downturn in the coming months. However, revenue restructuring is a longer term proposition and 
long-run considerations are the ltey to evaluating options. A major initial consideration is the adequacy of the 
revenue system. The Task Force expressed concern about the adequacy of the current revenue system to fund 
needed services suclj as high quality education, infrastructure and the needs of an aging population over the long 
term both now and in the fi~ture. The Task Force did not have sufficient information to settle on an overall level 
of adequacy, but did acknowledge its critical role in any long-term revenue restructuring plan. The long-term 
recommelldations are: 

Develop a process that engages the public in a discussion of options for changing the structure of 
Oregon's revenue system. The link between public services and revenues needs to be clearly understood 
by the public before proceeding to a discussion of revenue options. Without public engagement and 
acceptance any major proposal is u~~liltely to be successful. 

a Continue to analyze tax restructure proposals based on their impact on the distribution of the tax burden, 
the state economy, the stability of the revenue system and administrative costs. The Task Force has a 
number of scenarios in the report that show how various combinations can be analyzed using these 
criteria. While the Task Force does not tnalce a consensus recomlnendation for any of the combinations 
presented, it encourages the Legislature to continue evaluating and working with the various options and 
combinations to improve the revenue system for the long term. 

c Develop ways to increase the adequacy and flexibility of the local revenue system. The current local 
revenue system is inadequate to meet current and future needs. The Task Force's recommendations 
involve the following : 

o Modifications of property tax limits (Measure 50) to better reflect real estate marlcet conditions. 
o Options for diversifying local revenue away from the property tax. 
o Proposals to share state and local revenue sources. 

This is a critical time for Oregon. Our ability to continue to provide the level of services and programs from high 
q~~al i ty  education kindergarten through university, to a transportation system that is adequate to support economic 
growth across the state, to a health care system that is ready to meet the demands of an aging population, to 
police and safety services that keep our comln~lnities safe and beyond, is stressed. 
At the state level, it is challenged by an unstable source of revenue that laclts adequate reserves to maintain 
services during economic downturns and is subject to significant influences through the initiative process. At the 
local level, the cost of providing basic services, including police, fire, streets and public health, is already 
challenged by a structural imbalance between revenues and the rising cost of doing business. The Task Force 
offers this report and these recommendations to provide information to the public and the legislature as well as to 
suggest actions that we can talte now and in the future to preserve the ability of the state and local government to 
meet the needs of all Oregonians and provide for a brighter future for our communities, our families and our 
economy. 

This execzltive szmzn~ary to the Dra$ Report was prepared by Lane Shetterly, Chair of the Task Force, and has 
1702 been reviewed or approved by theJill1 T~zslc Force. 



Endorsement request 

Froin: "Lee Mercer" <Imercer@ocpp.org> 
Subject: Endorsement request 
Date : Wed, October 29,2008 3:42 pm 
To : mayor@council.ci.corvallis.or.us 
-. .- .... - -. ... . . . ... - - .. . . . . .. . - ... ... - .- -. . . .. . .. . - . ... . -. - . 

Mayor Tomlinson, 
Just checking in to make sure you received a 
recent request for your city council to endorse a campaign to increase the 
Oregon Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). The 
letter, an endorsement form and an OCPP report on the distribution 
of EITC throughout the state by legislative 
district is attached. More info is at www.oregoniansforworltingfamilies.org 

A summary of the endorsement request is pasted 
below, as well as an updated list of endorsers. City of Eugene and 
Benton County Board of Commissioners are the 
first municipal entities to sign on. 

As you are probably aware, the EITC is an 
important work support for low and moderate income working families with 
children who are having a hard time making ends 
meet in this difficult economy. It is also $ $  into local economies as 
the credit is often spent in on basic necessities 
like food, clothing, transportation and utility costs, and healthcare. 

We would appreciate your councills endorsement of this initiative 

Thanks ! 

Lee Mercer 
Education and Outreach Coordinator 
Oregon Center for Public Policy 
503-873-1201 ext. 337 
lmercer@ocpp.org 

Oregonians for Working Families, a coalition 
seeking to increase the state Earned Income Tax 
Credit (EITC), invites your organization to 
endorse this effort to improve opportunity for 
over 200,000 low- and moderate-income households throughout our state. 

The federal EITC was signed into law under 
President Ford and expanded significantly by 
Presidents Reagan and Clinton. Each year the 
federal EITC lifts 4.4 million people over half 
of them children out of poverty. Targeted 
mostly to low- and moderate-income working 
families with children, it provides a refundable 
tax credit which helps struggling families afford 
one-time expenses for getting ahead, such as car 
repairs and education, and basic necessities like gas, rent and groceries 

Oregon is one of 24 states supplementing the 
federal EITC with a state Earned Income Tax 
Credit. Oregon's credit was created in 1997 with 
strong bipartisan support. Currently calculated 
as 6% of the federal EITC, it is however among 
the lowest of the 24 states with earned income credits. 

Oregonians for Working Families is proposing an 



Zndorsement request https://webmail.peak.orglsrc/printer~fi-iendly~bottom.php?passed~en ... 

increase in the state EITC to 18% of the federal credit. This increase will: 

* Supplement the earnings of the average EITC 
household by about $180. For a family of four 
living at the poverty line, it will mean about 
$480 in additional income each year. 

* Lift Oregon's EITC from near the bottom to 
the middle of the pack of states that offer the credit. 

* Benefit over 200,000 households (about one 
in seven Oregon taxpayers). From Astoria to 
Malheur County and from Hood River to Klamath 
Falls, expanding the EITC will boost working 
families' income and their ability to spend in their local economies. 

Expanding the Oregon Earned Income Tax Credit is 
a targeted and effective way to make Oregon's tax 
system fairer for low- and moderate-income 
working families, giving them and their 
communities throughout the state a much needed boost. 

We hope your organization will sign on as 
endorser of this campaign. We have enclosed a 
copy of the endorsement form. For additional 
information on this campaign contact me at 
503-873-1201, e-mail 
<mailto:info@oreqoniansfor~~rkinqfamililes.orq>info@oreqoniansforworkingfamilies.orq 
or visit our website at 
<http://www.oreqoniansfor~orkinqfami1ies.orq/>www.oregoniansforworkingfamilies.org 

Current Coalition Members: AARP Oregon, African 
American Alliance for Home Ownership, AFSCME 
Council 75, AFSCME Local 3214, AFSCME Local 
88, American Association of University Women of 
Oregon, Benton County Board of Commissioners, 
Bienestar, CASH Oregon, CAUSA, Central City 
Concern, Children First for Oregon, City of 
Eugene, Coalition for a Livable Future, Comite 
Latino, Communications Workers of America Local 
7901, Community Vision, Inc., Community Action of 
Washington County, Community Action Partnership 
of Oregon, Community Alliance of Lane County, 
Community Services Consortium, Ecumenical 
Ministries of Oregon, Eugene Springfield 
Solidarity Network, Human Services Coalition of 
Oregon, Klamath and Lake Community Services, 
League of Women Voters of Oregon, Mid-Columbia 
Community Action Council, NeighborImpact, New 
Seasons Market, Northwest Housing Alternatives, 
Oregon Action, Oregon Alliance for Retired 
Americans, Oregon Center for Christian Values, 
Oregon Center for Public Policy, Oregon Food 
Bank, Oregon Hunger Relief Task Force, Oregonians 
for Health Security, Oregon State Building and 
Construction Trades Council, Our Oregon, Paloma 
Clothing, Partnership for Safety and Justice, 
Partnership to End Poverty, Portland Impact, 
Portland Jobs with Justice, Rural Organizing 
Project, SEIU Local 49, SEIU Local 503, Southern 
Oregon Central Labor Council, Southern Oregon 
Jobs with Justice, Tax Fairness Oregon, Umpqua 
Community Action Network, United Food and 
Commercial Workers Local 555, Working Families 
Party of Oregon,Yamhill Community Action Partnership 



COUNCIL REQUESTS 

FOLLOW-UP REPORT 

DECEMBER 31,2008 

.............................................. 

1. Fire Truck Disposition (Beilstein) 

The grant for the Fire Department's new aerial truck includes the following provision: 

"We will give high consideration to applicants with firefighting vehicles 
that had an 'open-cab' configuration in their original design. Applicants 
wanting to benefit from this consideration must certify that the unsafe 
vehicle will be permanently removed from service if awarded a grant." 

Since removing the old aerial truck from service was a grant criteria consideration, 
and there is no differentiation between use of the vehicle in the CJnited States or 
another country, staff will not pursue an out-of-country sale. 

2. Public Works Grant Offers (Nelson) 

Over the past two months, the Public Works Department has received notice of five 
grant offers from various funding sources. These grants are detailed below: 

a. $1 8,750 from Oregon Economic and Community Development Department 
(Renewable Energy Planning Program) to be used to study the feasibility for 
installation of an electrical generator powered by the raw water intake line 
that supplies the Rock Creek Water treatment plant. 

b. $505,500 from the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) (Innovative 
Traffic Systems Program)for an advanced transportation management traffic 
signal system for Downtown Corvallis. The system will allow instantaneous 
changes to be made in the traffic signal system from a remote location to 
respond to changing traffic conditions. 

c. $188,100 from ODOT (Bike and Pedestrian Grant Program) to fund the 
installation of South Third Street-style pedestrian crossing lights and signs 
on NW Circle Boulevard at three locations. The locations include the 



Council Request Follow-up 
December 31,2008 
Page 2 

NW 17th St and NW Janssen Street intersections and mid-block between 
NW Janssen St and NW Ninth Street. 

d. $564,900 from ODOT (Transportation Enhancement Program) for the 
construction of a multi-use path along the Corvallis-to-Albany railroad from 
NE Circle Boulevard to NE Dorchester Way. Although the project is within 
the City Limits, the grant was requested by Benton County and is the first leg 
of the planned Corvallis-to-Albany path. 

e. $23,738 from the Oregon Water Resources Department to further the City's 
ongoing feasibility study of wastewater re-use alternatives. These funds 
became available as an outcome of action by the 2007 Legislature. 

I 
vrhf17 

# L: 
Jon Nelson 
~ i ( ~  Manager 



CITY OF CORVALLIS - COUNCIL REQUESTS -TRACKING REPORT 
PENDING REQUESTS 

Council Re uest item 1 CM R t No. Comments 
Homeless/Wetlands i Hamby i 12-10-08 i 01-13-09 i Nelson .......................................... i Mark Knapp 
Public Works grant offers i Nelson .......................... ........................... ...................................... ................................................................ ................... --.- .......................................................................................... 4 L 4 ......................... ......................... 4 > 

i 12-09-08 i 12-30-08 i Rogers i CCR 12-31-08 i 
Fire Truck Disposition i Beilstein i 12-1 5-08 i 12-30-08 i Emerv, R. i CCR 12-31-08 i 

Requested 
B 

Date of CM Report Assigned Response in 
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The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS) is a collaborative effort between National Research 
Center, Inc. (NRC) and the International City/County Management Association (ICMA). The NCS 
was developed by NRC to provide a statistically valid survey of resident opinions about community 
and services provided by local government. The survey results may be used by staff, elected 
officials and other stakeholders for community planning and resource allocation, program 
improvement and policy making. 

FIGURE 1: THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™ METHODS AND GOALS 

 

The NCS focuses on a series of community characteristics and local government services, as well as 
issues of public trust. Resident behaviors related to civic engagement in the community also were 
measured in the survey. 

 

Assessment Goals 

Assessment Methods Survey Objectives 

• Multi-contact mailed survey 
• Sample of 1,200 households 
• 483 surveys returned; 42% response rate 
• 5% margin of error 
• Data statistically weighted to reflect 

population 

Immediate 
• Provide useful information for: 

• Planning 
• Resource allocation 
• Performance measurement 
• Program and policy 

evaluation 

• Identify community strengths and 
weaknesses 

• Identify service strengths and 
weaknesses 

Long-term 
• Improved services 
• More civic engagement 
• Better community quality of life 
• Stronger public trust 
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FIGURE 2: THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™ FOCUS AREAS 

 
The survey and its administration are standardized to assure high quality research methods and 
directly comparable results across The National Citizen Survey™ jurisdictions. Participating 
households are selected from a list of registered voters provided by the City of Corvallis. Multiple 
mailings give each registered voter more than one chance to participate with self-addressed and 
postage-paid envelopes. Results are statistically weighted to reflect the proper demographic 
composition. A total of 483 completed surveys were obtained, providing an overall response rate of 
42%. Typically, response rates obtained on citizen surveys range from 25% to 40%.  

The National Citizen Survey™ customized for the City of Corvallis was developed in close 
cooperation with local jurisdiction staff. Corvallis staff selected items from a menu of questions 
about services and community problems and provided the appropriate letterhead and signatures for 
mailings. City of Corvallis staff also augmented The National Citizen Survey™ basic service through 
a variety of options including two custom sets of benchmark comparisons, several policy questions 
and an open-ended question. 

CCOOMMMMUUNNIITTYY  QQUUAALLIITTYY  
 

Quality of life 
Quality of neighborhood 

Place to live 

CCOOMMMMUUNNIITTYY  DDEESSIIGGNN  
 

Transportation 
Ease of travel, transit services, 

street maintenance 
 

Housing 
Housing options, cost, 

affordability 
 

Land Use and Zoning 
New development, growth, 

code enforcement 
 

Economic Sustainability 
Employment, shopping and 

retail, City as a place to work 

PPUUBBLLIICC  SSAAFFEETTYY  
 

Safety in neighborhood and 
downtown 

Crime victimization 
Police, fire, EMS services 
Emergency preparedness 

EENNVVIIRROONNMMEENNTTAALL  
SSUUSSTTAAIINNAABBIILLIITTYY  

 
Cleanliness 
Air quality 

Preservation of natural areas 
Garbage and recycling 

services 

RREECCRREEAATTIIOONN  AANNDD  
WWEELLLLNNEESSSS  

 
Parks and Recreation 

Recreation opportunities, use 
of parks and facilities, 
programs and classes 

 
Culture, Arts and Education 

Cultural and educational 
opportunities, libraries, 

schools  
 

Health and Wellness 
Availability of food, health 

services, social services 

CCOOMMMMUUNNIITTYY  
IINNCCLLUUSSIIVVEENNEESSSS  

  
Sense of community 

Racial and cultural acceptance 
Senior, youth and low-income 

services 

CCIIVVIICC  EENNGGAAGGEEMMEENNTT  
 

Civic Activity 
Volunteerism 

Civic attentiveness 
Voting behavior 

 
Social Engagement 

Neighborliness, social and 
religious events 

 
Information and Awareness 

Public information, 
publications, Web site 

PPUUBBLLIICC  TTRRUUSSTT  
 

Cooperation in community 
Value of services 

Direction of community 
Citizen involvement 

Employees  
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UU NN DD EE RR SS TT AA NN DD II NN GG   TT HH EE   RR EE SS UU LL TT SS   
As shown in Figure 2, this report is based around respondents’ reports about eight larger categories: 
community quality, community design, public safety, environmental sustainability, recreation and 
wellness, community inclusiveness, civic engagement and public trust. Each section begins with 
residents’ ratings of community characteristics and is followed by residents’ ratings of service 
quality. For all evaluative questions, the percent of residents rating the service or community 
feature as “excellent” or “good” is presented.  To see the full set of responses for each question on 
the survey, please see Appendix A: Complete Survey Frequencies.  

MM aa rr gg ii nn   oo ff   EE rr rr oo rr   
It is customary to describe the precision of estimates made from surveys by a “level of confidence” 
and accompanying “confidence interval” (or margin of error). A traditional confidence level, and 
the one used here, is 95%. The 95% confidence interval can be any size and quantifies the 
sampling error or imprecision of the estimates made from the survey results. The confidence 
interval for the City of Corvallis survey is no greater than plus or minus five percentage points 
around any given percent reported for the entire sample (483 completed surveys). A 95% 
confidence interval indicates that for every 100 random samples of this many registered voters, the 
population response to that question would be within the stated interval 95 times. For example, if 
75% of registered voters rate a service as “excellent” or “good,” then the 5% margin of error (for the 
95% confidence interval) indicates that the range of likely responses for the entire voting 
population is between 70% and 80%. 

CC oo mm pp aa rr ii nn gg   SS uu rr vv ee yy   RR ee ss uu ll tt ss   
Certain kinds of services tend to be thought better of by residents in many communities across the 
country. For example, public safety services tend to be received better than transportation services 
by residents of most American communities. Where possible, the better comparison is not from one 
service to another in the City of Corvallis, but from City of Corvallis services to services like them 
provided by other jurisdictions.  

BB ee nn cc hh mm aa rr kk   CC oo mm pp aa rr ii ss oo nn ss   
NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in 
citizen surveys from approximately 500 jurisdictions whose residents evaluated local government 
services and gave their opinion about the quality of community life. The City of Corvallis chose to 
have comparisons made to the entire database and two subsets of similar jurisdictions from the 
database (Western region and populations 35,000-70,000). A benchmark comparison (the average 
rating from all the comparison jurisdictions where a similar question was asked) has been provided 
when a similar question on the City of Corvallis Survey was included in NRC’s database and there 
were at least five jurisdictions in which the question was asked. For most questions compared to 
the entire dataset, there were more than 100 jurisdictions included in the benchmark comparison. 

Where comparisons were available, the City of Corvallis results were noted as being “above” the 
benchmark, “below” the benchmark or “similar to” the benchmark. This evaluation of “above,” 
“below” or “similar to” comes from a statistical comparison of the City of Corvallis’ rating to the 
benchmark. 

  ““ DD oo nn ’’ tt   KK nn oo ww ””   RR ee ss pp oo nn ss ee ss   aa nn dd   RR oo uu nn dd ii nn gg   
On many of the questions in the survey respondents may answer “don’t know.” The proportion of 
respondents giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix A. 
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However, these responses have been removed from the analyses presented in the body of the 
report. In other words, the tables and graphs display the responses from respondents who had an 
opinion about a specific item. 

For some questions, respondents were permitted to select more than one answer. When the total 
exceeds 100% in a table for a multiple response question, it is because some respondents did select 
more than one response. When a table for a question that only permitted a single response does not 
total to exactly 100%, it is due to the customary practice of percentages being rounded to the 
nearest whole number. 

For more information on understanding The NCS report, please see Appendix B: Survey 
Methodology. 
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EExxeeccuutt ii vvee   SSuummmmaarryy   
This report of the City of Corvallis survey provides the opinions of a representative sample of 
registered voters about community quality of life, service delivery, civic participation and unique 
issues of local interest. A periodic sounding of voter opinion offers staff, elected officials and other 
stakeholders an opportunity to identify challenges and to plan for and evaluate improvements and 
to sustain services and amenities for long-term success. 

Most registered voters experience a good quality of life in the City of Corvallis and believe the City 
is a good place to live. The overall quality of life in the City of Corvallis was rated as “excellent” or 
“good” by 90% of respondents. A majority report they plan on staying in the City of Corvallis for 
the next five years.  

A variety of characteristics of the community was evaluated by those participating in the study. The 
characteristics receiving the most favorable ratings were educational opportunities, opportunities to 
volunteer, ease of bicycle travel and walking, and quality of the overall natural environment in 
Corvallis. The characteristics receiving the least positive ratings were availability of affordable 
quality housing, employment opportunities, shopping opportunities, and availability of affordable 
quality child care.  

Ratings of community characteristics were compared to the benchmark database. Of the 31 
characteristics for which comparisons were available, 23 were above the benchmark comparison, 
four were similar to the benchmark comparison and four were below. 

Registered voters in the City of Corvallis were civically engaged. While only 29% had attended a 
meeting of local elected public officials or other local public meeting in the previous 12 months, 
98% had provided help to a friend or neighbor. A majority had volunteered their time to some 
group or activity in the City of Corvallis, which was higher than the benchmark.  

In general, survey respondents demonstrated trust in local government. A majority rated the overall 
direction being taken by the City of Corvallis as “good” or “excellent.” This was higher than the 
benchmark. Those residents who had interacted with an employee of the City of Corvallis in the 
previous 12 months gave high marks to those employees. Nearly all rated their overall impression 
of employees as “excellent” or “good.” 

On average, registered voters gave favorable ratings to almost all local government services. City 
services rated were able to be compared to the benchmark database. Of the 36 services for which 
comparisons were available, 29 were above the benchmark comparison, five were similar to the 
benchmark comparison and two were below. 
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A Key Driver Analysis was conducted for the City of Corvallis which examined the relationships 
between ratings of each service and ratings of the City of Corvallis’ services overall. Those key 
driver services that correlated most strongly with registered voters’ perceptions about overall City 
service quality have been identified. By targeting improvements in key services, the City of 
Corvallis can focus on the services that have the greatest likelihood of influencing registered voters’ 
opinions about overall service quality. Services found to be influential in ratings of overall service 
quality from the Key Driver Analysis were: 

 Economic development 
 Police services 

 

Of these services, those deserving the most attention may be those that were below or similar to the 
benchmark comparisons: economic development and police services.  
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CCoommmmuunn ii ttyy   RRaatt iinnggss  
OO VV EE RR AA LL LL   CC OO MM MM UU NN II TT YY   QQ UU AA LL II TT YY   

Overall quality of community life may be the single best indicator of success in providing the 
natural ambience, services and amenities that make for an attractive community. The National 
Citizen Survey™ contained many questions related to quality of community life in the City of 
Corvallis – not only direct questions about quality of life overall and in neighborhoods, but 
questions to measure registered voters’ commitment to the City of Corvallis. Residents were asked 
whether they planned to move soon or if they would recommend the City of Corvallis to others. 
Intentions to stay and willingness to make recommendations provide evidence that the City of 
Corvallis offers services and amenities that work. 

Most of the City of Corvallis’ registered voters gave favorable ratings to their neighborhoods and the 
community as a place to live. Further, most reported they would recommend the community to 
others and plan to stay for the next five years. 

FIGURE 3: RATINGS OF OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY 

49%

33%

37%

44%

48%

53%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Corvallis as a place to live

Your neighborhood as a
place to live

The overall quality of life
in Corvallis

Percent of respondents

Excellent Good

 
FIGURE 4: LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN COMMUNITY AND RECOMMENDING COMMUNITY 

Very likely
53%

Very likely
55%

Somewhat likely
24%

Somewhat likely
36%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Remain in Corvallis for
the next five years

Recommend living in
Corvallis to someone
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Percent "likely"
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FIGURE 5: OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-
70,000 comparison 

Overall quality of life in Corvallis Above Above Above 

Your neighborhood as place to 
live Above Above Above 

Corvallis as a place to live Above Above Above 

Remain in Corvallis for the next 
five years Below Below Below 

Recommend living in Corvallis to 
someone who asks Above Above Above 
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CC OO MM MM UU NN II TT YY   DD EE SS II GG NN   

TT rr aa nn ss pp oo rr tt aa tt ii oo nn   
The ability to move easily throughout a community can greatly affect the quality of life of registered 
voters by diminishing time wasted in traffic congestion and by providing opportunities to travel 
quickly and safely by modes other than the automobile. High quality options for registered voter 
mobility not only require local government to remove barriers to flow but they require government 
programs and policies that create quality opportunities for all modes of travel.  

Residents responding to the survey were given a list of six aspects of mobility to rate on a scale of 
“excellent,” “good,” “fair” and “poor.” Ease of bicycle travel was given the most positive rating, 
followed by ease of walking in Corvallis.  

 
FIGURE 6: RATINGS OF TRANSPORTATION IN COMMUNITY 
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37%
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50%

45%
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FIGURE 7: COMMUNITY TRANSPORTATION BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

Ease of bus travel in 
Corvallis Above Above Above 

Ease of car travel in Corvallis Above Above Above 

Ease of walking in Corvallis Above Above Above 

Ease of bicycle travel in 
Corvallis Above Above Above 

Availability of paths and 
walking trails Above Above Above 

Traffic flow on major streets Above Above Above 
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Eight transportation services were rated in Corvallis. As compared to most communities across 
America, ratings tended to be somewhat favorable. Seven out of eight ratings were above the 
Western region benchmark, while six rated above the national comparisons.  Three transportation 
and parking services were rated higher in comparison to jurisdictions with populations of 35,000 to 
70,000.   

FIGURE 8: RATINGS OF TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING SERVICES 

8%

21%
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8%

11%

21%

5%

36%

50%

47%

48%
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54%
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FIGURE 9: TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING SERVICES BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

Street repair 
/maintenance Above Above Similar 

Street cleaning Above Above Above 

Street lighting Above Above Similar 

Snow removal Similar Above Similar 

Sidewalk maintenance Above Above Similar 

Light timing Above Above Above 

Bus or transit services Above Above Above 

Amount of public 
parking Similar Similar Similar 
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By measuring choice of travel mode over time, communities can monitor their success in providing 
attractive alternatives to the traditional mode of travel, the single-occupied automobile. When 
asked how they typically traveled to work, single-occupancy (SOV) travel was the overwhelming 
mode of use. However, three percent of work commute trips were made by transit, 22% by bicycle 
and 12% by foot. 

 
FIGURE 10: FREQUENCY OF BUS USE IN LAST 12 MONTHS 

Once or twice
16%

3 to 12 times
13%

13 to 26 times
3%

More than 26 times
7%

Never
61%

 
FIGURE 11: FREQUENCY OF BUS USE BENCHMARKS 
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comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

Ridden a local bus within 
Corvallis Above Above Above 
 
 

FIGURE 12: MODE OF TRAVEL USED FOR WORK COMMUTE 
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HH oo uu ss ii nn gg   
Housing variety and affordability are not luxuries for any community. When there are too few 
options for housing style and affordability, the characteristics of a community tilt heavily to a 
homogeneous palette, often of well-off residents. While this may seem attractive to a community, 
the absence of affordable townhomes, condominiums, mobile homes, single family detached 
homes and apartments means that in addition to losing the vibrancy of diverse thoughts and 
lifestyles, the community loses the service workers that sustain all communities – police officers, 
school teachers, house painters and electricians. These workers must live elsewhere and commute 
in at great personal cost and to the detriment of traffic flow and air quality. Furthermore lower 
income residents who can sustain in a community with mostly high cost housing pay so much of 
their income to rent or mortgage that little remains to bolster their own quality of life or local 
business. 

The survey of the City of Corvallis registered voters asked respondents to reflect on the availability 
of affordable housing as well as the variety of housing options. The availability of affordable 
housing was rated as “excellent” or “good” by 25% of respondents, while the variety of housing 
options was rated as “excellent” or “good” by 45% of respondents. The rating of perceived 
affordable housing availability was worse for the City of Corvallis than the ratings for national 
comparison jurisdictions.  Results were varied in comparison to the Western region, and similar to 
jurisdictions of like population size. 

 
FIGURE 13: RATINGS OF HOUSING IN COMMUNITY 

9%

3%

36%

22%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Variety of housing options

Availability of affordable
quality housing

Percent of respondents

Excellent Good

 
FIGURE 14: HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

Availability of affordable 
quality housing Below Similar Similar 

Variety of housing options Below Below Similar 
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To augment the perceptions of affordable housing in Corvallis, the cost of housing as reported in 
the survey was compared to registered voters’ reported monthly income to create a rough estimate 
of the proportion of registered voters of the City of Corvallis experiencing housing cost stress. More 
than 34% of survey participants were found to pay housing costs of more than 30% of their 
monthly household income. 

FIGURE 15: PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WHOSE HOUSING COSTS ARE "AFFORDABLE" 

Housing costs LESS 
than 30% of income

66%

Housing costs 30% 
or MORE of income

34%

 
 
 

FIGURE 16: HOUSING COSTS BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-
70,000 comparison 

Experiencing housing costs stress 
(housing costs 30% or more of income) Below Below Below 
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LL aa nn dd   UU ss ee   aa nn dd   ZZ oo nn ii nn gg   
Community development contributes to a feeling among registered voters and even visitors of the 
attention given to the speed of growth, the location of residences and businesses, the kind of 
housing that is appropriate for the community and the ease of access to commerce, green space 
and residences. Even the community’s overall appearance often is attributed to the planning and 
enforcement functions of the local jurisdiction. Residents will appreciate an attractive, well-planned 
community. The NCS questionnaire asked registered voters to evaluate the quality of new 
development, the appearance of the City of Corvallis and the speed of population growth. Problems 
with the appearance of property were rated, and the quality of land use planning, zoning and code 
enforcement services were evaluated. 

The overall quality of new development in the City of Corvallis was rated as “excellent” by 8% of 
respondents and as “good” by an additional 41%. The overall appearance of Corvallis was rated as 
“excellent” or “good” by 86% of respondents and was higher than the benchmarks. When rating to 
what extent run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles were a problem in the City of Corvallis, 
30% thought they were a “major” or “moderate” problem. The service of land use, planning and 
zoning was rated above the benchmarks. The services of code enforcement and animal control 
were rated above the Western region comparison, and were similar to the national and population 
size benchmarks.  

 
FIGURE 17: RATINGS OF THE COMMUNITY'S "BUILT ENVIRONMENT" 

25%
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61%

41%
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Overall appearance of
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FIGURE 18: BUILT ENVIRONMENT BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

Quality of new 
development in city Below Below Below 

Overall appearance of 
Corvallis Above Above Above 
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FIGURE 19: RATINGS OF POPULATION GROWTH 

Much too slow
4%

Somewhat too slow
5%

Right amount
67%

Somewhat too fast
21%

Much too fast
3%

 
FIGURE 20: POPULATION GROWTH BENCHMARKS 
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comparison 
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comparison 

Population growth seen as 
too fast Below Below Below 
 
 

FIGURE 21: RATINGS OF NUISANCE PROBLEMS 
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FIGURE 22: NUISANCE PROBLEMS BENCHMARKS 
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comparison 
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comparison 
Populations 35,000-
70,000 comparison 

Run down buildings, weed lots and 
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FIGURE 23: RATINGS OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY CODE ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 
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FIGURE 24: PLANNING AND COMMUNITY CODE ENFORCEMENT SERVICES BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-
70,000 comparison 

Land use, planning and zoning Above Above Above 

Code enforcement (weeds, 
abandoned buildings, etc) Similar Above Similar 

Animal control Similar Above Similar 
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EE CC OO NN OO MM II CC   SS UU SS TT AA II NN AA BB II LL II TT YY   
The health of the economy may color how residents perceive their environment and all the services 
that local government delivers. In particular, a strong or weak local economy will shape what 
residents think about job and shopping opportunities. Just as residents have an idea about the speed 
of local population growth, they have a sense of how fast job and shopping opportunities are 
growing. 

Survey respondents were asked to rate a number of community features related to economic 
opportunity and growth. The most positively rated features were Corvallis as a place to work and 
overall quality of business and service establishments in Corvallis, receiving the lowest rating was 
employment opportunities. 

FIGURE 25: RATINGS OF ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY AND OPPORTUNITIES 
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FIGURE 26: ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY AND OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-
70,000 comparison 

Employment opportunities Similar Similar Below 

Shopping opportunities Below Below Below 

Place to work Above Above Above 

Overall quality of business and service 
establishments in Corvallis Similar Similar Below 
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Residents were asked to evaluate the speed of jobs growth and retail growth on scale from “much 
too slow” to “much too fast.” When asked about the rate of job growth in Corvallis, 79% responded 
that it was “too slow,” while 43% reported retail growth as “too slow.” More residents in Corvallis 
compared to other jurisdictions believed that retail growth was too slow and more residents 
believed that job growth was too slow. 

 

FIGURE 27: RATINGS OF RETAIL AND JOB GROWTH 
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FIGURE 28: RETAIL AND JOB GROWTH BENCHMARKS 
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comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

Retail growth seen as 
too slow Above Above Above 

Jobs growth seen as too 
slow Above Above Above 
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FIGURE 29: RATINGS OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
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FIGURE 30: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SERVICES BENCHMARKS 
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Residents were asked to reflect on their economic prospects in the near term. Six percent of the 
City of Corvallis registered voters expected that the coming six months would have a “somewhat” 
or “very” positive impact on their family, while 55% felt that the economic future would be 
“somewhat” or “very” negative. The percent of registered voters with an optimistic outlook on their 
household income was less than comparison jurisdictions. 

FIGURE 31: RATINGS OF PERSONAL ECONOMIC FUTURE 

Very negative
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FIGURE 32: PERSONAL ECONOMIC FUTURE BENCHMARKS 
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PP UU BB LL II CC   SS AA FF EE TT YY   
Safety from violent or property crimes creates the cornerstone of an attractive community. No one 
wants to live in fear of crime, fire or natural hazards, and communities in which residents feel 
protected or unthreatened are communities that are more likely to show growth in population, 
commerce and property value. 

Residents were asked to rate their feelings of safety from violent crimes, property crimes, fire and 
environmental dangers and to evaluate the local agencies whose main charge is to provide 
protection from these dangers. Many gave positive ratings of safety in the City Corvallis. More than 
87% percent of those completing the questionnaire said they felt “very” or “somewhat” safe from 
violent crimes and 84% felt “very” or “somewhat” safe from environmental hazards. Daytime sense 
of safety was better than nighttime safety. 

FIGURE 33: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY AND PERSONAL PUBLIC SAFETY 
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FIGURE 34: COMMUNITY AND PERSONAL PUBLIC SAFETY BENCHMARKS 
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As assessed by the survey, 17% of respondents reported that someone in the household had been 
the victim of one or more crimes in the past year. Of those who had been the victim of a crime, 
57% had reported it to police. About the same percent of Corvallis registered voters had been 
victims of crime in the 12 months preceding the survey when compared to the nation and Western 
region.  Fewer of Corvallis registered voters had reported their most recent crime victimization to 
the police. 

FIGURE 35: CRIME VICTIMIZATION AND REPORTING 

Yes
17%

No
83%

During the past twelve months, were you or anyone
in your household the victim of any crime?

No
43%

Yes
57%

If yes, was this crime (these crimes) 
reported to the police?

 
 

FIGURE 36: CRIME VICTIMIZATION AND REPORTING BENCHMARKS 
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Residents rated eight City public safety services; of these, five were rated above the national 
benchmark comparison, two were rated similar to the national benchmark comparison and one 
was rated below the benchmark comparison when compared to the nation.  Comparisons to the 
custom benchmarks were varied, with none of the public safety services rated below the 
benchmarks.  Fire services and ambulance or emergency medical services received the highest 
ratings, while crime prevention and traffic enforcement received the lowest ratings.  

FIGURE 37: RATINGS OF PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES 
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FIGURE 38: PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

Police services Similar Similar Similar 

Fire services Above Above Similar 

EMS/ambulance Above Above Above 

Crime prevention Above Above Above 

Fire prevention and 
education Above Above Above 

Traffic enforcement Similar Similar Similar 

Courts Above Above Above 

Emergency preparedness Below Similar Similar 
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EE NN VV II RR OO NN MM EE NN TT AA LL   SS UU SS TT AA II NN AA BB II LL II TT YY   
Residents value the aesthetic qualities of their hometowns and appreciate features such as overall 
cleanliness and landscaping. In addition, the appearance and smell or taste of the air and water do 
not go unnoticed. These days, increasing attention is paid to proper treatment of the environment. 
At the same time that they are attending to community appearance and cleanliness, cities, counties, 
states and the nation are going “Green”. These strengthening environmental concerns extend to 
trash haul, recycling, sewer services, the delivery of power and water and preservation of open 
spaces. Treatment of the environment affects air and water quality and, generally, how habitable 
and inviting a place appears 

Registered voters in the City of Corvallis were asked to evaluate their local environment and the 
services provided to ensure its quality. The overall quality of the natural environment was rated as 
“excellent” or “good” by 93% of survey respondents. Quality of overall natural environment 
received the highest rating, and it was above the benchmarks. 

FIGURE 39: RATINGS OF THE COMMUNITY'S NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 
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FIGURE 40: COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT BENCHMARKS 
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Resident recycling was greater than recycling reported in comparison communities. 

FIGURE 41: FREQUENCY OF RECYCLING IN LAST 12 MONTHS 
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4%

13 to 26 times
10%

More than 26 times
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FIGURE 42: FREQUENCY OF RECYCLING BENCHMARKS 
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All of the six utility services rated by those completing the questionnaire were higher than the 
benchmark comparisons.  

FIGURE 43: RATINGS OF UTILITY SERVICES 
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FIGURE 44: UTILITY SERVICES BENCHMARKS 
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RR EE CC RR EE AA TT II OO NN   AA NN DD   WW EE LL LL NN EE SS SS   

PP aa rr kk ss   aa nn dd   RR ee cc rr ee aa tt ii oo nn   
Quality parks and recreation opportunities help to define a community as more than the grind of its 
business, traffic and hard work. Leisure activities vastly can improve the quality of life of residents, 
serving both to entertain and mobilize good health. The survey contained questions seeking 
residents’ perspectives about opportunities and services related to the community’s parks and 
recreation services. 

Recreation opportunities in the City of Corvallis were rated positively as were services related to 
parks and recreation. Three were rated higher than the benchmark. Recreation programs or classes 
received the lowest rating and was higher than the benchmarks.  

Resident use of Corvallis parks and recreation facilities tells its own story about the attractiveness 
and accessibility of those services. The percent of registered voters that used Corvallis recreation 
centers was about the same as the percent of users in comparison jurisdictions. However, 
recreation program use in Corvallis was higher than use in national and population comparison 
jurisdictions, and similar to the Western region. 

FIGURE 45: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 
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FIGURE 46: COMMUNITY RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS 
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FIGURE 47: PARTICIPATION IN PARKS AND RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES 
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FIGURE 48: PARTICIPATION IN PARKS AND RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS 
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FIGURE 49: RATINGS OF PARKS AND RECREATION SERVICES 
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FIGURE 50: PARKS AND RECREATION SERVICES BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

City parks Above Above Above 

Recreation programs or 
classes Above Above Above 



City of Corvallis | 2008 

The National Citizen Survey™ 
31 

  Th
e 

N
at

io
na

l C
iti

ze
n 

Su
rv

ey
™

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r,
 In

c.
 

CC uu ll tt uu rr ee ,,   AA rr tt ss   aa nn dd   EE dd uu cc aa tt ii oo nn   
A full service community does not address only the life and safety of its residents. Like an 
individual who drudges to the office and returns home, a community that pays attention only to the 
life sustaining basics becomes insular, dreary and uninspiring to business and individuals. In the 
case of communities without thriving culture, arts and education opportunities, the magnet that 
attracts those who might consider relocating there is vastly weakened. Cultural, artistic, social and 
educational services elevate the opportunities for personal growth among residents. In the survey, 
residents were asked about the quality of opportunities to participate in cultural and educational 
activities.  

Opportunities to attend cultural activities was rated as “excellent” or “good” by 16% of 
respondents. Educational opportunities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by 62% of respondents. 
Compared to the benchmark data, educational opportunities were above the average of comparison 
jurisdictions, as was cultural activity opportunities were rated above the benchmark comparisons. 

About 83% of Corvallis registered voters used a City library at least once in the twelve months 
preceding the survey. This participation rate for library use was above comparison jurisdictions. 

FIGURE 51: RATINGS OF CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 
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FIGURE 52: CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS 
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FIGURE 53: PARTICIPATION IN CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 
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FIGURE 54: PARTICIPATION IN CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS 
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FIGURE 55: PERCEPTION OF CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 
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FIGURE 56: CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES BENCHMARKS 
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HH ee aa ll tt hh   aa nn dd   WW ee ll ll nn ee ss ss   
Healthy residents have the wherewithal to contribute to the economy as volunteers or employees 
and they do not present a burden in cost and time to others. Although residents bear the primary 
responsibility for their good health, local government provides services that can foster that well 
being and that provide care when residents are ill.  

Residents of the City of Corvallis were asked to rate the community’s health services as well as the 
availability of health care, high quality affordable food and preventive health care services. The 
availability of quality food, and preventative health services were rated most positively for the City 
of Corvallis, while the availability for affordable quality health care was rated less favorably by 
registered voters. 

Among Corvallis registered voters, 11% rated affordable quality health care as “excellent” while 
39% rated it as “good.” Those ratings were above the ratings of comparison communities nationally 
and for the Western region.  This rating was similar to jurisdiction with populations 35,000 to 
70,000. 

FIGURE 57: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY HEALTH AND WELLNESS ACCESS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
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FIGURE 58: COMMUNITY HEALTH AND WELLNESS ACCESS AND OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS 
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Health services were rated above the benchmarks.   

FIGURE 59: RATINGS OF HEALTH AND WELLNESS SERVICES 
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FIGURE 60: HEALTH AND WELLNESS SERVICES BENCHMARKS 
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CC OO MM MM UU NN II TT YY   II NN CC LL UU SS II VV EE NN EE SS SS   
Diverse communities that include among their residents a mix of races, ages, wealth, ideas and 
beliefs have the raw material for the most vibrant and creative society. However, the presence of 
these features alone does not ensure a high quality or desirable space. Surveyed residents were 
asked about the success of the mix: the sense of community, the openness of residents to people of 
diverse backgrounds and the attractiveness of the City of Corvallis as a place to raise children or to 
retire. They were also questioned about the quality of services delivered to various population 
subgroups, including older adults, youth and residents with few resources. A community that 
succeeds in creating an inclusive environment for a variety of residents is a community that offers 
more to many. 

A high percentage of registered voters rated the City of Corvallis as an “excellent” or “good” place 
to raise kids and a moderate percentage rated it as an excellent or good place to retire. Most 
registered voters felt that the local sense of community was “excellent” or “good.” Most survey 
respondents felt the City of Corvallis was open and accepting towards people of diverse 
backgrounds. Availability of affordable quality child care was rated the lowest by registered voters 
and rated above the Western region comparison, but was similar to the national and custom 
population comparisons. 

FIGURE 61: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY QUALITY AND INCLUSIVENESS 
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FIGURE 62: COMMUNITY QUALITY AND INCLUSIVENESS BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-
70,000 comparison 

Sense of community Above Above Above 

Openness and acceptance of the 
community toward people of diverse 
backgrounds Above Above Above 

Availability of affordable quality child 
care Similar Above Similar 

Corvallis as a place to raise kids Above Above Above 

Corvallis as a place to retire Above Above Above 

 

Services to more vulnerable populations (e.g., seniors, youth or low-income residents) ranged from 
83% to 51% with ratings of “excellent” or “good.” These services were all rated above the 
benchmarks. 

FIGURE 63: RATINGS OF QUALITY OF SERVICES PROVIDED FOR POPULATION SUBGROUPS 
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FIGURE 64: SERVICES PROVIDED FOR POPULATION SUBGROUPS BENCHMARKS 
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CC II VV II CC   EE NN GG AA GG EE MM EE NN TT   
Government leaders, elected or hired, cannot run a jurisdiction alone and a jurisdiction cannot run 
effectively if residents remain strangers with little to connect them. Staff and elected officials require 
the assistance of local residents whether that assistance comes in tacit approval or eager help; and 
commonality of purpose among the electorate facilitates policies and programs that appeal to most 
and causes discord among few. Furthermore, when neighbors help neighbors, the cost to the 
community to provide services to residents in need declines. When residents are civically engaged, 
they have taken the opportunity to participate in making the community more livable for all. The 
extent to which local government provides opportunities to become informed and engaged and the 
extent to which residents take those opportunities is an indicator of the connection between 
government and populace. By understanding your residents’ level of connection to, knowledge of 
and participation in local government, the City can find better opportunities to communicate and 
educate citizens about its mission, services, accomplishments and plans. Communities with strong 
civic engagement may be more likely to see the benefits of programs intended to improve the 
quality of life of all residents and therefore would be more likely to support those new policies or 
programs.  

CC ii vv ii cc   AA cc tt ii vv ii tt yy   
Respondents were asked about the perceived community volunteering opportunities and their 
participation as citizens of the City of Corvallis. Survey participants rated the volunteer 
opportunities in the City of Corvallis favorably. Opportunities to attend or participate in community 
matters were rated less favorably. 

Ratings of civic engagement opportunities were above ratings from comparison jurisdictions.  

FIGURE 65: RATINGS OF CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

42%

30%

48%

51%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Opportunities to volunteer

Opportunities to participate
in community matters

Percent of respondents

Excellent Good

 

FIGURE 66: CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS 
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Most of the participants in this survey had not attended a public meeting, volunteered time to a 
group or participated in a club in the 12 months prior to the survey, but the vast majority had 
helped a friend. The participation rates of these civic behaviors were compared to the rates in other 
jurisdictions.  

FIGURE 67: PARTICIPATION IN CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

98%

44%

64%

26%

29%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Provided help to a friend or neighbor

Participated in a club or civic group in Corvallis

Volunteered your time to some group or activity in
Corvallis

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other
local public meeting on cable television

Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other
local public meeting

Percent of respondents who did each at least once in last 12 months
 

FIGURE 68: PARTICIPATION IN CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS 
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II nn ff oo rr mm aa tt ii oo nn   aa nn dd   AA ww aa rr ee nn ee ss ss   
Those completing the survey were asked about their use and perceptions of various information 
sources and local government media services. When asked whether they had visited the City of 
Corvallis Web site in the previous 12 months, 61% reported they had done so at least once. Public 
information services were rated similarly compared to benchmark data. 

FIGURE 69: USE OF INFORMATION SOURCES 
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FIGURE 70: USE OF INFORMATION SOURCES BENCHMARKS 
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FIGURE 71: RATINGS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEDIA SERVICES AND INFORMATION DISSEMINATION 
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FIGURE 72: LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEDIA SERVICES AND INFORMATION DISSEMINATION BENCHMARKS 
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SS oo cc ii aa ll   EE nn gg aa gg ee mm ee nn tt   
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by 
80% of respondents, while a similar proportion rated opportunities to participate in religious or 
spiritual events and activities as “excellent” or “good.” 

FIGURE 73: RATINGS OF SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 
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FIGURE 74: SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS 
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Residents in Corvallis reported a fair amount of neighborliness. More than 74% indicated talking or 
visiting with their neighbors several times a month or more frequently. This amount of contact with 
neighbors was about the same as the amount of contact reported in other communities. 

FIGURE 75: CONTACT WITH IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS 

Once a month or less 
frequently

26%

Several times a 
month or more 

frequently
74%

About how often, if at all, do 
you talk to or visit with your 

immediate neighbors?

 
FIGURE 76: CONTACT WITH IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

Has contact with neighbors at 
least once per month Similar Similar Similar 
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PP UU BB LL II CC   TT RR UU SS TT   
When local government leaders are trusted, an environment of cooperation is more likely to 
surround all decisions they make. Cooperation leads to easier communication between leaders and 
residents and increases the likelihood that high value policies and programs will be implemented to 
improve the quality of life of the entire community. Trust can be measured in residents’ opinions 
about the overall direction the City of Corvallis is taking, their perspectives about the service value 
their taxes purchase and the openness of government to citizen participation. In addition, resident 
opinion about services provided by the City of Corvallis could be compared to their opinion about 
services provided by the state and federal governments. If residents find nothing to admire in the 
services delivered by any level of government, their opinions about the City of Corvallis may be 
colored by their dislike of what all levels of government provide. 

A majority of respondents felt that the value of services for taxes paid was “excellent” or “good.” 
When asked to rate the job the City of Corvallis does at listening to citizens, 56% rated it as 
“excellent” or “good.” Of these five ratings, one was above the benchmark comparisons and four 
were similar to the benchmarks.  

FIGURE 77: PUBLIC TRUST RATINGS 
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0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
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FIGURE 78: PUBLIC TRUST BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
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70,000 comparison 

Value of services for the taxes paid to 
Corvallis Similar Similar Similar 

The overall direction that Corvallis is 
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Job Corvallis government does at 
welcoming citizen involvement Similar Similar Similar 

Job Corvallis government does at 
listening to citizens Similar Similar Similar 

Overall image or reputation of 
Corvallis Above Above Above 
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On average, registered voters of the City of Corvallis gave the highest evaluations to their own local 
government and the lowest average rating to federal government. The overall quality of services 
delivered by the City of Corvallis was rated as “excellent” or “good” by 82% of survey participants. 
The City of Corvallis’ rating was above the benchmark when compared to other communities.  

FIGURE 79: RATINGS OF SERVICES PROVIDED BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS 
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29%
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FIGURE 80: SERVICES PROVIDED BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

Services provided by the City of 
Corvallis Above Above Above 

Services provided by the 
Federal Government Similar Similar Below 

Services provided by the State 
Government Above Above Above 

Benton County government 
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CC ii tt yy   oo ff   CC oo rr vv aa ll ll ii ss   EE mm pp ll oo yy ee ee ss   
The employees of the City of Corvallis who interact with the public create the first impression that 
most residents have of the City of Corvallis. Front line staff who provide information, assist with bill 
paying, collect trash, create service schedules, fight fires and crime and even give traffic tickets are 
the collective face of the City of Corvallis. As such, it is important to know about residents’ 
experience talking with that “face.” When employees appear to be knowledgeable, responsive and 
courteous, registered voters are more likely to feel that any needs or problems may be solved 
through positive and productive interactions with the City of Corvallis staff. 

Those completing the survey were asked if they had been in contact with a City employee either in-
person or over the phone in the last 12 months; the 54% who reported that they had been in 
contact (a percent that is lower than the benchmark comparisons) were then asked to indicate 
overall how satisfied they were with the employee in their most recent contact. City employees 
were rated highly; 79% of respondents rated their overall impression as “excellent” or “good.” 

FIGURE 81: PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAD CONTACT WITH CITY EMPLOYEES IN PREVIOUS 12 MONTHS 

Yes
54%

No
46%

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of 
Corvallis within the last 12 months

 
FIGURE 82: CONTACT WITH CITY EMPLOYEES BENCHMARKS 
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comparison 
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comparison 
Populations 35,000-
70,000 comparison 
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FIGURE 83: RATINGS OF CITY EMPLOYEES (AMONG THOSE WHO HAD CONTACT) 
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FIGURE 84: RATINGS OF CITY EMPLOYEES (AMONG THOSE WHO HAD CONTACT) BENCHMARKS 

 
National 

comparison 
Western region 

comparison 
Populations 35,000-70,000 

comparison 

City employee 
knowledge Above Above Above 

City employee 
responsiveness Above Above Above 

City employee 
courteousness Above Above Above 

Overall impression Above Above Above 
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FFrroomm  DDaattaa   ttoo  AAcctt iioonn  
RR EE SS II DD EE NN TT   PP RR II OO RR II TT II EE SS   

Knowing where to focus limited resources to improve residents’ opinions of local government 
requires information that targets the services that are most important to residents. However, when 
residents are asked what services are most important, they rarely stray beyond core services – those 
directed to save lives and improve safety. 

In market research, identifying the most important characteristics of a transaction or product is 
called Key Driver Analysis. The key drivers that are identified from that analysis do not come from 
asking customers to self-report which service or product characteristic most influenced their 
decision to buy or return, but rather from statistical analyses of the predictors of their behavior. 
When customers are asked to name the most important characteristics of a good or service, 
responses often are expected or misleading – just as they can be in the context of a citizen survey. 
For example, air travelers often claim that safety is the primary consideration in their choice of an 
airline, yet key driver analysis reveals that frequent flier perks or in-flight entertainment predicts 
their buying decisions. 

In local government core services – like fire protection – invariably land at the top of the list 
created when residents are asked about the most important local government services. And core 
services are important. But by using Key Driver Analysis, our approach digs deeper to identify the 
less obvious, but more influential services that are most related to residents’ ratings of overall 
quality of local government services. Because services focused directly on life and safety remain 
essential to quality government, it is suggested that core services should remain the focus of 
continuous monitoring and improvement where necessary – but monitoring core services or asking 
residents to identify important services is not enough. 

A Key Driver Analysis (KDA) was conducted for the City of Corvallis by examining the relationships 
between ratings of each service and ratings of the City of Corvallis’ overall services. Those key 
driver services that correlated most highly with residents’ perceptions about overall City service 
quality have been identified. By targeting improvements in key services, the City of Corvallis can 
focus on the services that have the greatest likelihood of influencing residents’ opinions about 
overall service quality.  

Services found to be most strongly correlated with ratings of overall service quality from the 
Corvallis Key Driver Analysis were: 

 Economic development 
 Police services 
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CC II TT YY   OO FF   CC OO RR VV AA LL LL II SS   AA CC TT II OO NN   CC HH AA RR TT ™™   
The 2008 City of Corvallis Action Chart™ on the following page combines two dimensions of 
performance: 

 Comparison to resident evaluations from other communities. When a comparison is available, 
the background color of each service box indicates whether the service is above the benchmark 
(green), similar to the benchmark (yellow) or below the benchmark (red). 

 Identification of key services. A black key icon next to a service box indicates that service is key 
(either core or key driver) 

Twenty-two services were included in the KDA for the City of Corvallis. Of these, 18 were above 
the benchmark, one was below the benchmark and three were similar to the benchmark. The two 
key drivers are shown. 

Considering all performance data included in the Action Chart, a jurisdiction typically will want to 
consider improvements to any key driver services that are not at least similar to the benchmark. In 
Corvallis, economic development was below the benchmark and police services were similar to the 
benchmark. More detail about interpreting results can be found in the next section. 

Services with a high percent of respondents answering “don’t know” were excluded from the 
analysis and were considered services that would be less influential. See Appendix A: Complete 
Survey Frequencies, Frequencies Including “Don’t Know” Responses  for the percent “don’t know” 
for each service. 
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FIGURE 85: CITY  OF CORVALLIS ACTION CHART 
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UU ss ii nn gg   YY oo uu rr   AA cc tt ii oo nn   CC hh aa rr tt ™™   
The key drivers derived for the City of Corvallis provide a list of those services that are uniquely 
related to overall service quality.  Those key drivers are marked with the symbol of a key in the 
action chart. Because key driver results are based on a relatively small number of responses, the 
relationships or correlations that define the key drivers are subject to more variability than is seen 
when key drivers are derived from a large national dataset of resident responses.  To benefit the 
City of Corvallis, NRC lists the key drivers derived from tens of thousands of resident responses 
from across the county. This national list is updated periodically so that you can compare your key 
drivers to the key drivers from the entire NRC data set. Where your locally derived key drivers 
overlap national key drivers, it makes sense to focus even more strongly on your keys. Similarly, 
when your local key drivers overlap your core services, there is stronger argument to make for 
attending to your key drivers that overlap with core services. In the following table, we have listed 
your key drivers, core services and the national key drivers and we have indicated, with shaded 
rows, the City of Corvallis key drivers that overlap core services or the nationally derived keys. 

FIGURE 86: KEY DRIVERS COMPARED 

Service 
City of Corvallis 

Key Drivers 
National Key 

Drivers Core Services 

Code enforcement    
Economic development    

EMS    
Fire    
Garbage collection    
Land use planning and zoning    
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Public information services    
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Sewer    
Storm drainage    
Street repair    
Water    
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PPooll ii ccyy   QQuueesstt iioonnss  
“Don’t know” responses have been removed from the following questions, when applicable. 

 
Policy Question 1  

Please indicate whether each of the following is a preferred source of information 
for you about the City. Yes No Total 

"The City" newsletter 72% 28% 100% 

Information in the Gazette-Times 76% 24% 100% 

Information in the Barometer 44% 56% 100% 

Cable’s Government Access Channel 21 14% 86% 100% 

Annual Reports 31% 69% 100% 

City Web site 52% 48% 100% 

Speaking engagement by City official 16% 84% 100% 

Parks and Recreation Activity Guide 75% 25% 100% 
 

Policy Question 2  

Below is a list of possible improvements and additions to 
the Corvallis Library. Please indicate how valuable, if at all, 

each service is to your household. If no one in your 
household has used the Library in the past 12 months, 

please skip to the next question. 
Very 

valuable 
Somewhat 
valuable 

Not 
valuable Total 

More self-checkout machines 25% 44% 31% 100% 

E-books 23% 41% 36% 100% 

Computer classes 24% 39% 37% 100% 

Adult cultural programs 31% 46% 23% 100% 
 

Policy Question 3  

In 2005, the City Council adopted a specific goal to enhance organizational 
sustainability efforts, focusing on environmental, economic and social issues to guide its 

activities. Please rate the job the City is doing toward meeting its goal of improving 
sustainability in City government. 

Percent of 
respondents 

Excellent 11% 

Good 56% 

Fair 28% 

Poor 6% 

Total 100% 
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AAppppeenndd ii xx   AA::   CCoommpplleettee   SSuurrvveeyy   
FFrreeqquueenncc ii eess   

FF RR EE QQ UU EE NN CC II EE SS   EE XX CC LL UU DD II NN GG   ““ DD OO NN ’’ TT   KK NN OO WW ””   RR EE SS PP OO NN SS EE SS   
 

Question 1: Quality of Life  

Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in 
Corvallis: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Corvallis as a place to live 49% 44% 6% 0% 100% 

Your neighborhood as a place to live 33% 48% 17% 2% 100% 

Corvallis as a place to raise children 47% 41% 10% 2% 100% 

Corvallis as a place to work 25% 40% 27% 8% 100% 

Corvallis as a place to retire 35% 39% 18% 8% 100% 

The overall quality of life in Corvallis 37% 53% 10% 0% 100% 
 

Question 2: Community Characteristics  

Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate 
to Corvallis as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Sense of community 24% 54% 20% 3% 100% 

Openness and acceptance of the community towards people of 
diverse backgrounds 20% 51% 24% 5% 100% 

Overall appearance of Corvallis 25% 61% 13% 1% 100% 

Cleanliness of Corvallis 28% 56% 15% 1% 100% 

Overall quality of new development in Corvallis 8% 41% 40% 11% 100% 

Variety of housing options 9% 36% 41% 15% 100% 

Overall quality of business and service establishments in 
Corvallis 11% 44% 35% 10% 100% 

Shopping opportunities 6% 26% 37% 32% 100% 

Opportunities to attend cultural activities 23% 42% 31% 4% 100% 

Recreational opportunities 28% 51% 16% 4% 100% 

Employment opportunities 4% 21% 51% 23% 100% 

Educational opportunities 55% 37% 7% 1% 100% 

Opportunities to participate in social events and activities 26% 54% 17% 3% 100% 

Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events and 
activities 35% 50% 12% 2% 100% 

Opportunities to volunteer 42% 48% 9% 1% 100% 

Opportunities to participate in community matters 30% 51% 17% 3% 100% 

Ease of car travel in Corvallis 21% 52% 22% 5% 100% 

Ease of bus travel in Corvallis 15% 48% 29% 8% 100% 

Ease of bicycle travel in Corvallis 43% 47% 10% 1% 100% 

Ease of walking in Corvallis 43% 45% 12% 1% 100% 

Availability of paths and walking trails 37% 50% 13% 1% 100% 

Traffic flow on major streets 9% 47% 38% 6% 100% 
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Question 2: Community Characteristics  

Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate 
to Corvallis as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Amount of public parking 8% 36% 39% 17% 100% 

Availability of affordable quality housing 3% 22% 47% 28% 100% 

Availability of affordable quality child care 6% 29% 44% 21% 100% 

Availability of affordable quality health care 11% 39% 35% 15% 100% 

Availability of affordable quality food 24% 46% 27% 4% 100% 

Availability of preventive health services 15% 49% 31% 5% 100% 

Air quality 34% 52% 12% 2% 100% 

Quality of overall natural environment in Corvallis 36% 57% 7% 1% 100% 

Overall image or reputation of Corvallis 30% 56% 13% 1% 100% 
 

Question 3: Growth  

Please rate the speed of growth 
in the following categories in 

Corvallis over the past 2 years: 

Much 
too 

slow 
Somewhat 
too slow 

Right 
amount 

Somewhat 
too fast 

Much 
too fast Total 

Population growth 4% 5% 67% 21% 3% 100% 

Retail growth (stores, restaurants, 
etc.) 16% 27% 42% 12% 3% 100% 

Jobs growth 29% 50% 20% 1% 0% 100% 
 

Question 4: Code Enforcement  

To what degree, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles a 
problem in Corvallis? 

Percent of 
respondents 

Not a problem 15% 

Minor problem 55% 

Moderate problem 25% 

Major problem 5% 

Total 100% 
 

Question 5: Community Safety  

Please rate how safe or unsafe 
you feel from the following in 

Corvallis: 
Very 
safe 

Somewhat 
safe 

Neither safe 
nor unsafe 

Somewhat 
unsafe 

Very 
unsafe Total 

Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault, 
robbery) 51% 36% 7% 5% 1% 100% 

Property crimes (e.g., burglary, 
theft) 20% 46% 15% 15% 4% 100% 

Environmental hazards, 
including toxic waste 50% 34% 11% 4% 1% 100% 
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Question 6: Personal Safety  

Please rate how safe or 
unsafe you feel: 

Very 
safe 

Somewhat 
safe 

Neither safe 
nor unsafe 

Somewhat 
unsafe 

Very 
unsafe Total 

In your neighborhood 
during the day 83% 14% 2% 1% 0% 100% 

In your neighborhood after 
dark 42% 41% 7% 8% 2% 100% 

In Corvallis’ downtown 
area during the day 78% 18% 3% 1% 0% 100% 

In Corvallis’ downtown 
area after dark 30% 46% 13% 10% 1% 100% 
 

Question 7: Crime Victim  

During the past twelve months, were you or anyone in your household the victim 
of any crime? 

Percent of 
respondents 

No 83% 

Yes 17% 

Total 100% 
 

Question 8: Crime Reporting  

If yes, was this crime (these crimes) reported to the police? Percent of respondents 

No 43% 

Yes 57% 

Total 100% 
 



City of Corvallis | 2008 

The National Citizen Survey™ 
56 

  Th
e 

N
at

io
na

l C
iti

ze
n 

Su
rv

ey
™

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r,
 In

c.
 

 
Question 9: Resident Behaviors  

In the last 12 months, about how many times, 
if ever, have you or other household members 

participated in the following activities in 
Corvallis? Never 

Once 
or 

twice 
3 to 12 
times 

13 to 
26 

times 

More 
than 26 
times Total 

Used Corvallis public libraries or their services 17% 20% 30% 14% 19% 100% 

Used Corvallis recreation centers 42% 20% 18% 8% 11% 100% 

Participated in a recreation program or activity 47% 19% 17% 7% 9% 100% 

Visited a neighborhood park or City park 4% 12% 31% 22% 31% 100% 

Ridden a local bus within Corvallis 61% 16% 13% 3% 7% 100% 

Attended a meeting of local elected officials or 
other local public meeting 71% 17% 8% 3% 1% 100% 

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or 
other local public meeting on cable television 74% 15% 9% 1% 1% 100% 

Read Corvallis Newsletter 13% 19% 52% 9% 7% 100% 

Visited the City of Corvallis Web site 39% 29% 25% 5% 3% 100% 

Recycled used paper, cans or bottles from your 
home 1% 1% 4% 10% 83% 100% 

Volunteered your time to some group or 
activity in Corvallis 36% 20% 21% 7% 16% 100% 

Participated in a club or civic group in 
Corvallis 56% 12% 14% 6% 12% 100% 

Provided help to a friend or neighbor 2% 14% 45% 19% 19% 100% 
 

Question 10: Neighborliness  

About how often, if at all, do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors 
(people who live in the 10 or 20 households that are closest to you)? 

Percent of 
respondents 

Just about everyday 19% 

Several times a week 28% 

Several times a month 27% 

Once a month 9% 

Several times a year 10% 

Once a year or less 3% 

Never 4% 

Total 100% 
 

Question 11: Service Quality  

Please rate the quality of each of the following services in 
Corvallis: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Police services 22% 57% 17% 4% 100% 

Fire services 43% 53% 4% 1% 100% 

Ambulance or emergency medical services 46% 48% 6% 0% 100% 

Crime prevention 16% 57% 22% 6% 100% 
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Question 11: Service Quality  

Please rate the quality of each of the following services in 
Corvallis: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Fire prevention and education 28% 60% 12% 1% 100% 

Municipal courts 15% 59% 20% 6% 100% 

Traffic enforcement 12% 49% 31% 8% 100% 

Street repair 5% 45% 39% 11% 100% 

Street cleaning 21% 59% 17% 3% 100% 

Street lighting 11% 54% 29% 7% 100% 

Snow removal 8% 54% 33% 6% 100% 

Sidewalk maintenance 8% 48% 37% 8% 100% 

Traffic signal timing 14% 47% 29% 10% 100% 

Bus or transit services 21% 50% 21% 7% 100% 

Garbage collection 40% 49% 9% 2% 100% 

Recycling 56% 33% 9% 2% 100% 

Yard waste pick-up 43% 44% 11% 1% 100% 

Storm drainage 17% 59% 20% 4% 100% 

Drinking water 33% 45% 18% 5% 100% 

Sewer services 27% 58% 14% 1% 100% 

City parks 44% 50% 6% 0% 100% 

Recreation programs or classes 30% 55% 14% 0% 100% 

Land use, planning and zoning 9% 43% 33% 15% 100% 

Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc) 6% 41% 38% 14% 100% 

Animal control 11% 54% 26% 9% 100% 

Economic development 3% 40% 39% 18% 100% 

Health services 17% 57% 22% 4% 100% 

Services to seniors 20% 63% 16% 1% 100% 

Services to youth 17% 55% 24% 4% 100% 

Services to low-income people 13% 38% 36% 14% 100% 

Public library services 53% 37% 10% 0% 100% 

Public information services 21% 52% 24% 3% 100% 

Public schools 21% 57% 20% 2% 100% 

Cable television 14% 49% 26% 11% 100% 

Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community 
for natural disasters or other emergency situations) 8% 52% 30% 10% 100% 

Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands 
and greenbelts 21% 53% 22% 4% 100% 

Osborn Aquatic Center 38% 53% 8% 0% 100% 

Chintimini Senior Center 25% 60% 14% 1% 100% 
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Question 12: Government Services Overall  

Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services 
provided by each of the following? Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

The City of Corvallis 20% 62% 16% 1% 100% 

The Federal Government 3% 29% 49% 18% 100% 

The State Government 4% 48% 43% 5% 100% 

Benton County Government 10% 59% 28% 3% 100% 
 

Question 13: Contact with City Employees  

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of 
Corvallis within the last 12 months (including police, receptionists, planners or any 

others)? 
Percent of 

respondents 

No 46% 

Yes 54% 

Total 100% 
 

Question 14: City Employees  

What was your impression of the employee(s) of the City of 
Corvallis in your most recent contact? Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Knowledge 43% 44% 11% 2% 100% 

Responsiveness 45% 33% 17% 5% 100% 

Courtesy 50% 31% 13% 6% 100% 

Overall impression 45% 34% 16% 5% 100% 
 

Question 15: Government Performance  

Please rate the following categories of Corvallis government 
performance: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

The value of services for the taxes paid to Corvallis 10% 53% 29% 7% 100% 

The overall direction that Corvallis is taking 12% 48% 30% 10% 100% 

The job Corvallis government does at welcoming citizen 
involvement 18% 48% 26% 8% 100% 

The job Corvallis government does at listening to citizens 9% 47% 30% 15% 100% 
 

Question 16: Recommendation and Longevity  

Please indicate how likely or unlikely 
you are to do each of the following: 

Very 
likely 

Somewhat 
likely 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

Very 
unlikely Total 

Recommend living in Corvallis to 
someone who asks 55% 36% 7% 2% 100% 

Remain in Corvallis for the next five 
years 53% 24% 10% 13% 100% 
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Question 17: Impact of the Economy  

What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in 
the next 6 months? Do you think the impact will be: 

Percent of 
respondents 

Very positive 1% 

Somewhat positive 5% 

Neutral 39% 

Somewhat negative 45% 

Very negative 10% 

Total 100% 
 

Question 18a: Policy Question 1  

Please indicate whether each of the following is a preferred source of information 
for you about the City. Yes No Total 

"The City" newsletter 72% 28% 100% 

Information in the Gazette-Times 76% 24% 100% 

Information in the Barometer 44% 56% 100% 

Cable’s Government Access Channel 21 14% 86% 100% 

Annual Reports 31% 69% 100% 

City Web site 52% 48% 100% 

Speaking engagement by City official 16% 84% 100% 

Parks and Recreation Activity Guide 75% 25% 100% 
 

Question 18b: Policy Question 2  

Below is a list of possible improvements and additions to 
the Corvallis Library. Please indicate how valuable, if at all, 

each service is to your household. If no one in your 
household has used the Library in the past 12 months, 

please skip to the next question. 
Very 

valuable 
Somewhat 
valuable 

Not 
valuable Total 

More self-checkout machines 25% 44% 31% 100% 

E-books 23% 41% 36% 100% 

Computer classes 24% 39% 37% 100% 

Adult cultural programs 31% 46% 23% 100% 
 

Question 18c: Policy Question 3  

In 2005, the City Council adopted a specific goal to enhance organizational 
sustainability efforts, focusing on environmental, economic and social issues to guide its 

activities. Please rate the job the City is doing toward meeting its goal of improving 
sustainability in City government. 

Percent of 
respondents 

Excellent 11% 

Good 56% 

Fair 28% 

Poor 6% 

Total 100% 
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Question D1: Employment Status  

Are you currently employed for pay? Percent of respondents 

No 33% 

Yes, full-time 48% 

Yes, part-time 19% 

Total 100% 
 

Question D2: Mode of Transportation Used for Commute  

During a typical week, how many days do you commute to work (for the longest 
distance of your commute) in each of the ways listed below? 

Percent of days 
mode used 

Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, etc…) by myself 46% 

Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, etc…) with other children or 
adults 11% 

Bus, rail, subway or other public transportation 3% 

Walk 12% 

Bicycle 22% 

Work at home 6% 

Other 1% 
 

Question D3: Length of Residency  

How many years have you lived in Corvallis? Percent of respondents 

Less than 2 years 14% 

2 to 5 years 23% 

6 to 10 years 19% 

11 to 20 years 15% 

More than 20 years 29% 

Total 100% 
 

Question D4: Housing Unit Type  

Which best describes the building you live in? Percent of respondents 

One family house detached from any other houses 68% 

House attached to one or more houses (e.g., a duplex or townhome) 10% 

Building with two or more apartments or condominiums 19% 

Mobile home 1% 

Other 3% 

Total 100% 
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Question D5: Housing Tenure (Rent/Own)  

Is this house, apartment or mobile home… Percent of respondents 

Rented for cash or occupied without cash payment 41% 

Owned by you or someone in this house with a mortgage or free and clear 59% 

Total 100% 
 

Question D6: Monthly Housing Cost  

About how much is your monthly housing cost for the place you live (including rent, 
mortgage payment, property tax, property insurance and homeowners" association 

(HOA) fees)? 
Percent of 

respondents 

Less than $300 per month 7% 

$300 to $599 per month 23% 

$600 to $999 per month 29% 

$1,000 to $1,499 per month 22% 

$1,500 to $2,499 per month 14% 

$2,500 or more per month 4% 

Total 100% 
 

Question D7: Presence of Children in Household  

Do any children 17 or under live in your household? Percent of respondents 

No 73% 

Yes 27% 

Total 100% 
 

Question D8: Presence of Older Adults in Household  

Are you or any other members of your household aged 65 or older? Percent of respondents 

No 80% 

Yes 20% 

Total 100% 
 

Question D9: Household Income  

How much do you anticipate your household's total income before taxes will be for the 
current year? (Please include in your total income money from all sources for all 

persons living in your household.) 
Percent of 

respondents 

Less than $24,999 24% 

$25,000 to $49,999 27% 

$50,000 to $99,999 32% 

$100,000 to $149,000 13% 

$150,000 or more 4% 

Total 100% 
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Question D10: Ethnicity  

Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? Percent of respondents 

No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 97% 

Yes, I consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 3% 

Total 100% 
 

Question D11: Race  

What is your race? (Mark one or more races to indicate what race(s) you consider 
yourself to be.) 

Percent of 
respondents 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 2% 

Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander 3% 

Black or African American 0% 

White 93% 

Other 4% 

Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option  
 

Question D12: Age  

In which category is your age? Percent of respondents 

18 to 24 years 15% 

25 to 34 years 32% 

35 to 44 years 10% 

45 to 54 years 16% 

55 to 64 years 12% 

65 to 74 years 8% 

75 years or older 7% 

Total 100% 
 

Question D13: Gender  

What is your sex? Percent of respondents 

Female 51% 

Male 49% 

Total 100% 
 

Question D15: Voted in Last General Election  

Many people don't have time to vote in elections. Did you vote in the last general 
election? 

Percent of 
respondents 

No 4% 

Yes 95% 

Ineligible to vote 2% 

Total 100% 
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FF RR EE QQ UU EE NN CC II EE SS   II NN CC LL UU DD II NN GG   ““ DD OO NN ’’ TT   KK NN OO WW ””   RR EE SS PP OO NN SS EE SS   
These tables contain the percentage of respondents for each response category as well as the “n” or total number of 
respondents for each category, next to the percentage. 
 

Question 1: Quality of Life  

Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in 
Corvallis: Excellent Good Fair Poor 

Don't 
know Total 

Corvallis as a place to live 49% 245 44% 220 6% 29 0% 2 0% 0 100% 496 

Your neighborhood as a place to live 33% 163 48% 238 17% 85 2% 9 0% 0 100% 494 

Corvallis as a place to raise children 40% 198 35% 171 9% 42 2% 7 15% 71 100% 490 

Corvallis as a place to work 23% 113 36% 178 25% 121 8% 38 8% 39 100% 489 

Corvallis as a place to retire 27% 131 29% 144 14% 68 6% 31 24% 116 100% 491 

The overall quality of life in Corvallis 37% 181 53% 262 9% 47 0% 1 0% 2 100% 492 
 

Question 2: Community Characteristics  

Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to 
Corvallis as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor 

Don't 
know Total 

Sense of community 23% 114 52% 254 19% 92 3% 13 3% 15 100% 489 

Openness and acceptance of the community towards people of 
diverse backgrounds 19% 93 48% 239 22% 111 5% 23 6% 29 100% 495 

Overall appearance of Corvallis 25% 123 61% 300 13% 65 1% 7 0% 0 100% 495 

Cleanliness of Corvallis 28% 139 56% 274 15% 72 1% 7 0% 1 100% 493 

Overall quality of new development in Corvallis 7% 37 36% 179 36% 175 10% 50 11% 53 100% 493 

Variety of housing options 9% 42 33% 163 38% 186 14% 67 7% 36 100% 494 

Overall quality of business and service establishments in 
Corvallis 10% 51 44% 214 35% 171 10% 47 2% 9 100% 491 

Shopping opportunities 6% 29 26% 128 37% 180 32% 156 0% 1 100% 494 

Opportunities to attend cultural activities 22% 106 40% 197 30% 148 4% 21 5% 23 100% 495 

Recreational opportunities 27% 136 50% 245 16% 78 4% 22 3% 13 100% 494 

Employment opportunities 4% 18 19% 91 45% 221 21% 101 12% 59 100% 491 

Educational opportunities 55% 271 36% 179 7% 34 1% 4 1% 6 100% 494 
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Question 2: Community Characteristics  

Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to 
Corvallis as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor 

Don't 
know Total 

Opportunities to participate in social events and activities 25% 121 52% 255 16% 81 3% 14 4% 20 100% 492 

Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events and 
activities 28% 137 40% 195 9% 46 2% 9 21% 105 100% 492 

Opportunities to volunteer 38% 186 44% 216 8% 41 1% 3 10% 49 100% 495 

Opportunities to participate in community matters 26% 127 45% 219 15% 71 2% 12 12% 61 100% 490 

Ease of car travel in Corvallis 21% 105 51% 253 21% 106 5% 25 1% 7 100% 495 

Ease of bus travel in Corvallis 11% 55 36% 175 22% 108 6% 29 25% 124 100% 492 

Ease of bicycle travel in Corvallis 40% 194 43% 210 9% 43 1% 5 8% 39 100% 490 

Ease of walking in Corvallis 42% 209 44% 219 12% 59 0% 2 1% 4 100% 493 

Availability of paths and walking trails 36% 178 49% 239 12% 61 1% 3 2% 11 100% 491 

Traffic flow on major streets 9% 44 47% 229 37% 184 6% 32 0% 2 100% 491 

Amount of public parking 7% 36 35% 172 38% 186 16% 80 3% 14 100% 489 

Availability of affordable quality housing 3% 13 19% 94 41% 199 24% 117 13% 62 100% 486 

Availability of affordable quality child care 2% 11 11% 53 16% 79 8% 37 63% 305 100% 485 

Availability of affordable quality health care 9% 44 30% 148 28% 135 12% 56 22% 105 100% 488 

Availability of affordable quality food 23% 115 46% 226 26% 130 4% 18 1% 7 100% 495 

Availability of preventive health services 12% 56 37% 182 24% 117 4% 18 24% 115 100% 488 

Air quality 33% 161 51% 249 12% 59 2% 9 2% 9 100% 488 

Quality of overall natural environment in Corvallis 35% 173 56% 275 7% 34 1% 3 1% 6 100% 490 

Overall image or reputation of Corvallis 29% 145 55% 271 13% 64 1% 4 2% 9 100% 494 
 

Question 3: Growth  

Please rate the speed of growth in the 
following categories in Corvallis over the 

past 2 years: 
Much too 

slow 
Somewhat too 

slow 
Right 

amount 
Somewhat 

too fast 
Much too 

fast 
Don't 
know Total 

Population growth 3% 15 4% 22 55% 269 17% 85 2% 12 18% 89 100% 492 

Retail growth (stores, restaurants, etc.) 14% 71 24% 119 38% 187 11% 54 3% 13 10% 47 100% 492 

Jobs growth 21% 102 36% 178 14% 70 1% 3 0% 1 28% 137 100% 490 
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Question 4: Code Enforcement  

To what degree, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles a problem in Corvallis? Percent of respondents Count 

Not a problem 15% 73 

Minor problem 53% 259 

Moderate problem 24% 118 

Major problem 5% 24 

Don't know 3% 15 

Total 100% 488 
 

Question 5: Community Safety  

Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel 
from the following in Corvallis: Very safe 

Somewhat 
safe 

Neither safe nor 
unsafe 

Somewhat 
unsafe 

Very 
unsafe 

Don't 
know Total 

Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault, robbery) 51% 251 36% 177 7% 34 5% 23 1% 4 0% 2 100% 492 

Property crimes (e.g., burglary, theft) 19% 96 46% 224 15% 72 15% 74 4% 20 1% 5 100% 492 

Environmental hazards, including toxic 
waste 47% 232 32% 159 10% 51 4% 18 1% 5 5% 25 100% 490 
 

Question 6: Personal Safety  

Please rate how safe or unsafe you 
feel: Very safe 

Somewhat 
safe 

Neither safe nor 
unsafe 

Somewhat 
unsafe 

Very 
unsafe 

Don't 
know Total 

In your neighborhood during the 
day 83% 408 14% 68 2% 10 1% 4 0% 1 0% 1 100% 492 

In your neighborhood after dark 42% 208 41% 202 7% 36 8% 37 2% 8 0% 2 100% 493 

In Corvallis’ downtown area during 
the day 77% 381 18% 87 3% 17 1% 3 0% 0 1% 5 100% 493 

In Corvallis’ downtown area after 
dark 28% 140 43% 213 13% 62 9% 46 1% 5 5% 26 100% 493 
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Question 7: Crime Victim  

During the past twelve months, were you or anyone in your household the victim of any crime? Percent of respondents Count 

No 82% 403 

Yes 16% 81 

Don't know 1% 7 

Total 100% 492 
 

Question 8: Crime Reporting  

If yes, was this crime (these crimes) reported to the police? Percent of respondents Count 

No 40% 33 

Yes 53% 44 

Don't know 8% 7 

Total 100% 83 
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Question 9: Resident Behaviors  

In the last 12 months, about how many times, if ever, 
have you or other household members participated in the 

following activities in Corvallis? Never 
Once or 

twice 
3 to 12 
times 

13 to 26 
times 

More than 26 
times Total 

Used Corvallis public libraries or their services 17% 84 20% 97 30% 147 14% 71 19% 96 100% 494 

Used Corvallis recreation centers 42% 208 20% 99 18% 91 8% 40 11% 54 100% 491 

Participated in a recreation program or activity 47% 231 19% 93 17% 85 7% 36 9% 44 100% 489 

Visited a neighborhood park or City park 4% 21 12% 59 31% 150 22% 106 31% 152 100% 487 

Ridden a local bus within Corvallis 61% 295 16% 77 13% 61 3% 14 7% 34 100% 480 

Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other local 
public meeting 71% 351 17% 85 8% 37 3% 13 1% 6 100% 494 

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other local 
public meeting on cable television 74% 367 15% 72 9% 43 1% 7 1% 4 100% 494 

Read Corvallis Newsletter 13% 62 19% 94 52% 256 9% 44 7% 32 100% 489 

Visited the City of Corvallis Web site 39% 190 29% 140 25% 122 5% 24 3% 14 100% 491 

Recycled used paper, cans or bottles from your home 1% 5 1% 7 4% 19 10% 51 83% 406 100% 487 

Volunteered your time to some group or activity in 
Corvallis 36% 175 20% 96 21% 104 7% 36 16% 78 100% 487 

Participated in a club or civic group in Corvallis 56% 275 12% 58 14% 69 6% 31 12% 59 100% 492 

Provided help to a friend or neighbor 2% 12 14% 70 45% 222 19% 92 19% 95 100% 490 
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Question 10: Neighborliness  

About how often, if at all, do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors (people who live in the 10 or 20 
households that are closest to you)? 

Percent of 
respondents Count 

Just about everyday 19% 95 

Several times a week 28% 137 

Several times a month 27% 134 

Once a month 9% 44 

Several times a year 10% 48 

Once a year or less 3% 16 

Never 4% 20 

Total 100% 494 
 

Question 11: Service Quality  

Please rate the quality of each of the following services in 
Corvallis: Excellent Good Fair Poor 

Don't 
know Total 

Police services 19% 93 48% 237 14% 69 4% 18 15% 76 100% 492 

Fire services 31% 153 38% 189 3% 15 0% 2 27% 135 100% 494 

Ambulance or emergency medical services 31% 152 33% 161 4% 19 0% 1 33% 161 100% 494 

Crime prevention 11% 53 39% 192 15% 74 4% 19 31% 154 100% 492 

Fire prevention and education 17% 85 37% 181 7% 37 0% 2 38% 189 100% 494 

Municipal courts 7% 35 29% 141 10% 48 3% 14 52% 256 100% 494 

Traffic enforcement 10% 51 44% 214 28% 135 7% 33 11% 55 100% 488 

Street repair 5% 24 43% 213 38% 188 10% 51 3% 14 100% 489 

Street cleaning 21% 102 58% 283 17% 83 3% 13 2% 7 100% 488 

Street lighting 10% 51 53% 259 28% 139 7% 34 1% 6 100% 490 

Snow removal 5% 23 32% 155 19% 94 4% 18 40% 195 100% 484 

Sidewalk maintenance 7% 35 45% 219 35% 169 8% 37 5% 26 100% 487 

Traffic signal timing 13% 65 47% 227 29% 142 10% 47 2% 8 100% 489 

Bus or transit services 14% 68 33% 161 14% 66 5% 24 35% 170 100% 488 

Garbage collection 40% 195 48% 236 9% 43 2% 8 2% 8 100% 490 
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Question 11: Service Quality  

Please rate the quality of each of the following services in 
Corvallis: Excellent Good Fair Poor 

Don't 
know Total 

Recycling 55% 270 33% 160 9% 44 2% 9 1% 7 100% 490 

Yard waste pick-up 37% 182 38% 185 10% 47 1% 6 14% 69 100% 489 

Storm drainage 15% 72 51% 249 18% 85 3% 17 13% 64 100% 488 

Drinking water 32% 159 44% 214 17% 85 5% 23 2% 9 100% 488 

Sewer services 23% 114 50% 244 12% 59 1% 3 14% 68 100% 487 

City parks 43% 211 49% 241 6% 29 0% 0 2% 9 100% 489 

Recreation programs or classes 20% 98 37% 179 9% 45 0% 1 34% 166 100% 489 

Land use, planning and zoning 6% 31 31% 151 24% 115 11% 54 28% 135 100% 487 

Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc) 4% 22 29% 144 27% 133 10% 50 29% 141 100% 489 

Animal control 7% 35 35% 172 17% 82 6% 29 35% 169 100% 488 

Economic development 2% 9 28% 137 27% 132 13% 62 29% 142 100% 483 

Health services 13% 65 44% 213 17% 83 3% 15 23% 111 100% 487 

Services to seniors 10% 51 33% 161 8% 40 0% 2 48% 232 100% 486 

Services to youth 10% 49 33% 159 14% 68 3% 12 41% 198 100% 487 

Services to low-income people 6% 28 17% 85 17% 80 6% 31 54% 261 100% 486 

Public library services 47% 231 34% 164 9% 44 0% 0 10% 49 100% 488 

Public information services 15% 74 37% 180 17% 82 2% 9 29% 140 100% 485 

Public schools 14% 69 38% 183 13% 63 1% 5 34% 165 100% 486 

Cable television 10% 47 35% 170 18% 89 8% 39 29% 139 100% 484 

Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community 
for natural disasters or other emergency situations) 3% 16 22% 108 13% 63 4% 21 57% 279 100% 488 

Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and 
greenbelts 19% 90 47% 228 19% 94 3% 16 12% 58 100% 485 

Osborn Aquatic Center 24% 116 33% 160 5% 26 0% 1 38% 187 100% 490 

Chintimini Senior Center 9% 46 23% 113 5% 25 0% 2 62% 302 100% 489 
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Question 12: Government Services Overall  

Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services provided 
by each of the following? Excellent Good Fair Poor 

Don't 
know Total 

The City of Corvallis 18% 89 58% 281 15% 74 1% 7 7% 33 100% 484 

The Federal Government 3% 14 24% 115 40% 192 14% 69 20% 95 100% 484 

The State Government 4% 18 38% 186 34% 167 4% 21 19% 93 100% 484 

Benton County Government 8% 38 46% 223 22% 104 2% 12 22% 107 100% 484 
 

Question 13: Contact with City Employees  

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of Corvallis within the last 12 months 
(including police, receptionists, planners or any others)? 

Percent of 
respondents Count 

No 46% 220 

Yes 54% 263 

Total 100% 483 
 

Question 14: City Employees  

What was your impression of the employee(s) of the City of Corvallis 
in your most recent contact? Excellent Good Fair Poor 

Don't 
know Total 

Knowledge 43% 112 43% 113 11% 29 2% 5 2% 5 100% 263 

Responsiveness 44% 117 33% 86 17% 45 5% 14 0% 1 100% 263 

Courtesy 50% 131 31% 82 13% 34 6% 15 0% 1 100% 263 

Overall impression 44% 117 34% 90 16% 42 5% 12 0% 1 100% 263 
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Question 15: Government Performance  

Please rate the following categories of Corvallis government 
performance: Excellent Good Fair Poor 

Don't 
know Total 

The value of services for the taxes paid to Corvallis 8% 40 43% 209 23% 114 6% 28 20% 97 100% 488 

The overall direction that Corvallis is taking 11% 54 44% 215 27% 131 9% 44 9% 43 100% 487 

The job Corvallis government does at welcoming citizen 
involvement 13% 64 35% 172 19% 94 6% 30 26% 127 100% 486 

The job Corvallis government does at listening to citizens 6% 30 32% 154 20% 98 10% 48 32% 153 100% 484 
 

Question 16: Recommendation and Longevity  

Please indicate how likely or unlikely you are to do 
each of the following: Very likely 

Somewhat 
likely 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

Very 
unlikely 

Don't 
know Total 

Recommend living in Corvallis to someone who asks 55% 268 35% 174 7% 34 2% 10 1% 4 100% 491 

Remain in Corvallis for the next five years 52% 256 23% 115 10% 47 13% 62 2% 12 100% 491 
 

Question 17: Impact of the Economy  

What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in the next 6 months? Do you 
think the impact will be: 

Percent of 
respondents Count 

Very positive 1% 5 

Somewhat positive 5% 24 

Neutral 39% 193 

Somewhat negative 45% 219 

Very negative 10% 49 

Total 100% 489 
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Question 18a: Policy Question 1  

Please indicate whether each of the following is a preferred source of information for you 
about the City. Yes No 

Don’t 
know Total 

"The City" newsletter 64% 310 25% 123 11% 54 100% 488 

Information in the Gazette-Times 72% 353 23% 112 5% 24 100% 490 

Information in the Barometer 38% 184 49% 239 13% 66 100% 489 

Cable’s Government Access Channel 21 11% 54 68% 334 20% 100 100% 489 

Annual Reports 24% 118 54% 263 21% 103 100% 484 

City Web site 42% 206 39% 190 19% 90 100% 486 

Speaking engagement by City official 12% 57 63% 306 25% 122 100% 485 

Parks and Recreation Activity Guide 69% 338 23% 112 8% 40 100% 490 
 

Question 18b: Policy Question 2  

Below is a list of possible improvements and additions to the Corvallis 
Library. Please indicate how valuable, if at all, each service is to your 

household. If no one in your household has used the Library in the past 12 
months, please skip to the next question. 

Very 
valuable 

Somewhat 
valuable 

Not 
valuable 

Don’t 
know Total 

More self-checkout machines 21% 91 38% 160 27% 113 14% 60 100% 425 

E-books 17% 73 31% 130 27% 116 25% 104 100% 422 

Computer classes 18% 78 30% 127 29% 122 23% 98 100% 424 

Adult cultural programs 24% 101 35% 148 17% 73 24% 103 100% 425 
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Question 18c: Policy Question 3  

In 2005, the City Council adopted a specific goal to enhance organizational sustainability efforts, focusing on 
environmental, economic and social issues to guide its activities. Please rate the job the City is doing toward meeting its 

goal of improving sustainability in City government. 
Percent of 

respondents Count 

Excellent 7% 32 

Good 35% 171 

Fair 17% 84 

Poor 3% 17 

Don't know 37% 182 
 

Question D1: Employment Status  

Are you currently employed for pay? Percent of respondents Count 

No 33% 160 

Yes, full-time 48% 232 

Yes, part-time 19% 94 

Total 100% 486 
 

Question D2: Mode of Transportation Used for Commute  

During a typical week, how many days do you commute to work (for the longest distance of your commute) in each of the 
ways listed below? 

Percent of days mode 
used 

Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, etc…) by myself 46% 

Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, etc…) with other children or adults 11% 

Bus, rail, subway or other public transportation 3% 

Walk 12% 

Bicycle 22% 

Work at home 6% 

Other 1% 
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Question D3: Length of Residency  

How many years have you lived in Corvallis? Percent of respondents Count 

Less than 2 years 14% 68 

2 to 5 years 23% 115 

6 to 10 years 19% 91 

11 to 20 years 15% 74 

More than 20 years 29% 144 

Total 100% 492 
 

Question D4: Housing Unit Type  

Which best describes the building you live in? Percent of respondents Count 

One family house detached from any other houses 68% 331 

House attached to one or more houses (e.g., a duplex or townhome) 10% 47 

Building with two or more apartments or condominiums 19% 92 

Mobile home 1% 6 

Other 3% 14 

Total 100% 489 
 

Question D5: Housing Tenure (Rent/Own)  

Is this house, apartment or mobile home… Percent of respondents Count 

Rented for cash or occupied without cash payment 41% 195 

Owned by you or someone in this house with a mortgage or free and clear 59% 286 

Total 100% 481 
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Question D6: Monthly Housing Cost  

About how much is your monthly housing cost for the place you live (including rent, mortgage payment, property tax, 
property insurance and homeowners" association (HOA) fees)? 

Percent of 
respondents Count 

Less than $300 per month 7% 34 

$300 to $599 per month 23% 113 

$600 to $999 per month 29% 141 

$1,000 to $1,499 per month 22% 107 

$1,500 to $2,499 per month 14% 67 

$2,500 or more per month 4% 22 

Total 100% 484 
 

Question D7: Presence of Children in Household  

Do any children 17 or under live in your household? Percent of respondents Count 

No 73% 360 

Yes 27% 132 

Total 100% 493 
 

Question D8: Presence of Older Adults in Household  

Are you or any other members of your household aged 65 or older? Percent of respondents Count 

No 80% 393 

Yes 20% 98 

Total 100% 491 
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Question D9: Household Income  

How much do you anticipate your household's total income before taxes will be for the current year? (Please include in 
your total income money from all sources for all persons living in your household.) 

Percent of 
respondents Count 

Less than $24,999 24% 112 

$25,000 to $49,999 27% 128 

$50,000 to $99,999 32% 153 

$100,000 to $149,000 13% 61 

$150,000 or more 4% 21 

Total 100% 475 
 

Question D10: Ethnicity  

Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? Percent of respondents Count 

No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 97% 473 

Yes, I consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 3% 14 

Total 100% 487 
 

Question D11: Race  

What is your race? (Mark one or more races to indicate what race(s) you consider yourself to be.) Percent of respondents Count 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 2% 9 

Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander 3% 17 

Black or African American 0% 1 

White 93% 457 

Other 4% 18 

Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option  
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Question D12: Age  

In which category is your age? Percent of respondents Count 

18 to 24 years 15% 73 

25 to 34 years 32% 155 

35 to 44 years 10% 48 

45 to 54 years 16% 80 

55 to 64 years 12% 60 

65 to 74 years 8% 38 

75 years or older 7% 36 

Total 100% 491 
 

Question D13: Gender  

What is your sex? Percent of respondents Count 

Female 51% 251 

Male 49% 238 

Total 100% 490 
 

Question D15: Voted in Last General Election  

Many people don't have time to vote in elections. Did you vote in the last general election? Percent of respondents Count 

No 4% 17 

Yes 94% 463 

Ineligible to vote 2% 8 

Don't know 1% 3 

Total 100% 493 
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AAppppeenndd ii xx   BB::   SSuurrvveeyy   MMeetthhooddoollooggyy   
The National Citizen Survey™ was developed to provide local jurisdictions an accurate, affordable 
and easy way to assess and interpret resident opinion about important community issues. While 
standardization of question wording and survey methods provide the rigor to assure valid results, 
each jurisdiction has enough flexibility to construct a customized version of The National Citizen 
Survey™ that asks residents about key local services and important local issues.  

Results offer insight into residents’ perspectives about local government performance and as such 
provide important benchmarks for jurisdictions working on performance measurement. The 
National Citizen Survey™ is designed to help with budget, land use and strategic planning as well 
as to communicate with local residents. The National Citizen Survey™ permits questions to test 
support for local policies and answers to its questions also speak to community trust and 
involvement in community-building activities as well as to resident demographic characteristics.  

SS UU RR VV EE YY   VV AA LL II DD II TT YY   
The question of survey validity has two parts: 1) how can a jurisdiction be confident that the results 
from those who completed the questionnaire are representative of the results that would have been 
obtained had the survey been administered to the entire population? and 2) how closely do the 
perspectives recorded on the survey reflect what residents really believe or do? 

To answer the first question, the best survey research practices were used for the resources spent to 
ensure that the results from the survey respondents reflect the opinions of residents in the entire 
jurisdiction. These practices include: 

 Using a mail-out/mail-back methodology, which typically gets a higher response rate than 
phone for the same dollars spent. A higher response rate lessens the worry that those who did 
not respond are different than those who did respond. 

 Selecting households at random within the jurisdiction to receive the survey. A random 
selection ensures that the households selected to receive the survey are similar to the entire 
population. A non-random sample may only include households from one geographic area, or 
from households of only one type. 

 Over-sampling multi-family housing units to improve response from hard-to-reach, lower 
income, or younger apartment dwellers. 

 Contacting potential respondents three times to encourage response from people who may 
have different opinions or habits than those who would respond with only a single prompt. 

 Soliciting response on jurisdiction letterhead signed by the highest ranking elected official or 
staff member, thus appealing to the recipients’ sense of civic responsibility. 

 Providing a self-addressed, postage-paid return envelope. 
 Offering the survey in Spanish when appropriate and requested by City officials. 
 Using the most recent available information about the characteristics of jurisdiction residents to 

weight the data to reflect the demographics of the population. 
The answer to the second question about how closely the perspectives recorded on the survey 
reflect what residents really believe or do is more complex. Resident responses to surveys are 
influenced by a variety of factors. For questions about service quality, residents’ expectations for 
service quality play a role as well as the “objective” quality of the service provided, the way the 
resident perceives the entire community (that is, the context in which the service is provided), the 
scale on which the resident is asked to record his or her opinion and, of course, the opinion, itself, 
that a resident holds about the service. Similarly a resident’s report of certain behaviors is colored 
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by what he or she believes is the socially desirable response (e.g., reporting tolerant behaviors 
toward “oppressed groups,” likelihood of voting a tax increase for services to poor people, use of 
alternative modes of travel to work besides the single occupancy vehicle), his or her memory of the 
actual behavior (if it is not a question speculating about future actions, like a vote), his or her 
confidence that he or she can be honest without suffering any negative consequences (thus the 
need for anonymity) as well as the actual behavior itself.  

How closely survey results come to recording the way a person really feels or behaves often is 
measured by the coincidence of reported behavior with observed current behavior (e.g., driving 
habits), reported intentions to behave with observed future behavior (e.g., voting choices) or 
reported opinions about current community quality with objective characteristics of the community 
(e.g., feelings of safety correlated with rates of crime). There is a body of scientific literature that has 
investigated the relationship between reported behaviors and actual behaviors. Well-conducted 
surveys, by and large, do capture true respondent behaviors or intentions to act with great 
accuracy. Predictions of voting outcomes tend to be quite accurate using survey research, as do 
reported behaviors that are not about highly sensitive issues (e.g., family abuse or other illegal or 
morally sanctioned activities). For self-reports about highly sensitive issues, statistical adjustments 
can be made to correct for the respondents’ tendency to report what they think the “correct” 
response should be. 

Research on the correlation of resident opinion about service quality and “objective” ratings of 
service quality tend to be ambiguous, some showing stronger relationships than others. NRC’s own 
research has demonstrated that residents who report the lowest ratings of street repair live in 
communities with objectively worse street conditions than those who report high ratings of street 
repair (based on road quality, delay in street repair, number of road repair employees). Similarly, 
the lowest rated fire services appear to be “objectively” worse than the highest rated fire services 
(expenditures per capita, response time, “professional” status of firefighters, breadth of services and 
training provided). Whether some research confirms or disconfirms that relationship between what 
residents think about a community and what can be seen “objectively” in a community, NRC has 
argued that resident opinion is a perspective that cannot be ignored by government administrators. 
NRC principals have written, “If you collect trash three times a day but residents think that your 
trash haul is lousy, you still have a problem.” 

SS UU RR VV EE YY   SS AA MM PP LL II NN GG   
 “Sampling” refers to the method by which survey recipients were chosen. The City of Corvallis 
provided a list of registered voters.  Registered voter residing within the City of Corvallis were 
eligible to participate in the survey; from the list provided 1,200 registered voters were selected at 
random.  

To choose the 1,200 survey recipients, a systematic sampling method was applied to the list of 
registered voters. Systematic sampling is a procedure whereby a complete list of all possible items 
is culled, selecting every Nth one until the appropriate amount of items is selected.  

SS UU RR VV EE YY   AA DD MM II NN II SS TT RR AA TT II OO NN   
Selected registered voters received three mailings, one week apart, beginning October 17, 2008. 
The first mailing was a prenotification postcard announcing the upcoming survey. The next mailing 
contained a letter from the mayor and city manager inviting the household to participate, a 
questionnaire and a postage-paid return envelope. The final mailing contained a reminder letter, 
another survey and a postage-paid return envelope. The second cover letter asked those who had 
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not completed the survey to do so and those who have already done so to refrain from turning in 
another survey. Completed surveys were collected over the following five weeks. 

SS UU RR VV EE YY   RR EE SS PP OO NN SS EE   RR AA TT EE   AA NN DD   CC OO NN FF II DD EE NN CC EE   II NN TT EE RR VV AA LL SS   
Of the surveys mailed fifty-one were returned because the housing unit was vacant or the postal 
service was unable to deliver the survey as addressed. Of the 1,149 households receiving the 
survey mailings, 483 completed the survey, providing a response rate of 42%. In general, response 
rates obtained on local government resident surveys range from 25% to 40%. 

In theory, in 95 cases out of 100, the results based on the number of responses obtained will differ 
by no more than five percentage points in either direction from what would have been obtained 
had responses been collected from all City of Corvallis registered voters. This difference from the 
presumed population finding is referred to as the sampling error (or the “margin of error” or 95% 
confidence interval”). For subgroups of responses, the margin of sampling error is larger. In addition 
to sampling error, the practical difficulties of conducting any survey of the public may introduce 
other sources of error. For example, the failure of some of the selected adults to participate in the 
sample, who could have opinions different from survey responders, or the difficulty of including all 
sectors of the population, such as residents of some institutions or group residences, may lead to 
somewhat different results. Though standardized on The NCS, on other surveys, differences in 
question wording, order, translation and data entry, as examples, can lead to somewhat varying 
results. When The NCS is administered, most commonly it is the general adult population that is 
surveyed. The City of Corvallis preferred only to include registered voters. 

SS UU RR VV EE YY   PP RR OO CC EE SS SS II NN GG   (( DD AA TT AA   EE NN TT RR YY ))   
Completed surveys received by NRC were assigned a unique identification number. Additionally, 
each survey was reviewed and “cleaned” as necessary. For example, a question may have asked a 
respondent to pick two items out of a list of five, but the respondent checked three; NRC staff 
would choose randomly two of the three selected items to be coded in the dataset. 

Once all surveys were assigned a unique identification number, they were entered into an 
electronic dataset. This dataset was subject to a data entry protocol of “key and verify,” in which 
survey data were entered twice into an electronic dataset and then compared. Discrepancies were 
evaluated against the original survey form and corrected. Range checks as well as other forms of 
quality control were also performed. 

SS UU RR VV EE YY   DD AA TT AA   WW EE II GG HH TT II NN GG     
The demographic characteristics of the survey sample were used to weight results to reflect the 
appropriate percent of registered voters, based on the information provided by the City of Corvallis.  

The variables used for weighting were gender/age. This decision was based on: 

 The disparity between the survey respondent characteristics and the population norms for these 
variables 

 The saliency of these variables in detecting differences of opinion among subgroups 
The primary objective of weighting survey data is to make the survey sample reflective of the larger 
population of the community. This is done by: 1) reviewing the sample demographics and 
comparing them to the population norms from the most recent Census or other sources and 2) 
comparing the responses to different questions for demographic subgroups. The demographic 
characteristics that are least similar to the source and yield the most different results are the best 
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candidates for data weighting. A third criterion sometimes used is the importance that the 
community places on a specific variable. For example, if a jurisdiction feels that accurate race 
representation is key to staff and public acceptance of the study results, additional consideration 
will be given in the weighting process to adjusting the race variable. 

            A special software program using mathematical algorithms is used to calculate the 
appropriate weights. A limitation of data weighting is that only 2-3 demographic variables can be 
adjusted in a single study. Several different weighting “schemes” are tested to ensure the best fit for 
the data. 

The results of the weighting scheme are presented in the table below. 

 

Corvallis Citizen Survey  Weighting Table 2008 

Characteristic Population Norm1 Unweighted Data Weighted Data 

Sex and Age       
Female 51% 59% 51% 

Male 49% 41% 49% 

18-34 years of age 47% 31% 47% 

35-54 years of age 26% 28% 26% 

55+ years of age 27% 42% 27% 

Females 18-34 23% 19% 23% 

Females 35-54 14% 16% 14% 

Females 55+ 15% 23% 15% 

Males 18-34 24% 11% 24% 

Males 35-54 13% 12% 13% 

Males 55+ 12% 17% 12% 
Source: Corvallis 2008 Voter Registration List 
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SS UU RR VV EE YY   DD AA TT AA   AA NN AA LL YY SS II SS   AA NN DD   RR EE PP OO RR TT II NN GG   
The survey dataset was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 
Frequency distributions were presented in the body of the report. 

UU ss ee   oo ff   tt hh ee   ““ EE xx cc ee ll ll ee nn tt ,,   GG oo oo dd ,,   FF aa ii rr ,,   PP oo oo rr ””   RR ee ss pp oo nn ss ee   SS cc aa ll ee   
The scale on which respondents are asked to record their opinions about service and community 
quality is “excellent,” “good,” “fair” or “poor” (EGFP). This scale has important advantages over 
other scale possibilities (very good to very bad; very satisfied to very dissatisfied; strongly agree to 
strongly disagree, as examples). EGFP is used by the plurality of jurisdictions conducting citizen 
surveys across the U.S. The advantage of familiarity was one that NRC did not want to dismiss 
when crafting The National Citizen Survey™ questionnaire, because elected officials, staff and 
residents already are acquainted with opinion surveys measured this way. EGFP also has the 
advantage of offering three positive options, rather than only two, over which a resident can offer 
an opinion. While symmetrical scales often are the right choice in other measurement tasks, NRC 
has found that ratings of almost every local government service in almost every jurisdiction tend, on 
average, to be positive (that is, above the scale midpoint). Therefore, to permit finer distinctions 
among positively rated services, EGFP offers three options across which to spread those ratings. 
EGFP is more neutral because it requires no positive statement of service quality to judge (as agree-
disagree scales require) and, finally, EGFP intends to measure absolute quality of service delivery or 
community quality (unlike satisfaction scales which ignore residents’ perceptions of quality in favor 
of their report on the acceptability of the level of service offered). 

““ DD oo nn ’’ tt   KK nn oo ww ””   RR ee ss pp oo nn ss ee ss   
On many of the questions in the survey respondents may answer “don’t know.” The proportion of 
respondents giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix A. 
However, these responses have been removed from the analyses presented in the body of the 
report. In other words, the tables and graphs display the responses from respondents who had an 
opinion about a specific item. 

BB ee nn cc hh mm aa rr kk   CC oo mm pp aa rr ii ss oo nn ss   
NRC has been leading the strategic use of surveys for local governments since 1991, when the 
principals of the company wrote the first edition of what became the classic text on citizen 
surveying. In Citizen Surveys: how to do them, how to use them, what they mean, published by 
ICMA, not only were the principles for quality survey methods articulated, but both the idea of 
benchmark data for citizen opinion and the method for gathering benchmark data were pioneered. 
The argument for benchmarks was called “In Search of Standards.” “What has been missing from a 
local government’s analysis of its survey results is the context that school administrators can supply 
when they tell parents how an 80 percent score on the social studies test compares to test results 
from other school systems...” 

NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in 
citizen surveys from approximately 500 jurisdictions whose residents evaluated local government 
services. Conducted with typically no fewer than 400 residents in each jurisdiction, opinions are 
intended to represent over 30 million Americans. NRC has innovated a method for quantitatively 
integrating the results of surveys that conducted by NRC with those that others have conducted. 
The integration methods have been thoroughly described not only in the Citizen Surveys book, but 
also in Public Administration Review, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management. Scholars who 
specialize in the analysis of citizen surveys regularly have relied on this work (e.g., Kelly, J. & 
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Swindell, D. (2002). Service quality variation across urban space: First steps towards a model of 
citizen satisfaction. Journal of Urban Affairs, 24, 271-288.; Van Ryzin, G., Muzzio, D., Immerwahr, 
S., Gulick, L. & Martinez, E. (2004). Drivers and consequences of citizen satisfaction: An 
application of the American Customer Satisfaction Index Model to New York City, Public 
Administration Review, 64, 331- 341). The method described in those publications is refined 
regularly and statistically tested on a growing number of citizen surveys in NRC’s proprietary 
databases. NRC’s work on calculating national benchmarks for resident opinions about service 
delivery and quality of life won the Samuel C. May award for research excellence from the Western 
Governmental Research Association. 

TT hh ee   RR oo ll ee   oo ff   CC oo mm pp aa rr ii ss oo nn ss   
Benchmark comparisons are used for performance measurement. Jurisdictions use the comparative 
information to help interpret their own citizen survey results, to create or revise community plans, 
to evaluate the success of policy or budget decisions, to measure local government performance. 
Taking the pulse of the community has little meaning without knowing what pulse rate is too high 
and what is too low. When surveys of service satisfaction turn up “good” citizen evaluations, 
jurisdictions need to know how others rate their services to understand if “good” is good enough. 
Furthermore, in the absence of national or peer community comparisons, a jurisdiction is left with 
comparing its fire protection rating to its street maintenance rating. That comparison is unfair. 
Streets always lose to fire. More important and harder questions need to be asked; for example, 
how do residents’ ratings of fire service compare to opinions about fire service in other 
communities?  

A police department that provides the fastest and most efficient service—one that closes most of its 
cases, solves most of its crimes and keeps the crime rate low—still has a problem to fix if the 
residents in the community it intends to protect believe services are not very good compared to 
ratings given by residents to their own objectively “worse” departments. The benchmark data can 
help that police department – or any department – to understand how well citizens think it is 
doing. Without the comparative data, it would be like bowling in a tournament without knowing 
what the other teams are scoring. NRC recommends that citizen opinion be used in conjunction 
with other sources of data about budget, personnel and politics to help managers know how to 
respond to comparative results.  

Jurisdictions in the benchmark database are distributed geographically across the country and range 
from small to large in population size. Most commonly, comparisons are made to the entire 
database. Comparisons may also be made to subsets of jurisdictions (for example, within a given 
region or population category). Despite the differences in jurisdiction characteristics, all are in the 
business of providing local government services to residents. Though individual jurisdiction 
circumstances, resources and practices vary, the objective in every community is to provide 
services that are so timely, tailored and effective that residents conclude the services are of the 
highest quality. High ratings in any jurisdiction, like SAT scores in any teen household, bring pride 
and a sense of accomplishment. 

CC oo mm pp aa rr ii ss oo nn   oo ff   CC oo rr vv aa ll ll ii ss   tt oo   tt hh ee   BB ee nn cc hh mm aa rr kk   DD aa tt aa bb aa ss ee   
 The City of Corvallis chose to have comparisons made to the entire database and two subsets of 
similar jurisdictions from the database (Western region and population 35,000 to 70,000). A 
benchmark comparison (the average rating from all the comparison jurisdictions where a similar 
question was asked) has been provided when a similar question on the City of Corvallis Survey was 
included in NRC’s database and there were at least five jurisdictions in which the question was 
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asked. For most questions compared to the entire dataset, there were more than 100 jurisdictions 
included in the benchmark comparison. 

Where comparisons are available, Corvallis results are noted as being “above” the benchmark, 
“below” the benchmark or “similar to” the benchmark. This evaluation of “above,” “below” or 
“similar to” comes from a statistical comparison of Corvallis’ rating to the benchmark (the rating 
from all the comparison jurisdictions where a similar question was asked). 
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AAppppeenndd ii xx   CC::   SSuurrvveeyy   MMaatteerr iiaallss   
The following pages contain copies of the survey materials sent to randomly selected households 
within the City of Corvallis.  
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Dear Corvallis Resident, 
 
Your household has been selected at random to participate in 
an anonymous citizen survey about the City of Corvallis.  You 
will receive a copy of the survey next week in the mail with 
instructions for completing and returning it.  Thank you in 
advance for helping us with this important project! 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jon S. Nelson Charles C. Tomlinson 
City Manager Mayor 
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Please select the response (by circling the number or checking the box) that most closely represents your 
opinion for each question. Your responses are anonymous and will be reported in group form only. 

1. Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in Corvallis: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know 
Corvallis as a place to live........................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Your neighborhood as a place to live....................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Corvallis as a place to raise children ........................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Corvallis as a place to work ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Corvallis as a place to retire ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
The overall quality of life in Corvallis....................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Corvallis as a whole: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know 
Sense of community................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Openness and acceptance of the community toward people of  

diverse backgrounds ............................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall appearance of Corvallis ............................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Cleanliness of Corvallis............................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of new development in Corvallis ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Variety of housing options ....................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of business and service establishments in Corvallis .......... 1 2 3 4 5 
Shopping opportunities ............................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to attend cultural activities................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Recreational opportunities ....................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Employment opportunities ....................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Educational opportunities ........................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities ....................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events and activities . 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to volunteer ....................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to participate in community matters................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of car travel in Corvallis ................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of bus travel in Corvallis................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of bicycle travel in Corvallis ............................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of walking in Corvallis ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of paths and walking trails ..................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Traffic flow on major streets..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Amount of public parking ........................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing ................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality child care .............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality health care ............................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality food ...................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of preventive health services ................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Air quality ............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Quality of overall natural environment in Corvallis .................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall image or reputation of Corvallis .................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Please rate the speed of growth in the following categories in Corvallis over the past 2 years: 
 Much Somewhat Right Somewhat Much Don't 
 too slow too slow amount too fast too fast know 
Population growth ......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Retail growth (stores, restaurants, etc.)............................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Jobs growth.................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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The National Citizen Survey™ 

4. To what degree, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles a problem in Corvallis? 
 Not a problem  Minor problem  Moderate problem  Major problem  Don’t know 

5. Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel from the following in Corvallis: 
 Very Somewhat Neither safe Somewhat Very Don't 
 safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe know 
Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault, robbery) ..................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Property crimes (e.g., burglary, theft).............................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Environmental hazards, including toxic waste................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6.  Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel: 
 Very Somewhat Neither safe Somewhat Very Don't 
 safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe know 
In your neighborhood during the day............................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
In your neighborhood after dark..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
In Corvallis's downtown area during the day ................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
In Corvallis's downtown area after dark ......................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. During the past twelve months, were you or anyone in your household the victim of any crime? 
 No  Go to Question 9  Yes  Go to Question 8  Don’t know  Go to Question 9 

8. If yes, was this crime (these crimes) reported to the police? 
 No  Yes  Don’t know 

9. In the last 12 months, about how many times, if ever, have you or other household members participated in the 
following activities in Corvallis? 
  Once or 3 to 12 13 to 26 More than 
 Never twice times times 26 times 
Used Corvallis public libraries or their services........................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Used Corvallis recreation centers ............................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Participated in a recreation program or activity ........................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Visited a neighborhood park or City park................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Ridden a local bus within Corvallis .......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other local public  

meeting ................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other local public  

meeting on cable television .................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Read Corvallis Newsletter ........................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Visited the City of Corvallis Web site ....................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Recycled used paper, cans or bottles from your home.............................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Volunteered your time to some group or activity in Corvallis ................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Participated in a club or civic group in Corvallis ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Provided help to a friend or neighbor ...................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

10. About how often, if at all, do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors (people who live in the 10 or 20 
households that are closest to you)? 

 Just about every day  
 Several times a week  
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Several times a year  
 Once a year or less  
 Never 

11.  Please rate the quality of each of the following services in Corvallis: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know 
Police services ......................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Fire services ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Ambulance or emergency medical services.............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Crime prevention..................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Fire prevention and education ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Municipal courts ..................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
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11.  Please rate the quality of each of the following services in Corvallis: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know 
Traffic enforcement.................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Street repair ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Street cleaning ......................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Street lighting........................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Snow removal.......................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sidewalk maintenance ............................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Traffic signal timing ................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Bus or transit services............................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Garbage collection................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Recycling................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Yard waste pick-up .................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Storm drainage......................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Drinking water......................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sewer services ......................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
City parks................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Recreation programs or classes ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Land use, planning and zoning ............................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc) ............................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Animal control ........................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Economic development ........................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Health services ........................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Services to seniors.................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Services to youth...................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Services to low-income people ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Public library services .............................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Public information services ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Public schools.......................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Cable television ....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for  

natural disasters or other emergency situations) ................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and  

greenbelts ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Osborn Aquatic Center ............................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Chintimini Senior Center ......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

12.  Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services provided by each of the following? 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know 
The City of Corvallis ................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
The Federal Government ......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
The State Government ............................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Benton County Government .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

13.  Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of Corvallis within the last 12 months 
(including police, receptionists, planners or any others)? 

 No  Go to Question 15  Yes  Go to Question 14 

14.  What was your impression of the employee(s) of the City of Corvallis in your most recent contact? (Rate each 
characteristic below.) 

 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know 
Knowledge............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Responsiveness........................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Courtesy .................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall impression................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
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The National Citizen Survey™ 

15.  Please rate the following categories of Corvallis government performance: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know 
The value of services for the taxes paid to Corvallis.................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
The overall direction that Corvallis is taking............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
The job Corvallis government does at welcoming citizen involvement .... 1 2 3 4 5 
The job Corvallis government does at listening to citizens ....................... 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Please indicate how likely or unlikely you are to do each of the following: 
 Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Don’t 
 likely likely unlikely unlikely know 
Recommend living in Corvallis to someone who asks .................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Remain in Corvallis for the next five years ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

17. What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in the next 6 months? Do you think 
the impact will be: 

 Very positive  Somewhat positive  Neutral  Somewhat negative  Very negative 

18. Please check the response that comes closest to your opinion for each of the following questions: 

a.  Please indicate whether each of the following is a preferred source of information for you about the City. 
 Yes No Don’t know 
“The City” newsletter ..................................................................................... 1 2 3 
Information in the Gazette-Times ................................................................... 1 2 3 
Information in the Barometer.......................................................................... 1 2 3 
Cable’s Government Access Channel 21 ........................................................ 1 2 3 
Annual Reports............................................................................................... 1 2 3 
City Web site.................................................................................................. 1 2 3 
Speaking engagement by City official ............................................................. 1 2 3 
Parks and Recreation Activity Guide............................................................... 1 2 3 

b. Below is a list of possible improvements and additions to the Corvallis Library.  Please indicate how valuable, if at 
all, each service is to your household.  If no one in your household has used the Library in the past 12 months, 
please skip to the next question. 
 Very Somewhat Not Don’t 
 valuable valuable valuable know 
More self-checkout machines .............................................................................1 2 3 4 
E-books ..............................................................................................................1 2 3 4 
Computer classes ...............................................................................................1 2 3 4 
Adult cultural programs ......................................................................................1 2 3 4 

c.  In 2005, the City Council adopted a specific goal to enhance organizational sustainability efforts, focusing on 
environmental, economic and social issues to guide its activities. Please rate the job the City is doing toward 
meeting its goal of improving sustainability in City government.  

 Excellent  Good  Fair  Poor  Don’t know 

d. Is there anything else you would like to say about City government that is not covered in this questionnaire? 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________   
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________   
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________   



The City of Corvallis 2008 Citizen Survey 

Page 5 of 5 

 
Our last questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are completely 

anonymous and will be reported in group form only. 

D1. Are you currently employed for pay? 
 No  Go to Question D3 
 Yes, full time  Go to Question D2 
 Yes, part time  Go to Question D2 

D2. During a typical week, how many days do you 
commute to work (for the longest distance of 
your commute) in each of the ways listed below? 
(Enter the total number of days, using whole 
numbers.) 
Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, 

motorcycle, etc…) by myself .......... ______ days 
Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, 

motorcycle, etc…) with other  
children or adults ........................... ______ days 

Bus or other public  
transportation................................. ______ days 

Walk ................................................. ______ days 
Bicycle .............................................. ______ days 
Work at home ................................... ______ days 
Other ................................................ ______ days 

D3. How many years have you lived in Corvallis?  
 Less than 2 years  11-20 years 
 2-5 years  More than 20 years 
 6-10 years 

D4. Which best describes the building you live in? 
 One family house detached from any other houses 
 House attached to one or more houses (e.g., a 
 duplex or townhome) 
 Building with two or more apartments or  
 condominiums 
 Mobile home 
 Other 

D5. Is this house, apartment or mobile home... 
 Rented for cash or occupied without cash payment? 
 Owned by you or someone in this house with a  
 mortgage or free and clear? 

D6. About how much is your monthly housing cost for 
the place you live (including rent, mortgage payment, 
property tax, property insurance and homeowners’ 
association (HOA) fees)? 

 Less than $300 per month 
 $300 to $599 per month 
 $600 to $999 per month 
 $1,000 to $1,499 per month 
 $1,500 to $2,499 per month 
 $2,500 or more per month 

D7. Do any children 17 or under live in your household? 
 No  Yes 

D8. Are you or any other members of your household aged 
65 or older? 

 No  Yes 

D9. How much do you anticipate your household's total 
income before taxes will be for the current year? 
(Please include in your total income money from all 
sources for all persons living in your household.) 

 Less than $24,999 
 $25,000 to $49,999 
 $50,000 to $99,999 
 $100,000 to $149,999 
 $150,000 or more 

 
Please respond to both question D10 and D11: 

D10. Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? 
 No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 
 Yes, I consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic 
 or Latino 

D11. What is your race? (Mark one or more races to 
indicate what race you consider yourself to be) 

 American Indian or Alaskan Native 
 Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander 
 Black or African American 
 White 
 Other  

D12. In which category is your age? 
 18-24 years  55-64 years 
 25-34 years  65-74 years 
 35-44 years  75 years or older 
 45-54 years 

D13. What is your sex? 
 Female 
 Male 

D15. Many people don't have time to vote in elections. Did 
you vote in the last general election? 

 No 
 Yes 
 Ineligible to vote 
 Don’t know 

 

 
Thank you for completing this survey. Please return the completed survey in the postage paid envelope to: 

National Research Center, Inc., 3005 30th St., Boulder, CO 80301 



 
City Manager’s Office 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
P.O. Box 1083 

Corvallis, OR 97339-1083 
(541) 757-6901 

FAX (541) 757-6780 
e-mail: city.manager@ci.corvallis.or.us 

A Community that Honors Diversity 

 
 
 
October 2008 
 
Dear Corvallis Resident: 
 
The City of Corvallis wants to know what you think about our community and municipal government. 
You have been randomly selected to participate in Corvallis’ 2008 Citizen Survey.  
 
Please take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed Citizen Survey. Your feedback will help the City set 
benchmarks for tracking the quality of services provided to residents. Your answers will help the City 
Council make decisions that affect our community. You should find the questions interesting and we 
will definitely find your answers useful. Please participate! 
 
To get a representative sample of registered voters in Corvallis, the registered voter to whom this 
was addressed should complete this survey. 
 
Please have the appropriate member of the household spend a few minutes to answer all the questions 
and return the survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. Your responses will remain completely 
anonymous. 
 
The City of Corvallis has been conducting an annual Citizen Attitude Survey since 1993.  The survey 
has been very important in providing citizen feedback on City programs, services, and project ideas.  
The survey has also been used as a “report card” comparing how well we are doing compared to past 
years. 
 
2008 marks a change in how the City will conduct future Citizen Attitude Surveys.  One of the City’s 
goals has been to not only compare our service ratings to past years, but also to compare our ratings to 
other cities of similar size and circumstance. This is especially important as further work is done 
benchmarking Corvallis services compared to other similar cities in Oregon and the United States.   
 
The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS) achieves not only our traditional citizen feedback, but also 
provides the benchmarking necessary for future decision making. Should you have any comments or 
questions, please contact Carla Holzworth at 766-6901 or carla.holzworth@ci.corvallis.or.us.   
 
Please help us shape the future of Corvallis. Thank you for your time and participation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jon S. Nelson 
City Manager 

 
 
 
Charles C. Tomlinson 
Mayor 



 
City Manager’s Office 
501 SW Madison Avenue 

P.O. Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339-1083 

(541) 757-6901 
FAX (541) 757-6780 

e-mail: city.manager@ci.corvallis.or.us 

A Community that Honors Diversity 

 
October 2008 
 
Dear Corvallis Resident: 
 
About one week ago, you should have received a copy of the enclosed survey. If you completed it and 
sent it back, we thank you for your time and ask you to discard this survey. Please do not respond twice. 
If you have not had a chance to complete the survey, we would appreciate your response. The City of 
Corvallis wants to know what you think about our community and municipal government. You have been 
randomly selected to participate in the City of Corvallis’s Citizen Survey.  
 
Please take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed Citizen Survey. Your feedback will help the City set 
benchmarks for tracking the quality of services provided to residents. Your answers will help the City 
Council make decisions that affect our community. You should find the questions interesting and we will 
definitely find your answers useful. Please participate! 
 
To get a representative sample of registered voters in Corvallis, the registered voter to whom this 
was addressed should complete this survey. 
 
Please have the appropriate member of the household spend a few minutes to answer all the questions and 
return the survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. Your responses will remain completely 
anonymous. 
 
The City of Corvallis has been conducting an annual Citizen Attitude Survey since 1993.  The survey has 
been very important in providing citizen feedback on City programs, services, and project ideas.  The 
survey has also been used as a “report card” comparing how well we are doing compared to past years. 
 
2008 marks a change in how the City will conduct future Citizen Attitude Surveys.  One of the City’s goals 
has been to not only compare our service ratings to past years, but also to compare our ratings to other 
cities of similar size and circumstance.  This is especially important as further work is done benchmarking 
Corvallis services compared to other similar cities in Oregon and the United States.   
 
The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS) achieves not only our traditional citizen feedback, but also 
provides the benchmarking necessary for future decision making. Should you have any comments or 
questions, please contact Carla Holzworth at 766-6901 or carla.holzworth@ci.corvallis.or.us.   
 
Please help us shape the future of Corvallis. Thank you for your time and participation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jon S. Nelson 
City Manager 

 
 
 
Charles C. Tomlinson 
Mayor 



   
 3005 30th Street 777 North Capitol Street NE, Suite 500 
 Boulder, CO 80301 Washington, DC 20002 
 ww.n-r-c.com • 303-444-7863 www.icma.org • 202-289-ICMA 
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SSuurrvveeyy   BBaacckkggrroouunndd  
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The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS™) is a collaborative effort between National Research 
Center, Inc. (NRC) and the International City/County Management Association (ICMA).  

The survey and its administration are standardized to assure high quality survey methods and 
comparable results across The National Citizen Survey™ jurisdictions. Registered voters are selected 
at random. Multiple mailings give each selected registered voters more than one chance to 
participate with self-addressed and postage paid envelopes. Results are statistically weighted to 
reflect the proper demographic composition of Corvallis’ registered voters. 

The National Citizen Survey™ customized for this jurisdiction was developed in close cooperation 
with local jurisdiction staff. City of Corvallis staff selected items from a menu of questions about 
services and community problems; they requested a sample of registered voters only; they provided 
the list of Corvallis registered voters; and they provided the appropriate letterhead and signatures 
for mailings. City of Corvallis staff also determined local interest in a variety of add-on options to 
The National Citizen Survey™ Basic Service. 
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UUnnddeerrssttaanndd iinngg  tthhee   RReessuullttss  
AA BB OO UU TT   CC LL OO SS EE DD -- EE NN DD EE DD   AA NN DD   OO PP EE NN -- EE NN DD EE DD   QQ UU EE SS TT II OO NN SS   

Questions can either be asked in a closed-ended or open-ended manner. A closed-ended question 
is one where a set of response options is listed on the survey. Those taking the survey respond to 
each option listed. Open-ended questions have no answer choices from which respondents select 
their response. Instead, respondents must “create” their own answers and state them in their own 
words. The verbatim responses are categorized by topic area using codes. An "other" category is 
used for responses falling outside the coded categories. In general, a code is assigned when at least 
5-10% of responses will fit the code. 

Advantages of an open-ended question include: 

 Responses are not prompted, allowing respondents to provide answers that are not anticipated 
or well known. 

 This type of question tends to capture response options that come to mind most quickly. 
 The final result can be richer, since verbatim responses are included in an appendix, giving you 

and others a chance to “hear” the voice of respondents in their own words. 
 There is a smaller risk of missing important dimensions. 

VV EE RR BB AA TT II MM SS   
 

The verbatim responses were categorized by topic area and those topics are reported in the 
following table with the percent of responses given in each category. Because some comments 
from respondents covered more than a single topic, each topic mentioned by a respondent was 
categorized and counted for the table below. Those verbatim responses are grouped by the first 
topic listed in each comment whenever a respondent mentioned more than a single topic. Verbatim 
comments that contain more than one topic nevertheless appear only once (in the category of the 
first topic listed), however the analysis in the table below counts each of the topic areas given by all 
respondents regardless where those topics appeared in the comment. 

Results from the open-ended question are best understood by reviewing the table of frequencies 
that summarize responses, as well as the actual verbatim responses themselves. 

Is there anything else you would like to say about City government that is not covered in this questionnaire?  

 
 

Percent of 
Respondents 

Economic issues (business opportunities, employment, improve retail/shopping opportunities, 
growth friendly, etc) 20% 

Transportation issues (roads, traffic enforcement, repair, street lighting, alternative 
transportation, bike paths, parking, etc) 16% 

Governance issues (budget, taxation, fees, city employees, focus on local issues, etc) 16% 

City Services (social, emergency, garbage collection, recycling, code enforcement, etc) 11% 

Positive feedback 12% 

Planning and Environment issues (too much growth, land preservation, open space, green 
planning, etc) 11% 

Law enforcement issues (police, laws and ordinance enforcement, etc) 10% 

Other 31% 

Don’t Know/Nothing 5% 

Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one category.  
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VVeerrbbaatt iimm  RReessppoonnsseess  ttoo  OOppeenn --eennddeedd  
QQuueesstt iioonnss  

The following pages contain the respondents’ verbatim responses as written on the survey and have 
not been edited for spelling or grammar. Responses have been organized by coded topic areas. 

II SS   TT HH EE RR EE   AA NN YY TT HH II NN GG   EE LL SS EE   YY OO UU   WW OO UU LL DD   LL II KK EE   TT OO   SS AA YY   AA BB OO UU TT   CC II TT YY   

GG OO VV EE RR NN MM EE NN TT   TT HH AA TT   II SS   NN OO TT   CC OO VV EE RR EE DD   II NN   TT HH II SS   QQ UU EE SS TT II OO NN NN AA II RR EE ??     
 

EE cc oo nn oo mm ii cc   II ss ss uu ee ss   
 2.  Shopping opportunities-the lack of stores and the lack of competition among those that are 

in Corvallis has motivated me to spend up to 60% of my shopping dollars in other 
communities.  The lack of parking or limited parking time (i.e. 30 minutes maximum parking), 
restricts my patronage of restaurants and other businesses. I also spend well over 50% of my 
dining out dollars in other communities where unlimited parking is available.  4. Weeds-I’ve 
resided in three other states as an adult. Oregon is the first state to encourage me to let my lawn 
dry up and become a fire hazard in the summer. The water rates in Corvallis are the highest I’ve 
ever paid, even though the annual rainfall averages 40 inches. Did I tell you the other three 
states I lived in were in the southwest where rainfall is significantly less? Additionally, 
homeowners are discouraged from applying herbicides, while weeds are allowed to grow 
unchecked throughout the city. Oregon is generally concerned with "invading species" but 
seems not to have made the connection that weeds without control are "invasive" and 
detrimental to the health and beauty of a community.  11. Traffic enforcement-is non-existent 
when it comes to bicyclists. I don't think I’ve ever seen a bicyclist stop at a stop sign.  15. 
Property taxes and state income taxes-are the highest I’ve encour. Remain in Corvallis-four 
homes in our neighborhood either have their house for sale at the time of completing this 
survey, or are going to move within the next seven months. They are not only moving from 
Corvallis, but the state of Oregon, as well. We also intend to sell and relocate out of state 
within the next nine months. We would not recommend Corvallis to others. We would in fact, 
warn others of our negative experience(s).  18c. Sustainability-we were not aware that the city 
council had adopted the community sustainability action plan when we moved to Corvallis. If 
we had known, we would have chosen another community, most likely in another state. The 
"plan" smacks of communism. We don't want to live in a "hippie commune" where everything 
is governed in a socialist manner by community leaders. I have read the last two years worth of 
minutes of the city council meetings. I am now aware that many decisions are being made by 
the city council without bringing these issues to a vote by the citizens. This is why we are 
willing to relocate to another state. 

 Corvallis has done a good job keeping its downtown alive. But shops are all small, boutique 
type. There are only 3 stores in Corvallis where you can buy sheets and each of those is 2-3 
miles apart! More bus lines please. Later in the evening and on weekends. Very few folks today 
have the privilege of a m-f 9-5:30 job. 

 "Focus on downtown development in the area of high quality urban atmosphere, shops, 
restaurants, housing, etc. Keep the “Albany” type development in Albany i.e. 9th St. is ugly; 
downtown is not. Facilitate more urban desireables; discourage “suburban” malls, 9th St-like 
strips, etc. I am a native to Benton co (grew up in n. Albany in 50's & 60's). Graduated from 
OSU in 1981 (lived only two years away in mid 70's); worked at OSU for 27 yrs; have lived in 
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same house in NW Corvallis for 25 yrs. I love Oregon, Benton co., and Corvallis. When I retire 
in a few years, I plan to do more volunteering." 

 I enjoy living in Corvallis & have been an active member of the community as an ameri corps 
member. However, now that my year of service is complete I am finding extreme difficulty in 
employment. I would love to stay in Corvallis but there is no work for young well educated 
citizens like myself. 

 I think the city should show more appreciation towards H.P. and not take the company for 
granted. Also, I think the city should concentrate more on budgeting the money it has rather 
than constantly asking the tax payers for more. Also, it should be a priority for the city to get 
pacific power to fix their infrastructure so the power doesn't go out every few months - this is a 
ridiculous loss of economic output. 

 Invite more commercial zones and businesses, clean out anti-growth city council. Get an 
electronics store. 

 Job response due to a lack of entry-level chemical engineering work available in town. 
 More jobs, more stores, more flexibility in zoning decisions-evanite. 
 Need better shopping and resturant options. Cost of living to high for young families to stay in 

Corvallis. 
 Need to be more accepting of new businesses. I leave town to do most of my shopping or do so 

on the internet 
 Places to shop womens clothing for special events. Several stores. Established business. Need to 

slow growth. 
 Please decide to be pro-growth. We need the businesses here. Corvallis is a dying city. 
 Please try to recruit and welcome a chain health food store. (i.e. Trader Joes, whole foods, 

market of choice) 
 -Sustainable business should mean profitable -the main reasons I live in Corvallis are that my 

job is here and my extended family is here. I do not agree with the political leanings of this 
town and how they permeate every level of government. -the city does not understand business 
and taxes 

 The city needs more economic vitality - attracting & retaining businesses here!!! 
 The planning commission, city council and the mayor's office seem so set on stopping growth - 

of any kind - that industry and work opportunities are not going to be able to continue to 
sustain Corvallis and all the funding the city needs. How many building permits were issued 
this year? And how many new employees did the building department hire? Our taxes are 
paying for new employees - instead of permit fees. The city has made development impossible!! 

 "They make it too difficult for people trying to start a new business. There are too many fees 
and “red tape” to go through." 

 We need better shopping instead of going to Salem or Eugene. Need restaurants! - Big chains - 
olive garden, outback, etc. 

 We need good restaurants i.e.: the olive garden 
 Would like to see more shopping like American Eagle and Old Navy like mayor Tomlinson 

agreed when he first ran for mayor. More jobs and better housing 
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TT rr aa nn ss pp oo rr tt aa tt ii oo nn   II ss ss uu ee ss   
 A drastic and emergency needs to be addressed about fixing and increasing bike paths & bike 

lanes in Corvallis. Many 2 lane streets can be immediately converted - one lane for cars, one 
lane for bikes. I have an immediate neighbor who got hit by a car while on a bike. Bikes are my 
wife & I's primary form of transportation please make it a priority to improve life for bicycle 
commuters and Corvallis in general. Also the bus system is severly lacking in usability, please 
increase routes & route times every 15 to 20 minutes as opposed to ever 1 hour. Too much 
funds are spent on automobile transportation/roads for cars & not for bikes & buses. 

 At grant & 10th/highland, put in stop signs. The yeild signs dont work. I have had cars almost 
hit me on numerous occasions 

 Bicycle traffic should be better informed of rules and they should be enforced. Smoking is a big 
problem in public area 

 I would like the government (ie. Police, public works) to do more to promote safe bike use and 
enforcement of bike vs. Car rules. Including earlier clean-up of post-OSU home game broken 
beer bottles in the bike lanes. 

 I would like to bring to your attention the traffic light for the intersection of 35th and Harrison 
needs the timing re-calculated & also at 5pm traffic is very backed up at the intersections of 5th 
St. To 1st and Van Buren 

 I would like to see the city gov. put even more time/energy/money towards bicycle 
infrastructure such as education (for drivers and riders) and separate bike paths not on the sides 
of roads. 

 "It seems that many drivers don't know the rules about yielding to pedestrians. If the police 
wish to apply some “education,” a good place to do that would be on King's between Grant 
and Circle." 

 Need more lenient parking for people who work downtown. They provide alot of daytime 
business for surrounding shops & restaurants. 

 -noise & traffic are a very big concern of the residents living on 30th street near the college. 
Booming radios, racing, loud mufflers etc. are very disturbing & policement of the arts is never 
seen. Speed bumps are completely innefectual. *this survey is very long. 

 Put in the traffic signal at w. Hills & 53rd which was promised when grand oaks went in bike 
path on W. Hills Rd. 

 Regarding city transit: I would use busses more often if they ran later and more often. Yet, I’m 
grateful for the routes we have 

 Signal lights: I find some intersections have default settings that are not the general traffic flow. 
Also I don't think citizens should be responsible for messed up sidewalks due to tree routs. 

 So. Corvallis is treated like an ugly stepsister. Streets w/cracks & grass, broken sidewalks, lack of 
signage, trees blocking street signs. Houses w rusted parts, lined with wood, unkept homes. No 
major grocery stores, shopping areas. Making improvements to homes in this area is financially 
unwise because homes will not sell with better upgrades. Anti growth & anti change had best 
come to grips w/reality this attitude keeps so. Corvallis lo income, lo care, slummy and w/o 
chance of improvement. 

 The drainage on most of the roads are having problems. 
 There is poor street lighting on Harrison & Van Buren between 18th and 9th St. 
 We need a bike path on west hills road 
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GG oo vv ee rr nn aa nn cc ee   II ss ss uu ee ss   
 (1) The city needs to look at the unintended consequences of “organizational sustainability.” (2) 

The general impression is Corvallis is not business friendly!" 
 *when city has dertermined an unsafe condition takes too long to act on it. *I think city has 

made poor investments on pers program & union contracts. Try to pass losses onto citizens to 
make up for future pay out. 

 Both Oregon State University on Hewlett-Packard provide work/jury whose educated 
employees except/demand progressive govenerment. Continuing minor theft-bicycles, purses in 
library, indicates a poor/homeless jobless underbelly here. This is an agriculturally-based state, 
as is California. There are infrastructural needs unmet but change is in the air-high speed rail 
with light rail tie-ins passed favorably in ca. Last Tuesday. Eventually Oregon and Washington 
will join ca. 

 "City employees are mediocre in general. The finance dept employees need to be replaced top 
to bottom. City budgeting process is autrocious. City government pays too much attention to 
special interests, while the average citizen has little voice. City government is obsessed with 
“no growth” issues, while economic development is being ignored. There is very little 
excellence in city government and recent tax initiatives (cell phone, BLF etc) have hurt 
credibility. You are getting no leadership from finance. Question 18c needed to be separated: 
environmental = excellent economic = poor social = good" 

 City wastes money on pet projects e.g.: kiosk in front of city hall is $10,000 wasted. Paying for 
costly surveys is a waste of money when locally done is more effective. 

 Gone way overboard with diversity issues, and California ideas or issues. Concentrate more on 
bringing in more arts, entertainment. School district support. Quit being pushed around by 
national issues. We have a great community that can act on it's own issues. 

 Having difficulty keeping up with large increases in property taxes the city government 
complains about income shortfalls, seems like city is wasting money on non-essecial social 
programs. 

 I am very concerned about my property taxes so I would like you to find other sources of 
funding 

 "I really question where they city is headed. In particular, I have doubts about this 
“organizational sustainability” or simply “sustainability” talk. First, I don't understand it and 
don't think the people promoting it understand it either. Second, it seems to me that the 
promoters are trying to run people's lives and control things that aren't the government's 
business. Finally, I realize that anyone saying this in public would soon be an outcast. Corvallis 
citizen's aren't nearly as open and tolerant as they think they are. On another topic, Corvallis is 
an extremely over policed city. Why do people take all their petty complaints to the 
government (often the police) instead of simply working it out with their neighbor?" 

 I think the city government needs to reign in spending during this economic downturn and the 
significant job loss in Corvallis. We should not add new programs and scale down existing 
programs. 

 I think traditionally the city manager's salary has been too high, and each time he gets a raise it 
puts his salary higher than it should be. 

 If you are liberal you are well served by Corvallis city government. 
 My contacts with city planners and city forester were positive but there seems to be no follow 

thru. Is my experience typical? 
 "Please do not waste time on making national level “opinions” from a small vocal group - stick 

to city & county level challenges only." 
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 -reduce permit fees. -reduce property taxes. -Provide (much) greater forewaring of increased 
property taxes -get rid of all parking meters, especially at, and around, our public library. 

 Stop looking for things to involve city government. Most of us do a great job running our own 
life. Don't increase taxes for new projects. Not everyone can afford higher property taxes. Our 
racial or ethnic background should not matter in a representative government. All equal under 
the law 

 Taxes are very high low income or retired household 
 The city has to learn to live within it's means, I have had to learn to live with my income and 

savings. I have a little social security but have to live within proceeds of my investements! I 
can't tax anyone! Because I want more money to spend! 

 The manager & staff @ city h20 (downtown) are complete XXXXXXX. They made a mistake in 
my billing and taunted me with a complete lack of respect when trying to deal with their error, 
insulting & very disappointing for a civil employee. If they worked under me I would have fired 
them. Police treat all citizens under 40 years old like undergraduate fraternity students. 

 The sustainability efforts being under taken by the city are completely misguided and represent 
a poor value to the citizens. They will cost jobs and produce no tangible benefit. 

 "There are too many decisions influenced by a small, vocal group. Sustainability-not most 
important for the city to address. Whiteside theater-will still be vacant in 5 years.-do not spend 
city $ on this. Evanite “swap”-this was a good thing that should have been approved." 

 "Too many city planners and too much money for permits to change my own property. Very 
poor cost/benefit ratio for that “service”." 

 We need more clarity about services related to deals with other countries and travel & 
exchange of monetary units. No one seemed to know where to find a notary in a language 
other than Spanish. We need to employ more bilingual workers in banks and the city with a net 
work of information for cases of emergency. 

 Yes! Take care of local issues - don't take on the world's problems! 

  

CC ii tt yy   SS ee rr vv ii cc ee ss     
 1.) Backyard fires in fire pits should be banned, and allowing these types of fires cause serious 

breathing problems for people living here. 2) More needs to be done to combat underage 
drinking and drug use in this city 3) Corvallis high school needs to be a closed campus for 
freshman students. 4) More shopping is needed! 5) More food selection (fast food) is needed. 

 Campus & Monroe to kings has quite a bit of garbage on the street. Maybe a clean up could 
improve the area. 

 Garbage collection - I’m a bike rider. On glass collection days, lots of glass must fall out of the 
containers on the way up to the truck opening, smashing in the bike lane & remaining until a 
hard rain washed it away of the street sweeper comes by. Also, when people pile their leaves in 
the car lanes or get leaves stuck in my gears. 

 Let's get rid of abandoned couches in the city 
 -more city involvement to clean up neighborhoods around university - there's garbage 

everywhere & limited code enforcement making livability poor for so many people. Very 
discouraging. Landlords & litterers need to be fined. Things are getting worse all the time. 

 More needs to be done about public drinking & loud attendees after beaver football games. 
More need to be done about street sweeping & road repairs in my neighbor-hood. 

 OSU & City-run events shouldn't be exempt from amplified noise ordinances but it seems that 
they are judging by the loud amplification of music & sports events. 
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 "The city needs to do a better job of enforcing rental laws e.g. making sure rental properties are 
cleared of trash, abandoned couches, chairs, etc. Also, the fact that “urban infilling” has brought 
uncounted numbers of “cookie-cutter” rental units has been (and continues to be) an aspect of 
decline in the liveability and beauty of this city. On the other hand, Corvallis has some of the 
most beautiful parks of any city! Of this, we are proud." 

 The garbage, sofas, discarded junk outside student rentals are ugly, attract rats and in one case, 
discouraged a potential business owner from establishing his company here. 

 "Using plastic bags for dog poop is “unsustainable” pick up recycled bottles more often. Any 
chance of moving hwy 99 out of downtown?" 

 When we purchased our house last year we did not know that we would be surrounded by 
rentals. Landlords should be held accountable for their tenents' behavior as well as how the 
yard & house look (being taken care of). Lack of keeping up yards & houses affects housing 
values of residents adjacent & in the neighborhood. Also parking in neighborhoods near OSU 
by students and faculty is out of control. Also the number of cars at rentals. 

 Why am I taxed for street cleaning (sweeping) when I don't get any? (No curbs) city needs to 
improve traffic control after OSU football games-its terrific! 

 

PP oo ss ii tt ii vv ee   FF ee ee dd bb aa cc kk   
 "I am new to Corvallis, and am generally pretty involved in local happenings/politics. I would 

say I am thoroughly impressed by the sense of community that has been here. Saturday 
markets, and also the interest of neighbors and open forums. I, however, feel snobbed by this 
town, and I am unsure why. I dont know if this is the place to vent this, but maybe we could 
work toward putting together community activities that are more “outsider” welcome. This is, 
or should not be, an unwelcome place for transitioning students or people that have simply 
wandered here. (just my feeling). To explain further, I do like your town. It is pretty physically, 
and there are plenty of people here who are generally....involved. I would say the best thing 
about Corvallis is the park system-quite beautiful! The rose garden @ Avery Park....to the 
embraced biking trails throughout. I appreciate this attention to nature preservation and care for 
sustainable environment. Thank you for reading." 

 I appreciate city council stands on national issues - we get some voice. 
 I appreciate the effort the city makes to encourage public engagement and create a bike-friendly 

community. 
 I enjoy living in Corvallis, the sense of community, educated populous, & outdoor recreation 

accesibility is what keeps me here...and, as a new mom I have heard wonderful things about 
the quality of Corvallis' educational insitutes (k-12). 

 I have lived in Corvallis for over 40 years. I find it a fine city to live in. 
 I love the parks, open space, bike paths and the core Corvallis downtown! 
 I think that too much attention is given to those who complain and try to tear down and not 

enough attention given to the views of hard working men and women who make things work! 
 I would hope that sestainability in all aspects of city/citizen created envolvement continues to 

be of high priority to all involved. Keep up the excellent standards & more. 
 I'm a student. I love it here but I plan to move out after school 
 It is a good place to live! 
 Keep up the good work! 
 Keep up the sustainability work! 
 "not really. I love Corvallis & have enjoyed watching it “clean up”, especially downtown. My 

only complaint is the rapid increase in chain retail, especillay food. Who needs Applebee's & a 
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Ruby Tuesday?! Ninth Street is starting to feel like Albany (which I don't mean in a nice way...) 
that is my only complaint!" 

 Overall I have been extremely pleased with the city of Corvallis and the services offered. This 
has impacted my decision to stay here. 

 Sincere appreciation for time & effort of city council members & mayor Tomlinson! 
 Some city employees have been exceptional, the engineers, but most (especially the parking 

permit receptionist/assistant) were not courteous or helpful. The unmaintained alleys by campus 
are irresponsible. The post office is incompetent (delivered late, loosing things, 30-45 min 
average wait, packages ruined...) Unhelpful letters ripped & the thing I hate most about 
Corvallis. The traffic light timing needs to be addressed-especially at Harrison & 35th. Overall 
Corvallis is a very expensive place to live & gas is usually 15-20 cents/gallon more than 
neighboring towns. Parking is the 2nd worse thing about Corvallis-pay meters are everywhere & 
they must make a fortune on parking tickets & residents have to pay for permits (that aren't 
transferable to any other vehicle even for some owner/permit holder). 

 They seem very responsive to citizen input - council meets on TV are very helpful. We 
appreciate the city's resistance to strip development - and trails + greenspace. 

 Walnut Street finally finished. Good job! 
 We love Corvallis 
 You're doing a good job! 

 

PP ll aa nn nn ii nn gg   aa nn dd   EE nn vv ii rr oo nn mm ee nn tt aa ll   II ss ss uu ee ss   
 Please more aggressively capture open space. Particularly south of Rivergreen...wonderful 

opportunities here! - will increase property values *demographic questions on back not for 
whole household - two adults are answering. Also, need additional box for transgendered folks 
- or ask gender - & have people fill in blank? 

 "Be careful at the type of residential growth that is approved. Corvallis' unique charm is in that 
there used to be minimal “cookie-cutter” developments. This seems to be changing as 
developers get approved for quick builds and building codes are waived or overlooked." 

 Home depot & the development north of the Timberhill shopping center were very bad 
placements for development. Wetland mitigation & taking away recreational opportunities are 
horrible choices. Don't develop around Chip Ross!! The available youth programs are good, but 
there are many gaps. Particularly for youth who are at-risk & recently 18 years of age. 

 I am tired of seeing land destroyed, plowed under and then just left undeveloped. I see areas 
almost daily. The hospital hill, above Winco & 9th St. behind OSU credit union. Please leave 
the land alone! 

 "I feel Corvallis prostitutes itself to home builders, resutling in huge cheap cookie cutter homes. 
How about a development with high quality smaller homes in an environmentally respectful 
setting? Why was there no competition for our garbage services contract? Why is it so easy to 
cut services for the mentally ill & the homeless, but money is always available for more 
glamorous projects like the library & senior center? Finally I am sorry to see Corvallis turning 
into another “nothing special” town of big boxes and strip malls." 

 I think there should be continued emphasis on sustainability including alternative energy in 
solar & biofuels. 

 My perception is that city government favors development too much over preservation of 
natural areas 

 Thank you for your time and efforts. I think Corvallis is growing too fast. We need more parks 
and open space. Please - no more big box stores. 
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 "The city forced an “unnecessary” street through the vacant lot next to our house which 
distroyed the character of our lot, says my husband." 

 The housing development are building houses much to close - 10' is not enough for private & 
noise control. 

 The planning dept. should have a staff person to assist citizens in land use decisions. Right now 
they only serve the developers. The city needs to really get motivated to help our community 
reach our sustainability goals. If we only have 15-20 yrs. Or petroleum left, we need to be 
improving mass transit now. The city should co-ordinate emergency services (in disaster) with 
neighborhood associations. 

 We need to be doing a better job enforcing environmental policies and less concerned with 
bike, traffic, and noise complaint issues 

 

LL aa ww   EE nn ff oo rr cc ee mm ee nn tt   II ss ss uu ee ss   
 Better dog-off-leash enforcement in parks. We no longer visit some parks (such as MLK) because 

of loose dogs. Also more proactive enforcement of speed laws! 29th & grant for example are 
often speedways, as well as 23rd & also hillcrest. 

 Cops not fair. Should be more like any Griffith/Mayberry to tax payers/reg citizens cops are 
unfair courts are XXXXXXX up XXXXXXX 

 Corvallis does poor job at enforcing leash laws and dogs in parks that are off limits to them (e.g. 
Franklin Park). Corvallis has many unsightly rentals strewn with trash and couches on front 
porches. Lastly, new forms of development (e.g. south town near river) perpetuate reliance on 
cars and also are ugly. Shopping would be improved by luring more upscale businesses relative 
to new stores that are coming in. 

 I disagree with the ordinance that prevents consuming alcohol outside after 10p. 
 If you live close to campus, the state police respond rather than Corvallis police. The Corvallis 

police department does a much better job than the state police! 
 The number of homeless people and their behavior is becoming a problem. Some I’ve spoken 

with are not just temporarily down on their luck. Many are drunk, leave trash in piles, complain 
about how they are treated, try to get free rides on the bus, and can be aggressive and 
unpredictable. Some I’ve personally spoken with choose to live this way. I believe that we 
should help the homeless people who are willing to be accountable, responsible participants in 
improving their lives, and others we should invite to live elsewhere. 

 "The police are fairly aggresive with traffic tickets. But, I almost never see the police walking a 
“beat” in the downtown area on a Friday night. The garbage pick up is overly sensitive about 
where my cans are - have had a couple instances where they refuse service because of a 
mistake or two on my part." 

 The police here are pimps for the state/city. They fine for money not safety they serve the city & 
themselves, not the citizens. Their power needs to be checked, and I know that action needs to 
be taken before we are living in a police state. 

 The shady operations of officer Cox was embraced by his superiors when it should have been 
investigated. For this the police superiors should be investigated and reprimanded. 

 While Corvallis police are reasonable and friendly, the new MIP laws are unreasonable and I 
hope Corvallis will find a way to keep the diversion programs in place. 
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OO tt hh ee rr   
 (1) Grand oaks path-bald hill blocked-rumor is for safety because of trains. Combo lock gate 

seems like a good safety choice. (2) Connecting walking path by OSU dairy barns to end of 
circle trail is one example of better connecting off road bike/walk paths. (3) Parking garage 
(with shop room at street level) needed for downtown (4) safety ridge for bikers going from hp-
west desirable. (5) Parks & paths huge factors in Corvallis livability & attractiveness (6) jobs 
(economic development) & shopping key weaknesses for Corvallis a) need safe hangout places 
for adolescents. 1.) Maybe no alcohol - dancing at boys/girls club? 

 (Free or) low-cost wireless internet or web access would be very useful. I'm willing to pay for 
this service. 

 *we need more outlets for teen involvement/entertainment/socializing (not sports-related). 
*please don't build more softball fields/no more night-lit fields *we need to have hooded street 
lights to reduce night time light pollution 

 1-lower income folks really have trouble reaching medical cares. They deserve better. 2-we'll 
lose our quality of life if we density the city too much, and lose natural space and green areas. 

 A few people run most everything 
 "A while back, somebody thought they were making a point for “diversity” (so-called0 by 

refusing to issue marriage licenses to hetero sexual couples because they couldn't issue them to 
gay couples. I was glad to see that kind of stupidity stopped. I don't think it's the government's 
place to try to force people to “accept” what they see as immoral." 

 As the economy sours, it would be good to amend city code to encourage small animal 
husbandry (i.e. several goats if have over 1/4 acre of pasture for them). This would also be 
better for the environment since the food source would be more local (assuming their manure is 
properly managed). 

 Biggest complaint - affordable housing! After 35 years living in Corvallis and a recent divorce, I 
find myself contemplating moving to Albany so I can afford to buy a house! 

 Cable & internet options/quality/cost are extremely poor! 
 Cheaper wastewater treatment 
 City website, especially utility site, needs improvement. Very cumbersome to pay on-line. Get 

some web design help. 
 Control cats like you do dogs 
 Don't like grass strips next to curbs-passengers get muddy or wet feet. Put sidewalk next to 

curbs! 
 Envelopes in city utility bills. They don't have to be pre paid or anything, but it would be nice 

not to have to write the address everytime. More small and large business incentive programs. 
Enforcing building codes on slumlord rentals. More jobs means more taxes means more 
services. We need a semi-professional theater. More support for families of the university. 

 Housing costs are way too costly. 
 I feel the city should have a plan to provide community centers & recreational facilities centers 

for all ages (not just seniors). Corvallis should have a community recreation center with indoor 
sport courts/gymnasiums, computer labs, multi purpose rooms and a centrally-located sports 
complex. 

 I have to claim neutrality on the city newsletter - I am contracted as graphic designer of this 
project. But if I weren't I would probably think it was fabulous. 

 -I support reducing light pollution in Corvallis. -we would like to live here forever, but I don't 
know if there are enough jobs to support my family. 

 "I think a lot of empty energy goes into “diversity” - we should respect all the cultures, 
including American culture. We seem to pretend that 69.8% of the US population isn't 
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important any more - that is, the persons of European ancestry. I have also seen open disrespect 
for Christians, while the other adherents are touted as acceptable, and I think that's bigotry." 

 "I wish there was a “very good” option. I thought many services, etc were not excellent but 
better than good-so I marked good instead of excellent." 

 I would like to re-open the BMX race-course in south town Corvallis. This is good social activity 
that gets kids outdoors. Contact me for more info/opinion. Please re-make the dirt jumps! 

 I would like to see more diversity & ideas or solutions presented by committee and audience 
members, and an increase of audience attendees. Some meeting times make it difficult to 
attend. 

 I would like to see more indoor activities for children in Corvallis during the winter rainy 
period, e.g. covered/enclaved skatepark, children museum, indoor swim park, indoor 
playgrounds, etc 

 I would like to see more low income and middle income housing built, along with stores that 
have modestely low prices. Everything seems to be going to GHE high end. But good 

 Much needs to be done about the problem of spiralling cost of housing in Corvallis. Bring 
pressure to bear on unscrupulous rental landlords and otherwise greedy homeowners and real 
estate brokers to make this city a more affordable place to live for the middle class. 

 My wife and I both have PhD’s but neither of us has any idea what the goal given in c above 
means! 

 "On pg. 5 be more inclusive by listing an “other” bubble in question d13 about gender." 
 "Perhaps I’d read “the city” newspaper more on the web. Promote channel 21 more. I'd like to 

see? For grv disposal on web." 
 Please improve coordination with 509j on recreation. 
 Please try to avoid any layoffs of police or fire fighting. More code enforcement on rental 

properties!! Re: trashy homes 
 Provide drinking water at city parks. 
 "Public discourse around education (public k-12) is extremely negative - blind assumptions 

about “failing” schools the accepted belief. Need to educate the public on how well our 
schools run & perform & turn our culture toward thoughtful appreciation, not knee-jerk elitist 
critisism." 

 Re: 18b: e-books - now are only available for Windows PCs. Should require vendor to make 
available for Macs! Library employee management is sometimes lax - doesn't appear to notice 
some employees working hard and others hardly working. 

 Seems to be for a chosen few - with money 
 "Survey is “demanding” and response choices are (i.e. long list of 1-5) boring." 
 The city could greatly enhance the river front by putting lights on the bridges. The lights then 

reflect in the water, making a magical effect. Our bridges are ugly. Lights would make the 
atmosphere festive. The long, gray winter would be enhance by lights on the bridges. All great 
cities have lights on their bridges. 

 The city needs to do something about high home prices. My spouse & I make good money and 
have no to little debt but cant afford high home prices 

 The cost of living is 2% higher in Corvallis then the national average. That is terrible!!!!! The 
cost of rentals (houses) is way to high to be considered reasonable. 

 There are several questions that I would like comment on. For example, the street lighting is 
rated fair as it is not dark sky friendly-it glares without really illuminating. However when I 
report that a light is out, it is repaired within 24 hours. If there is a follow up questionnaire or 
discussion, I would like to participate. 

 W3 believe that there should be community activity centers for all citizens of all ages, (inter-
generational) rather than centers that cater to specific age groups. 
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 We had a tree from waste water plant fall on our property. Have requested to have it removed 
from Dixon creek several times in 10 months with no response. 

 Why are homeless camps by Kmart area not cleaned up? 
 Why is the city renewing a no-bid contract with waste management? 
 Yes - I am moving out of this city. I have lived on Glenn St. For twenty eight years. In that time 

my water bill has gone from $15 a month to over 70 a month. Your handling of the white side 
theatre sewer issue was a disgrace. I don't park in front of the post office (terrible congestion) 
because of the sink hole I remember another storm drain issue for which I’m charged 32.50 a 
month! You are not a user friendly city. Your attitude toward Southtown and the zoning change 
on park has forced me out. Citizen input is ignored. 

 

DD oo nn ’’ tt   KK nn oo ww // NN oo tt hh ii nn gg   
 Being a partially handicaped senior citizen who has only lived in Corvallis the past year and 

confined to either an assisted living facility or a nursing home there is much I don't know about 
Corvallis. 

 "I am sorry we marked “don't know” so much but we have only lived here for 6 months." 
 I have only lived in Corvallis 7 months & I am still getting acquainted. 
 No 
 No 
 No 
 No 
 No! 
 Not at this time 



*** MEMO DUTM *** 

DECEMBER 19,2008 

TO: R/LAYOW AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: KATEPU LOUIE, ASSISTANT TO CITY 

SUBmCT: 2009-2010 W MEETINGS J 

City-sponsored ward meetings have continued to be popular forums for Councilors and their constituents 
to discuss ward-specific and citywide issues. Within each two-year Council term, every Councilor strives 
to host one City-sponsored ward meeting. All departments, including the City Manager's Office, are 
represented at each meeting. In the past, Councilors have also hosted their own "non-City sponsored" ward 
meetings as often as they feel appropriate. 

Ward meetings have typically been scheduled for the second Tuesday of the month at 7 pm. The dates and 
times were developed keeping in mind other meetings and summer vacations and holidays. Staff attempts 
to find a City-owned facility within the particular ward or from a nearby ward to hold these meetings. 

Unless otherwise directed, Ward meetings will reconvene in April 2009. Please select a meeting date below 
and call Management Assistant Carla Holzworth at 766-6901 to reserve the date. Carla will also assist you 
with flyers, finding another meeting location, and other meeting details. 

2009-10 W MEETING SCHEDULE 
(second Tuesday of the month) 



*** MEMO DURa *** 

TO: R/IAUOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: KATI3fJr' LOUIE, ASSISTANT TO CITY 

SUBJECT: GOVERNMENT CO ENT CORNER d 

The Government Comment Comer program has been conducted for several years for two hours 
Saturday mornings at the Corvallis-Benton County Public Library. This is an informal opportunity 
for citizens to talk with elected officials regarding their concerns about government operations or 
community issues. Both Corvallis School District 509J Board members and Benton County Board 
of Commissioners have participated in hosting the coinmelit corner program. 

If you are interested in participating in Government Comment Corner, a schedule will be available 
for you, during the January 5 th noon Council meeting, to sign up. The attached schedule is for 
information only. 

Thank you, and please call or email me if you have any questions. 



GOVERNMENT COMMENT CORNER 
2009 SAWRDAY ROSTER 

10:00 am to 12 noon 

Date Host 
January 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  No Government Comment Corner 
January10 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
January 17 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  No Government Comment Corner 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  January31 
February 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
February 14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  No Government Comment Corner 
February 21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Februarv 28 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
March 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  March 14 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  March21 
March 28 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
April 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
April 11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
April 18 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
April 25 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
May2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
May9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
May16 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
May23 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
May30 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
J ~ e 6  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
June13 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
June20 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  June27 
July4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
July11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
July18 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
July25 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
August1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
August8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
August15 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  August22 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  August29 
September 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

No Government Comment Corner 

No Government Comment Corner 

No Government Comment Corner 
September 12 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
September 19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
September 26 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  October 3 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  October 10 

October 17 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
October 24 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
October 31 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
November 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  November 14 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  November 21 
November 28 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  No Government Comment Corner 
December 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  December I 2  
December I 9  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
December 26 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  No Government Comment Corner 



and Public Affairs 

@ Portland U N l V E R S l T Y  State 

~or i l a t i on  Research Center 

Post Office Box 751 503-725-3922 tel 
Portland, Oregon 97207-0751 503-725-5162 fax 
570 Urban Center askprcQpdx.edu 
506 SW Mill Street www.pdx.edulprd 

- IMPORTANT NOTICE - 

Certified 2008 Population Estimate 

To: Corvallis city 

Listed below is the population estiinate for July 1, 2008. Also included are the certified 
2007 estiimate and the 2000 Ceilsus figure. The July 1, 2008 estiinate is certified on 
December 15, 2008. 

If you have ally questions, please contact: 

Risa S. Proehl 
Populatioi~ Research Center 
Poi-tlaild State Uiliversity 
PO Box 75 1 
Poi-tland, OR 97207-075 1 

Telepl~one: (503) 725-5 103 
Fax: (503) 725-5 162 
E-mail: proelllr@pdx.edu 



ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

December 31,2008 

MEETING DATE 

11 February 19 I Urban Renewal Plan Voters' Pamphlet Article Review 

AGENDA ITEM 

January 22 

11 March 5 1 a Second Quarter Operating Report 

Discussion of Meeting Day and Time 

* Urban Renewal Plan Ballot Title Language Review 

March 19 Ambulance Rate Review 

* Allied Waste Services Annual Report 
Economic Development Allocations Second Quarter Reports 

* daVinci Days Loan Agreement Status Annual Report 

1 * 
Economic Development Allocations Orientation 

I 

April 23 

(1 May 12 (special) I * Economic Development Allocations Presentations 

* Red Flag Policy 

1) May 14 (special) I * Economic Development Allocations Deliberations 

- -- 

Land Development Code Fee Review 

May 21 

June 4 * Third Quarter Operating Report 

I( August 6 I 

July 2 

July 16 

11 August 20 

Economic Development Allocations Third Quarter Reports 

September 24 

September 10 * Fourth Quarter Operating Report 

October 8 * Council Policy Reviews: 
CP 94-2.08, "Council Liaison Roles" 

* CP 94-2.09, "Council Orientation" 
CP 98-2.10, "Use of E-Mail by Mayor and City Council" 
CP 91-3.04, "Separation Policy" 



ASC PENDING ITEMS 

MEETING DATE 

October 22 

November 5 

November 19 

December 10 

December 24 

Benton County Fair Annual Report - Fiscal Year 2008-2009 Community Development 
Council Policy Reviews: CP 10.01 through 10.08, "Financial Finance 
Policies" 
Council Policy Review: CP 91-2.01, "Meeting Procedures" CMO 
Utility Rate Structure Review Public Works 

AGENDA ITEM 

Economic Development Allocations Fourth Quarter Reports 
Council Policy Review: CP 08-1 .I 1, "Identity Theft Prevention and Red Flag 
Alerts" 

Utility Rate Annual Review 
Economic Development Application Process and Calendar - Funding Agreement Annual Report - Corvallis Environmental Center 

Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 

Economic Development Allocations First Quarter Reports 
First Quarter Operating Report 

Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Thursday following Council, 12:OO pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room 



HUMAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

December 31,2008 

MEETING DATE AGENDA ITEM 

Council Policy Reviews: 

February 18 

March 3 

March 17 

April 7 

April 21 

May 5 

May 19 

June 2 

June 16 

July 7 

July 21 

August 4 

August 18 

September 9 

September 22 

* Social Services Semi-Annual Report 

* Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services Second Quarter Report 

* Majestic Theatre Annual Report 
Boys and Girls Club Annual Report 

Liquor License Annual Renewals 

Corvallis Fall Festival Annual Report 

Boards and Commissions Sunset Review: 
* Commission for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
* Corvallis-Benton County Public Library Board 
* Library 201 0 Legal Reserve Allocation Board 
Corvallis Farmers Markets Annual Report 

Social Services Allocations - Fiscal Year 2009-201 0 

Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services Third Quarter Report 

* Parks and Recreation Annual Fee Review 

Social Services Semi-Annual Report 

Rental Housing Program Annual Report 



HSC PENDING ITEMS 

MEETING DATE 

October 6 

October 20 

November 3 

November 17 

December 8 

December 22 

Bicycle TaxiIPedicab Licensing Police 
Council Policy Review: CP 00-6.05, "Social Service Funding Community Development 
Policy" 
Indoor Furniture Placed Outdoors Community Development 
Reducing Potential for Fire Spread Involving Natural Resources Fire 
Smoking Ban at Library Premises Library 
Smoking Hiatus Ordinance Review (CMC 5.03.080.1 60.1 3) CAOIPolice 
(January 201 1) 

AGENDA ITEM 

Council Policy Reviews: 
CP 91-4.03, "Senior Citizens' Center Operational Policies" 
CP 92-4.04, "Park Utility Donations" 
CP 92-4.05, "Library Meeting Rooms Policy" 
CP 92-4.06, "Library Displays, Exhibits, and Bulletin Boards" 
CP 95-4.08, "Code of Conduct on Library Premises" 

Council Policy Review: 
CP 92-5.04, "HateIBias Violence" 

Willarnette Neighborhood Housing Services Fourth Quarter Report 

Chronic Nuisance Property Ordinance Review 

Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Tuesday following Council, 12:OO prn - Madison Avenue Meeting Room 



URBAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

December 31,2008 

MEETING DATE AGENDA ITEM 

March 5 

March 19 

April 9 

April 23 

May 7 

May 21 

June 4 

June 18 

July 2 

July I6  

August 6 

August 20 

September 10 

September 24 

October 8 

* Systems Development Charge Annual Review 

Council Policy Review: 
* CP 02-7.1 5, "Fee-in-Lieu Parking Program" 

Boards and Commissions Sunset Review: 
* Capital Improvement Program Commiss~on 

* Council Policy Rev~ew: 
CP 03-7.16, "Guidelines for Donations of Land and/or Improvements for 
Parks as an Offset to Systems Development Charges for Parks" 

* Council Polrcy Review: 
* Cp 91-7.07, "Sanitary Sewers; Responsibility For" 

CP 05-7.1 7, "UtilityITransportation Facility Extensions through Public 
Areas" 



USC PENDING ITEMS 

MEETING DATE 

October 22 

November 5 

November 19 

December 10 

December 24 

City Hall Block Public Restroom Design 
Council Policy Reviews: CP 91-7.08, "Sidewalk Policy" 
Fire Protection Services in Health Hazard Residential Areas 
Fire Records Management System 
Wastewater Reclamation Plant Total Maximum Daily Load 
Alternatives 

AGENDA ITEM 

Public Works 
Public Works 

Fire 

Public Works 

Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Thursday following Council, 4:00 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room 



UPCOMING MEETINGS OF INTEREST 

City of Corvallis 

Date 
1 
3 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 

8 
8 
8 
9 

10 
13 
13 
14 
14 
15 
17 
19 
20 
20 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

21 
2 1 
2 1 
22 
24 
2 7 

Date 
2 
2 

TBD 
TBD 

Time 

1200 pm 
7:00 pm 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

12:OO pm 
5:30 pm 
7:00 pm 
7:00 pm 

10:OO am 
7:00 pm 

Time 
1200  pm 

7:00 pm 
TBD 
TBD 

JANUARY -JUNE 2009 
(Updated December 30,2008) 

JANUARY 2009 

Group 
City Holiday - all offices closed 
No Government Comment Corner 
City Council 
City Council 
Airport Commission 
Human Services Committee 
Downtown Parking Committee 

Planning Commission 
Citizens Adv Cmsn on Civic 
Beautification and Urban Forestry 
Administrative Sewices Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Committee for Citizen Involvement 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Adv Cmsn 
Government Comment Corner 
Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Historic Resources Commission 
Citizens Adv Cmsn on Transit 
Downtown Commission 
Parks, Natural Areas, and Rec Brd 
No Government Comment Corner 
City Holiday - all offices closed 
City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 
Watershed Mgmt Adv Cmsn 
Planning Commission 
Budget Commission 
Government Comment Corner 
Budget Commission 

City Council 
Government Comment Corner 

Location 

Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 

Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Parks and Rec Conf Room 

Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue M g  Rm 
Library Lobby - TBD 
City Hall Meeting Room A 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 

Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station budget overview 
Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station department 

presentations 

Madison Ave Mtg Rm work session 
Library Lobby - TBD 

FEBRUARY 2009 

Group Location 
City Council Downtown Fire Station 
City Council Downtown Fire Station 
Human Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Administrative Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 



City of Corvallis 
Upcoming Meetings of Interest 

January - June 2009 
Page 2 

Date 
TBD 

3 
3 

14 
16 
17 
17 
17 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

18 
18 
19 
21 
25 
28 

Date 
2 
2 

Time 
TBD 

7:00 am 
5:30 pm 

7:00 pm 

5:30 pm 
7:00 pm 
7:30 pm 
7:00 pm 
7:15 pm 
7:00 am 

10:OO am 
7:00 pm 
8:20 am 
5:30 pm 
8:00 am 

7:00 pm 

12:OO pm 
500 pm 
7:00 pm 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

5:30 pm 
7:00 pm 
6:30 pm 

10:OO am 
12:OO pm 
10:OO am 

Time 
12:OO pm 
7:00 pm 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

7:00 pm 
7:30 pm 
7:15 pm 

10:OO am 
7:00 pm 

12:OO pm 
5:30 pm 
8:00 am 

10:OO am 
12:OO pm 
7:00 pm 

Group 
Urban Services Committee 
Airport Commission 
Downtown Parking Committee 

Budget Commission 

City Council 
Planning Commission 
Library Board 
Budget Commission 
Committee for Citizen Involvement 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Adv Cmsn 
Government Comment Corner 
Historic Resources Commission 
Citizens Adv Cmsn on Transit 
Downtown Commission 
Citizens Adv Cmsn on Civic 
Beaufificafion and Urban Foresfry 
Budget Commission 

No Government Comment Corner 
City Holiday - all offices closed 
City Council 
Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Watershed Mgmt Adv Cmsn 
Planning Commission 
Parks, Nafural Areas, and Rec Brd 
Government Comment Corner 
Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Government Comment Corner 

SubjectlNote Location 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 

Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station department 

presentations 
Madison Ave Mtg Rm work session 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Board Room 
Downtown Fire Station public comment 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Parks and Rec Conf Room 

Downtown Fire Station public comment - 
final deliberations 

Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rrn 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Sfafion 
Library Lobby - TED 
City Hall Meeting Room A 
Library Lobby - TBD 

MARCH 2009 

Group 
City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Planning Commission 
Library Board 
Committee for Citizen Involvement 
Government Comment Corner 
Historic Resources Commission 
Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 
Downtown Commission 
Citizens Adv Cmsn on Civic 
Beautification and Urban Foresfry 
Government Comment Corner 
City Council 
City Council 

Location SubjectlNote 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Board Room 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - TED 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Parks and Rec Conf Room 

Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
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Date 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

18 
19 
2 1 
2 5 
28 

Date 
1 
I 
2 
4 
6 
6 

Date 

Time 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

7:00 pm 
6:30 pm 

10:OO am 
12:OO pm 
10:OO am 

Time 
7:00 pm 
7:30 pm 
7:15 pm 

10:OO am 
12:OO pm 
7:00 pm 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

5:30 pm 
8:00 am 

10:OO am 
7:00 pm 

12:OO pm 
6:30 pm 

10:OO am 
12:OO pm 
7:00 pm 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

12:OO pm 
10:OO am 

Time 
10:OO am 
12:OO pm 
7:00 pm 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

7:15 pm 
7:30 pm 
7:00 pm 

10:OO am 
5:30 pm 
7:00 pm 
5:30 pm 

Group 
Human Services Committee 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Planning Commission 
Parks, Nafural Areas, and Rec Brd 
Government Comment Corner 
Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Government Comment Corner 

Location SubjectlNote 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downfown Fire Station 
Library Lobby - TBD 
City Hall Meeting Room A 
Library Lobby - TBD 

APRIL 2009 

Group 
Planning Commission 
Library Board 
Committee for Citizen lnvolvemenf 
Government Comment Corner 
City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Downtown Commission 
Citizens Adv Cmsn on Civic 
Beaufificafion and Urban Forestry 
Government Comment Corner 
Msforic Resources Commission 
Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 
Parks, Natural Areas, and Rec Brd 
Government Comment Corner 
City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Government Comment Corner 

Location 
Down fown Fire Sfafion 
Library Board Room 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mfg Rm 
Parks and Rec Conf Room 

Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
City Hall Meeting Room A 
Library Lobby - TBD 

MAY 2009 

Group 
Government Comment Corner 
City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Committee for Citizen lnvolvemenf 
Library Board 
Planning Commission 
Government Comment Corner 
Economic Development Commiffee 
Hisforic Resources Commission 
Downfown Commission 

Location 
Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Board Room 
Downfown Fire Station 
Library Lobby - TBD 
Madison Avenue Mfg Rm 
Downfown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mfg Rm 
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Date 
14 

Date 
1 
1 

Time 
8:00 am 

4:30 pm 
10:OO am 
12:OO pm 
7:00 pm 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

12:00 pm 
7:00 pm 
6:30 pm 

Time 
12:OO pm 
7:00 pm 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

7:00 pm 
7:30 pm 
7115 pm 

10:OO am 
7:00 pm 
5:30 pm 
8:00 am 

10:OO am 
12:00 pm 
7:00 pm 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

12:00 pm 
7:00 pm 
6:30 pm 

10:OO am 
12:OO pm 
10:OO am 

Group 
Citizens Adv Cmsn on Civic 
Beautification and Urban Forestry 
Economic Development Committee 
Government Comment Corner 
City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 
Planning Commission 
Parks, Natural Areas, and Rec Brd 
No Government Comment Corner 
City Holiday - all offices closed 
Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Government Comment Corner 

Location 
Parks and Rec Conf Room 

Madison Avenue Mfg Rm 
Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 

City Hall Meeting Room A 
Library Lobby - TBD 

JUNE 2009 

Group 
City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Planning Commission 
Library Board 
Committee for Citizen lnvol~ement 
Government Comment Corner 
Historic Resources Commission 
Downtown Commission 
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 
Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 
Planning Commission 
Parks, Natural Areas, and Rec Brd 
Government Comment Corner 
Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Government Comment Corner 

Location 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Board Room 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mfg Rm 
Parks and Rec Conf Room 

Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Lobby - TBD 
City Hall Meeting Room A 
Library Lobby - TBD 

SubjectlNote 

SubjectlNote 

Bold type - involves the Council Shkemt type - meeting canceled Italics type - new meeting 

TBD To be Determined 
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Louie, Kathy 

To: Mark O'Brien 

Subject: RE: council request  

Forwarded conversa~sn 
Subject: council request 
------------------------ 

From: Marilyn Koenitzer <manvilko@, 
Date: Sun, Dec 14,2008 at 9:27 PM 
To: Bill York <wardl~council.ci.corvallis.or.us> 

- -  - 
Cc: Mark O'Brien <- - 

Thanks for all your work and dedication to the Planning Commission and City Council. I have one request. 

Would you place a Council Request (or whatever ac t io~  will accomplish my request) to change the public hearing on t 
Brooklane Heights remand from LUBA to later in 2009? 

It seems that the timing of the public hearing is politically motivated. The City received the remand in May 2008. It's 
hard to believe that the City would conduct a public hearing over a New Year Holiday and at the first meeting of a nevi 
city council. Since the City waited seven months to schedule the hearing, I feel it could wait awhile longer. 

I wish you enjoyment in your next adventures. 

Sincerely, 

Marilvn Koeni tzer 

---------- 

From: Mark O'Brien < 
Date: Tue, Dec 16,2008 at 2:53 %I-.- 
To: Marilyn Koenitzer <mamilkc _ 
Cc: "Louie, Kathy" <Kathy.Louie@,ci.corvallis.or.us> 

Marilyn, 

F.Y.I. Your request was forwarded to the fill1 Council yesterday and it is my understanding that there will be no change 
in the schedule regarding this matter. I am sure Councilor York can provide you with further details regarding the 
outcome of the discussion. 

Sincerely, 
Mark OrBrien 
Councilor Elect, Ward 1 

From: <marwilko@ 
Date: Wed, Dec 17,2008 at 9:55 PM 
To: Mark OIBrien < 

Mark, 
l ?  /l n / ? A n 0  
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Thanks for the response. I will not be able to be present on the 5th. I am concerned that the variances to the new (and 
old) Land Development Code for all major developments within the past couple of years essentially render the Comp 
Plan meaningless. It would be s e a t  if staff would follow the rules without using exceptions and waivers. 

I am sure you understand the concerns of the brooklane neighborhood 

I hope you have a peaceful and joyful holiday with your family before embarking on the new council journey. 

sincerely, 

Marilyn Koenitzer 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Mark O'Brien" - 
To: "Marilyn Koenitzer" <marwilkoG 
Date: Tue, 16 Dec 2008 22:53:29 +0000 
Subject: Re: council request 
Marilyn, 

F.Y.I. Your request was forwarded to the h l l  Council yesterday and it is my understanding that there will be no change 
in the schedule regarding this matter. I am sure Councilor York can provide you with hrther details regarding the 
outcome of the discussion. 

Sincerely, 
Mark O'Brien 
Councilor Elect, Ward 1 

On Sun, Dec 14,2008 at 9:27 PM, Marilyn Koenitzer <manvilk~@,c),c;u~~,~~~~. wrote: 
Bill, 

Thanks for all your work and dedication to the Planning Commission and City Council. I have one request. 

Would you place a Council Request (or whatever action will accomplish my request) to change the public hearing on 
the Brooklane Heights remand fiom LUBA to later in 2009? 

It seems that the timing of the public hearing is politically motivated. The City received the remand in May 2008. It's 
hard to believe that the City would conduct a public hearing over a New Year Holiday and at the first meeting of a 
new city council. Since the City waited seven months to schedule the hearing, I feel it could wait awhile longer. 

I wish you enjoyment in your next adventures. 

Sincerely, 

Marilyn Koenitzer 
. . 



MEMORANDUM 

DATE: December 30,2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development Direct 

RE: Brooklane Weights Public Wearing 

Staff has leamed that the applicant has not placed a public notice on the site for the full 20 days 
prior to the scheduled January 5,2009 public hearing as required by LDC 2.0.50.04 f.. Notices to 
surrounding property owners and residents have been mailed consistent with LDC requirements. 

To address this procedural issue, Staff, in consultation with the City Attorneys Office, is 
recommending that the Council proceed in the following manner: 

1. Conduct the hearing on January 5 as planned. 

2. Continue the hearing until the evening Council meeting on January 20,2009 and receive oral 
testimony and/or written at that time. 

3. Close the public hearing after receiving any testimony at that time and move ahead using 
standard procedures. 

Review and Concur: 
J1 

,Jon S. Nelson, City Manager 
. *- 
Scott ~ e w e l ,  City Atto~ney 



MEMORANDUM 

To: Mayor and City Council 

From: Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 4 
Copy: Jon Nelson, City Manager 

Ellen Volmert, Assistant City Manager 

Date: December 24,2008 

ISSUE 
The Brooklane Heights Planned Development and Subdivision proposals were approved 
by the City Council on September 17, 2007 (Exhibit 11). On May 30, 2008, the Oregon 
Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) remanded to the City its decision approving the 
Brooklane Heights Planned Development and Subdivision (Exhibit VI). 

On December 1,2008, City Council decided to hold a public hearing to considerthe LUBA 
remand of the City Council's approval of the Brooklane Heights development, limited to 
specific issues (assignments and subassignments of error) sustained in the LUBA order 
dated May 30, 2008. 

BACKGROUND AND RECENT APPLICATION HISTORY 
The applicant is seeking approval of a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan and a 
Tentative Subdivision Plat that would allow the phased creation of 45 lots and 4 common 
tracts, and the construction of streets and public facilities within the subject site. The 25.88 
acre site is located northwest of Brooklane Drive and northeast of Agate Avenue, east of 
Fairmont Drive, and south of Whiteside Drive. The site consists of one parcel which is 
identified on Benton County Assessor's Map 12-5-01 C as Tax Lot 1000 (Exhibits I and 
111). 

The subject site is vacant and has not been developed, except for a short gravel road near 
the south side of the site that connects to Brooklane Drive. The site is surrounded by land 
designated by the Comprehensive Plan as Low Density Residential. All abutting properties 
are zoned RS-3.5 Low Density Residential, except for an undeveloped parcel east of 
Brooklane Drive and near the northeast portion of the site that is zoned RS-6 Low Density 
Residential (Exhibit I). 

Adjacent lots to the west of the site are generally a quarter of an acre to a third of an acre 
in size. Lots to the north are larger, ranging from approximately 1.25 acres to over 2.5 
acres. The lots southeast of the site were developed as part of the 1994 Brooklane Park 
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Estates Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan approval. The adjacent developed lots 
in Brooklane Park Estates are approximately 0.6 acres each. The area northeast of the 
subject site is currently referred to as the Oakmont Addition site. This 10.72 acre site was 
recently logged, and is currently vacant. In 2007, the owner of this property received 
approval of a Tentative Subdivision Plat for a 24 lot subdivision on the site. The Oakmont 
Addition site was zoned RS-3.5 Low Density Residential at the time the application was 
submitted, which was prior to the implementation of the 2006 LDC. The RS-3.5 zone was 
changed to RS-5 Low Density Residential on December 31,2006, when the 2006 LDC 
took effect. Similarly, the subject site, which was zoned PD(RS-3.5) at the time of 
application, was rezoned to PD(RS-5) with the implementation of the 2006 LDC. Unless 
otherwise specified through approval of the application, all development on the subject site 
will be required to comply with standards in the 2006 LDC. 

The subject site is characterized by hill slopes that range from 10% to greater than 35%. 
The site is covered by wooded areas that contain nearly 450 white oaks that meet the LDC 
Significant Tree definition. The white oaks account for 98% of the significant trees on the 
site. Most trees on the site are located in areas that the applicant has identified as Tracts 
A, B, C and D. These tracts account for nearly I 1  acres of the 25.88 acre site. Tract A is 
in the southwest corner of the site, Tract B runs along the south boundary, just north of 
Brooklane Park Estates, and Tract C contains an area in the center of the site that runs 
northeast towards the nearby cemetery. Tract D is the smallest tract located in the 
northeast corner of the site and is proposed to be developed with a street stub connecting 
to the adjacent Oakmont Addition site. The northwest portion of the site is a primarily open, 
grass covered area with occasional significant trees, as well as open areas with grasses 
and low lying vegetation (Exhibit Ill). 

2007 
On June, 22, 2007, the Planning Commission denied the subject application, via Order 
2007-075. 

On July 5, 2007, the applicant's appealed the Planning Commission decision, and 
submitted an addendum to the appeal letter on July 16, 2007 (Exhibit IV). 

On September 17,2007, the City Council approved the application, with Conditions, and 
adopted Formal Findings (Exhibit 11). 

On October 9,2007, the City received notice of petitioners intent to appeal the City Council 
decision to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 

2008 
On May 30,2008, LUBA issued its Final Order and Opinion, remanding the City Council's 
decision (Exhibit VI). 
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ISSUES ON REMAND 
The appeal of this case to LUBA cited seven assignments of error (Exhibit VII). The fifth 
assignment of error contained four "subassignments," and the sixth contained two. LUBA 
determined that the City had not made adequate findings in support of the proposal with 
respect to two of the assignments of error raised by appellants and portions of two others. 
In its request for the City Council to respond to the remand, the applicant has provided new 
information that it believes responds to the remanded topics. In summary, the remanded 
topics include: 

a Fourth Assignment of Error- findings were inadequate for determining if the code 
and compatibility requirements are met without "typical building elevations" having 
been submitted. 

a Fifth Assignment of Error (Subassignment B)- findings were inadequate for 
determining if the provisions of Comprehensive Plan policy 4.6.7 are met, based on 
the imposition of Condition 27, which requires individual lots to be developed 
consistent with the hillside development provisions of Chapter 4.5 and the 
pedestrian-oriented design standards in Chapter 4.1 0 from the 2006 LDC. 

e Sixth Assignment of Error (Subassignment B)- findings were inadequate for 
determining if the drainage plan adequately addresses Comprehensive Plan policy 
4.1 1.12. 

a Seventh Assignment of Error- findings were inadequate for determining if 
protections of environmentally significant resources are consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan policies. 

The remainder of this report will address each of the assignments of error, and will 
conclude with a summary of findings and recommendation to City Council. 

Fourth Assignment of Error 
In their fourth assignment of error petitioners argue that the City's findings regarding visual 
and neighborhood compatibility were inadequate because the City did not require the 
applicant to submit typical building elevations. Rather, as a condition of approval, the 
applicant was required to comply with building design standards in the 2006 LDC, Chapter 
4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards (Exhibits II and VII). LUBA sustained the 
fourth assignment of error stating 

"...the city's reliance on the applicant's agreement to comply in the future with inapplicable 
2006 LDC design standards is insufficient to show that the development currently meets 
the applicable code and Comprehensive Plan requirements regarding compatibility with 
neighborhood characteristics .... On remand, the city must either require submission of the 
typical building elevations, or in their absence identify a sufficient evidentiary basis to 
conclude that the development complies with applicable criteria." 
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Applicable Standards and Review Criteria 
The LUBA Final Opinion and Order references 1993 LDC Chapter 2.5 - Planned 
Development, Sections 2.5.40.04 and 2.5.50.01 .a.3, and Comprehensive Plan policies 
4.6.7(G), 9.2.1, and 9.2.5 (Exhibit VI). Also relevant are certain development standards 
in 2006 LDC Chapter - (RS-5) Low Density Zone. These standards and criteria are 
addressed below with respect to the fourth assignment of error. 

Section 2.5.50 - DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW PROCEDURES 

2.5.50.01 - Application Requirements 

An application filed for a Detailed Development Plan shall follow the requirements specified for a 
Conceptual Development Plan in Section 2.5.40 above and include the following: 

a. Graphic Requirements 
In addition to the graphic requirements specified for a Conceptual Development Plan in 2.5.40.01, a 
Detailed Development Plan shall include: 

3. Typical elevations of buildings and structures (which may be submitted on additional 
sheets) sufficient to indicate the architectural intent and character of the proposed 
development; 

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. 

The Director may waive any of the above requirements when determined the information required by this section 
is unnecessary to properly evaluate the proposed PlannedDevelopment. The Director may also require additional 
information to evaluate the proposal. 

Land Development Code Section 2.5.50.01 .a.3 states that typical building elevation 
drawings shall be included in Detailed Development Plan applications. The applicant 
proposed to build custom homes on 42 individual lots (45 lots were proposed by the 
appellant on appeal and approved by Council). Because the applicant did not know how 
homes would be designed, typical building elevations were not submitted. Typical building 
elevations were not required for two reasons. One is that LDC 2.5.40 states that the 
Director may waive any application requirement when it is unnecessary to evaluate the 
proposed Planned Development. A second reason is that priorto the Planning Commission 
decision on the application, the 2006 LDC took effect. As a result, any homes proposed 
to be constructed on the subject site would be required to comply with 2006 LDC 
development standards unless other standards, e.g. building designs, were approved. The 
2006 LDC contains clear and objective standards for the design of houses. Of particular 
relevance are the standards in 2006 LDC Chapter 3.2 - Low Density Zone (RS-5), which 
require compliance with LDC Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards 
(Exhibit IX). 

2006 LDC Chapter 3.2 contains clear and objective standards governing the development 
aspects such as building height, setbacks, and lot coverage. 2006 LDC Chapter 4.10 
contains standards that, among other purposes, are to provide diversity and architectural 
variety in residential areas. In the absence of typical building elevations, which would 
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become standards de jure if approved, development on the site would be governed by 
rules in place at the time of building permits. Those rules, or development standards, are 
in the 2006 LDC. In part to foster visual and neighborhood compatibility, the City Council 
applied LDC Chapter 4.1 0 standards as conditions of approval (Condition 27). While this 
may not have been absolutely necessary, it set clear parameters for building design that 
the Council believed resulted in visual and neighborhood compatibility. Section 3.2.70 of 
the 2006 LDC requires compliance with these standards, unless modified through a Lot 
Development Option, or Planned Development process. To ensure that any proposed 
variation from these standards is considered through a public hearing, Staff recommend 
modifying Condition 27 to remove the option of varying standards through the Lot 
Development Option and Minor Modification processes, both of which require 
administrative review, only. 

Staff also recommend revising Condition 27 to require new home construction to comply 
with the Development Standards in 2006 LDC Section 3.2.30, and Green Area 
Requirements in LDC Section 3.2.40, but not Section 3.2.50 - Mix of Housing Types. At the 
time of application the site was zoned RS-3.5 and only detached, single-family homes were 
permitted. The proposed tentative subdivision plat was designed to accommodate this 
building type, and to be consistent with CCP 9.5.13, provided below. 

9.5.13 New subdivisions and planned developments of more than 5 acres in low density districts 
shall incorporate two or more of the following elements in at least 10% of the total acreage: 

A. Zero lot line or attached dwellings (where allowed); 

B. Minimum allowed lot area; or 

C. Dwelling size less than 1,200 square feet. 

To conform with 9.5.13, the applicant proposed 1 I lots slightly less than the minimum 
8,000 sq. ft. required by the 1993 RS-3.5 standards, and Condition 22 restricted dwelling 
unit size to 1,200 sq. ft. or less for the same eleven lots. To permit other than residential 
uses, or to permit or require the mix of housing types permitted in 2006 LDC Chapter 3.2, 
would be inconsistent with the applicant's proposal and the City Council's previous 
decision. 

LUBA did not find fault with applying 2006 LDC development standards as conditions of 
approval, but did find that the City erred in not making sufficient findings that the 2006 LDC 
standards would result in compliance with LDC criteria and Comprehensive Plan policies 
effective at the time of application regarding visual and neighborhood compatibility. The 
specific applicable code and Comprehensive Plan policies referenced by petitioners and 
LUBAwere 1993 LDC 2.5.50.01 .a.3, and Comprehensive Plan policies 4.6.7(G), 9.2.1, and 
9.2.5. 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

Requests for approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to assure 
consistency with the purposes of this chapter, policies and density requirements of the 
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Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City 
Council. In addition, the following compatibility factors shall be considered: 

Basic site design (the organization of uses on a site); 
Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, and so forth); 
Noise attenuation; 
Noxious odors; 
Lighting; 
Signage; 
Landscaping for buffering and screening; 
Traffic; 
Effects on off-site parking; 
Effects on air and water quality. 

3.2.2 Within a land use district, primary uses and accessory uses permitted outright shall be 
considered compatible with each other when conforming to all standards of the district. 

4.6.7 In areas where development is permitted, standards in the Land Development Code for hillside 
areas will achieve the following: 

G. Demonstrate a concern for the view of the hills as well as the view from the hills. 

9.2.1 City land use decisions shall protect and maintain neighborhood characteristics (as defined 
in 9.2.5) in existing residential areas. 

9.2.5 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. 

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 
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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. 

I. 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. 

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. 

9.5.13 New subdivisions and planned developments of more than 5 acres in low density districts 
shall incorporate two or more of the following elements in at least 10% of the total acreage: 

A. Zero lot line or attached dwellings (where allowed); 

B. Minimum allowed lot area; or 

C. Dwelling size less than 1,200 square feet. 

Consistency with GCP 9.2.1 and 9.2.5 
Land Development Code (LDC) 2.5.40.04 lists several compatibility criteria. Of those, 
Basic Site Design (the organization of uses on the site) and Visual Elements (scale, 
structural design and form, materials, and so forth) are applicable to the fourth assignment 
of error. One way to determine if a proposed development is compatible with respect to 
basic site design and visual elements is to evaluate it for consistency with Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan policies 9.2.1 and 9.2.5. 

Policy 9.2.1 states, "City land use decisions shall protect and maintain neighborhood 
characteristics (as defined in 9.2.5) in existing residential areas." Adjacent neighborhoods 
are developed on the hillsides abutting the north and west sides of the subject site, as well 
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as below it. Areas to the north and west are zoned RS-3.5 Low Density Residential, and 
the homes south of the site are zoned RS-3.5 Low Density Residential with a Planned 
Development Overlay. The applicant's response to City Council regarding the LUBA 
remand notes that neighborhoods surrounding the subject site consist of low-density 
residential development on lots ranging in size from approximately 10,000 sq. ft. to larger 
than one acre. Surrounding homes have a wide variety of building designs, and range from 
one-story ranch style homes to two-story homes, some with daylight basements. 

The majority of proposed lots range in size between 10,000 and 12,000 sq. ft. Like homes 
in adjacent neighborhoods, houses on the subject site would be custom built, resulting in 
a variety of building designs. To be consistent with CCP 9.5.1 3, lots 19 -29 are slightly less 
than the minimum required lot size, and per Condition 22, homes on these lots may be no 
larger than 1,200 sq. ft (Exhibits II and Ill). The proposed lot sizes, and expected variety 
in single-detached housing designs, would result in a mix of lot sizes and development 
similar to existing neighborhoods. Therefore, the proposal would protect and maintain the 
characteristics of the existing neighborhoods, consistent with CCP 9.2.1. 

Policy 9.2.5 describes characteristics of comprehensive neighborhoods. CCP 9.2.5 does 
not require new neighborhoods to include all characteristics of a comprehensive 
neighborhood, but the characteristics should be used to guide development. Each set of 
characteristics identified in CCP 9.2.5 will be discussed below with respect to the subject 
proposal. 

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. 

E. Neighborhoods have a mix of densities, lot sizes, and housing types. 

Neighborhood Center zones have been established throughout the City based on such 
factors as proximity to major streets, transit corridors, and high density housing. When the 
application was submitted, the site was zoned Low Density Residential (RS-3.5). The 
primary intent of this zone is to permit low density family residential areas, comprised of 
single-detached homes. Consequently, many of the elements of a comprehensive 
neighborhood contemplated in CCP 9.2.5.A - C cannot be incorporated into the subject 
site. Such elements include a mix of housing types, high density residential construction, 
and commercial use types. The site has not been identified in the Parks and Recreation 
Facilities Plan as a required location for a public park, none have been proposed or are 
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required. Additionally, the City Council has found that the site is not a suitable location for 
a park (Exhibit 11.25, Finding Ill.A.4). 

However, the proposed open-space tracts throughout the site, and the Marys River Natural 
Area south of the site are private and public open spaces that will give structure and define 
edges of the neighborhood, consistent with "A" and "B", above. Also consistent with " A  
and "B", above, transit service is provided at the intersection of SW 35'h Street and Country 
Club Drive, and Condition 15 requires the applicant to provide a bus-shelter easement, and 
flat-graded pad for a bus shelter adjacent to the Brooklane Drive right-of-way. 

While the subject site is not permitted by the underlying zone to have a mix of densities or 
housing types, variety will be achieved through custom built homes, and the mix of lot and 
house sizes required by Condition 22. As such the proposal is consistent with CCP 9.2.5.E. 

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 bicycleways 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 theywant 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. 

M. Neighborhoods have street trees in planting strips in the public right-of-way. 

K. Neighborhoods incorporate a narrow street standard for internal streets which slows and 
diffuses traffic. 

As proposed, the subject site would be developed with local streets connecting to SW 
Brooklane Drive on the west and east sides of the subject site. The street pattern is 
roughly rectilinear but has been designed to fit the topography of the site and avoid tree 
groves. All proposed streets are classified as "local" and would be 28 feet wide, except in 
three areas where the street width is reduced to 20-feet to avoid trees or to respond to the 
topography of the site. The street contains only two turns, which are into cul-de-sacs, 
creating an understandable layout. All new streets are proposed to include 5 foot wide 
sidewalks and planter areas for street trees in the public right-of-way. Given the simple 
street network that connects to existing abutting streets and development sites, provision 
of sidewalks and street trees, and avoidance of groves of Significant Trees, the proposal 
is consistent with CCP 9.2.5. F, G, M and K. 

D. Neighborhood development provides for compatible building transitions in terms of scale, 
mass, and orientation. 

H. Neighborhoods have buildings (residential, commercial, and institutional) that are close to the 
street, with their main entrances oriented to the public areas. 
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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. 

L. Neighborhood building and street proportions relate to one another in a way that provides a 
sense of enclosure. 

Condition 27 of Order 2007-1 1 1 requires all development on the subject site to comply with 
applicable standards in 2006 LDC Chapter 4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards 
(PODS) (Exhibits I1 and IX). As discussed below, these standards implement the goals 
of CCP 9.2.5 and CCP 9.2.1. 

Comprehensive Plan policy 9.2.5.h encourages buildings to be close to the street, with 
main entrances oriented to public areas. Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 9.2.5.i encourages 
neighborhoods to have public areas designed to encourage the attention and presence of 
people at all hours and to enhance security by placing building openings and windows to 
overlook public areas. These policies are achieved by 2006 LDC Sections 4.10.50.01 .a 
and "c". Section 4.10.50.01.a requires all dwellings to be oriented toward existing or 
proposed public or private streets. To satisfy this LDC standard, primary building entrances 
must face streets or be directly accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path less than 100 ft 
long; and primary dwelling entrances must open directly to the outside and without 
passage through a garage or carport. Section 4.10.50.01 .c implements CCP 9.2.5.h and 
"I" by requiring any facade facing streets or sidewalks to contain a minimum area of 15% 
windows andlor doors (Exhibit IX). 

Comprehensive Plan policy 9.2.5.j encourages domestic garages to be located behind 
houses or to be set-back from the front facade so that automobile parking and storage 
does not adversely affect the pedestrian environment. This policy is achieved by LDC 
Section 4.10.50.02 which provides measurable maximum widths for street facing 
garageslcarports, sets clear standards for the placement and orientation of 
garageslcarports, and requires garagelcarports to be constructed of materials to match the 
primary structure. 

Policy 9.2.5 does not specifically address the design of individual homes. It only requires 
development to reflect neighborhood characteristics appropriate to the site and area. As 
discussed above, the proposed lot and house sizes would be similar to surrounding 
neighborhoods. Land Development Section 4.10.50.03 provides a menu of pedestrian 
features and design elements that must be included in new construction. Pedestrian 
features include elevating the finished floor above grade near sidewalks, incorporating a 
front porch, and installing a sidewalk to the front door. New homes would be required to 
include at least one of these features. These features, in concert with other LDC - 4.10 
standards, lead to an enhanced pedestrian environment, and buildings that relate to 
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streets, provide a sense of enclosure (raised elevations, front porches near streets), and 
provide for compatible transitions in terms of scale, mass, and orientation, consistent with 
CCP 9.2.5 in general, and CCP 9.2.5.D, and "I" in specific. 

The building design variety menu in LDC Section 4.10.50.03 requires roof forms to have 
at least a 4:12 pitch, and buildings must incorporate three of seven design features. Design 
features include an increased roof pitch, eaves with an 18-inch overhang, use of multiple 
exterior building materials, trim at least 2.25 inches wide, increased window coverage, 
incorporation of at least one architectural feature, and consistent use of architectural 
details. Incorporation of three of these required design features will ensure visually 
interesting buildings appropriate to the site and surrounding residential neighborhoods. 

As explained above, PODS standards in the 2006 Land Development Code implement 
CCP 9.2.1 and 9.2.5. Therefore, development to LDC 4.10 standards will be consistent 
with CCPs 9.2.1 and 9.2.5, and compatible with surrounding uses in terms of visual 
elements and neighborhood characteristics. Development consistent with CCP 9.2.1 and 
9.2.5 will also be consistent with the Basic Site Design and Visual Elements criteria in 1993 
LDC 2.5.40.04. Consequently, application of the 2006 LDC Pedestrian Oriented Design 
Standards will result in development consistent with CCP 9.2.1 and 9.2.5, making it 
unnecessary for the applicant to submit typical building elevations to demonstrate that 
development will be compatible with surrounding uses. Similarly, CCP 3.2.2 states that 
when in compliance with development standards of the district, primary and accessory 
uses are considered compatible. 

The standards in LDC Chapter 4.10 are also clear, objective, and in some instances 
measurable. There would be no Staff discretion required to determine if a proposed 
building complied with these standards, and no future review proceeding would be 
required. Further, Staff recommend that Condition 27 be revised such that any variation 
requested from Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards be considered through a public 
hearing process. Revising Condition 27 in this way would disallow a variance through the 
Lot Development Option process as provided in LDC Section 4.10.30.b, and would 
eliminate the need for any discretion to find consistency with LDC Section 4.1 0.60.01 .d - 
Grading (Cuts and Fills). In the case of LDC Section 4.1 0.60.01 .d, this standard must be 
eliminated because it requires "consistency" with other LDC chapters. To determine 
consistency with other chapters would require staff level analysis and/or discretion. 

Consisfency with CCP 4.6.7. G 
Petitioners also assert in the fourth assignment of error that CCP 4.6.7.G requires 
development to demonstrate a "concern for the view of the hills as well as the view from 
the hills." The first sentence in CCP 4.6.7 reads, "in areas where development is 
permitted, standards in the Land Development Code for hillside areas will achieve the 
fol1owing:"The plain language of CCP 4.6.7 is that it is not a development standard, but 
an aspirational policy that directs future iterations of the LDC to achieve certain goals. 
The 2006 LDC implements CCP 4.6.7, as evident by the similarities between the purposes 
of the LDC 2006, Section 4.5.80.01 Hillside Development standards and CCP 4.6.7. This 
is fully addressed on the fifth assignment of error. With this understanding, the Council 
approved the applicant's proposed grading plan, which called for some of the site to be 
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mass graded, and other areas to have lots individually graded. The Council also required 
all lots to be developed in accordance with 2006 LDC Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and 
Hillside Development Standards as part of Condition of Approval 27 (Order 2007-1 11). In 
applying Condition 27, the Council ensured the proposal was consistent with CCP 4.6.7. 
Staff believe that this finding is strengthened based on proposed revisions to Condition 27, 
which specify applicable standards that apply to non-mass graded areas. 

Even without Condition 27, the proposal has demonstrated conformance with 4.6.7.g. The 
most distinct features of the hill when viewed from below are the oak groves and large 
canopy trees. The applicant proposes to leave most of the trees in open space tracts, and 
development would occur in existing open areas. There is no doubt that the views of the 
hill will change if 45 new homes are constructed on it. However, the visual impact of these 
homes will be mitigated by the retention of the tree groves, installation of approximately 
170 street trees, and other private landscaping. The nearest house on lots above the 
subject site is approximately 200 feet away, and approximately 30 feet higher in elevation. 
Therefore, the development is not expected to negatively impact views from the hills for 
neighbors to the north of the site. Proposed lots would abut existing developed lots to the 
west. Construction of homes on the proposed lots would affect views to the east and 
southeast from the back yards of these abutting residences. 

However, because the area abutting the lots to the west is open and contains relatively few 
trees, it is a more appropriate location for development compared to areas on the lower 
slopes of the hill that contain a large tree grove. Considering the fact that the site has 
been zoned for low density residential development, when balancing the desire to 
"demonstrate a concern" for views from the hill and the desire to protect significant natural 
features, tree covered hillsides, and tree groves, Staff believe that tree protection is the 
greater priority. 

For the reasons given above, the proposal is consistent with CCPS 4.6.7.g. 

Conclusion - Fourth Assignment of Error 
In the fourth assignment of error, petitioners argue that because typical building elevations 
were not submittedlrequired, it was not possible to demonstrate that the proposed 
development would be compatible with visual elements and neighborhood characteristics 
of surrounding neighborhoods based on CCPS 9.2.1, 9.2.5 and 4.6.7.g. Petitioners also 
argued that compliance with standards applied as conditions of approval would require a 
future review proceeding. On remand, LUBA stated that the "city must either require 
submission of the typical building elevations, or in their absence identify a sufficient 
evidentiary basis to conclude that the development complies with applicable criteria." 

The City Council did not require submission of typical building elevations, but through 
Condition of Approval 27, required new development to comply with standards in LDC 
Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards, and LDC Chapter 4.5 - Natural 
Hazard and Hillside Development Standards. As discussed above, the proposal is either 
consistent with CCP 9.2.1 and 9.2.5, or would be through compliance with applicable 
standards in LDC Chapter 4.1 0. Development that conforms to LDC 4.1 0 standards and 
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is consistent with CCPS 9.2.1 and 9.2.5, will also result in compatibility with the basic site 
design and visual elements of surrounding neighborhoods, consistent with LDC 2.5.40.04. 

Policy 4.6.7.g directs the LDC to provide standards that address visual impacts of 
development on hillsides. CCP 4.6.7 is not a review criterion and development is not 
required to comply with it. However, Condition 27, as revised, requires areas &proposed 
to be mass graded to comply with 2006 LDC Chapter 4.5.80 standards regarding hillside 
development (Exhibit IX). These standards limit cuts and fills to eight feet, resulting in site 
development that is visually compatible with surrounding neighborhoods. Further, the 
location of the development and the preservation of most significant trees mitigates 
impacts to views of the hillside, and compensates for negative effects to views from the 
hillside. 

Given the above, the development standards applied through Condition 27 will result in 
development that complies with the criteria applicable at the time of application without the 
need for typical building elevations. Because the standards instituted through Condition 
27 are clear and objective, and because discretion is not required to apply these standards, 
future review by a public hearing body is not required. 

Fifth Assignment of Error 
In the decision to approve the subject application, the City Council applied Condition of 
Approval 27 which requires, in part, lots to be developed in accordance with LDC Chapter 
4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. Council findings, particularly 
Findings lll.A.14, clarify that Condition 27 permits mass grading to occur as proposed, and 
all lots not mass graded would be subject to 2006 LDC Chapter 4.5 standards (Exhibit I I ) .  

In general, petitioners argue that the City did not make adequate findings that the proposed 
development satisfied applicable hillside development criteria. LUBA sustained sub- 
assignment of error "b" and in part, sub-assignment of error "d" of petitioners fifth 
assignment of error. Regarding sub-assignment of error "b", in their Final Order and 
Opinion, LUBA stated, 

"...the city's adopted findings do not address compliance with each of the provisions 
of CCPS 4.6.7. Instead, the city appears to have concluded that compliance with 
the 2006 LDC hillside development provisions in a future review process will suffice 
to demonstrate compliance with CCPS 4.6.7. However, even assuming that is the 
case, the city cannot defer such a demonstration of compliance with CCPS 4.6.7 
to a future review process that does not provide notice or opportunity for public 
participation." 

LUBA also stated that even if the city addressed the LDC 2006 hillside development 
standards during the publically noticed review process "it is not clear why the city believes 
that compliance with the 2006 LDC will suffice to demonstrate compliance with CCP 4.6.7." 
In conclusion, LUBA found that, "because the city's findings do not specifically address the 
Comprehensive Plan policies and do not explain how compliance with 2006 LDC hillside 
development standards is sufficient to demonstrate compliance with those policies, the 
city's findings are inadequate" (Exhibit VI). 
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Regarding sub-assignment of error "d", LUBA required the city to "adopt new findings on 
remand that either explain how the 2006 LDC hillside grading standards implement each 
of the CCP 4.6.7 provisions or find compliance with each of the provisions of CCP 4.6.7." 
As discussed previously, CCP 4.6.7 is not a development standard; however, in review of 
proposed hillside development, the City has used CCP 4.6.7 to guide decisions regarding 
questions of compatibility. 

In sum, LUBA found that to approve the proposal, City Council must make findings 
demonstrating how the standards in 2006 LDC Chapter 4.5, applied by Condition 27, fully 
implement CCP 4.6.7; or make findings that the proposal, is otherwise consistent with CCP 
4.6.7. Staff believe that both findings can be made, as explained below. 

Staff also believe it is important to consider CCP 4.6.7 within the context of CCP 4.6.1. 

4.6.1 The City shall update the current hillside inventory. Until that time the City shall utilize the 
Open Space - Hillside Report (1983) and the Open Space Plan - Corvallis Planning Area (1979) 
to identify areas of significance during the review of annexations and developments. 

Policy 4.6.1 indicates that significant hills and hillsides are those identified in the 1983 
Open Space Hillside Report (Exhibit XI). The subject site is on a hillside of Country Club 
hill, which is developed with a private golf club, a cemetery, and single family, detached 
homes. The Open Space Hillside Report, section 11 .B recommends that the "...City's 
inventory be modified to recognize the cemetery and the portion of the golf course currently 
designated Open Space I Conservation as the only significant hillside open space 
resources." This recommendation is congruous with earlier land use decisions to zone the 
site RS-3.5 Low Density Residential, rather than as Open Space - Conservation or other 
zone that would prohibit residential development. The clear reference in the Open Space 
Hillside Report and the zoning on the site indicate that the site is not on a significant hillside 
as identified in CCP 4.6.1. The applicability of CCP 4.6.7 is not necessarily limited to 
significant hillsides as identified in the Open Space Hillside Report, but the report does 
recognize some hills and hillsides as more important than others. Policy 4.6.7 is useful for 
evaluating the compatibility of the proposed development in the absence of clear and 
object LDC standards. However, consideration of CCP 4.6.7 does not suggest that the 
hillside is one of the significant hillsides in the Open Space Hillside Report. 

2006 LDC Chapter 4.5 lmplemenfs CCP 4.6.7 
Article 50 of the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan defines a policy as a "decision making 
guideline for actions to be taken in achieving goals and the community's vision." Article 50 
defines the LDC as "a set of ordinances and regulations that implements the policies 
contained in the Comprehensive Plan." Given these definitions, and as discussed above, 
CCP 4.6.7 is not a review criterion or standard that development must comply with, it is a 
policy implemented by the Land Development Code. Policy 4.6.7 directed the 2006 LDC 
to contain standards that would achieve the goals of CCP 4.6.7. The 2006 LDC 
accomplished this task, in part, through Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazards and Hillside 
Development Provisions, and in particular, in Section 4.5.80 - Hillside Development 
Standards. This becomes clear by comparing CCP 4.6.7 to the purposes of hillside 
development standards outlined in LDC Section 4.5.80.01. Both CCP 4.6.7 and LDC 
4.5.80.01 are provided below. 
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Policy -A decision-making guideline for actions to be taken in achieving goals and the community's 
vision. 

Land Development Code -Aset of ordinances and regulations that implement the policies contained 
in the Comprehensive Plan. 

4.6.7 In areas where development is permitted, standards in the Land Development Code for hillside 
areas will achieve the following: 

A. Plan development to fit the topography, soil, geology, and hydrology of 
hillsides and to ensure hillside stability both during and after development. 

B. Preserve the most visually significant slopes and ridgelines in their natural 
state by utilizing techniques such as cluster development and reduced 
densities. 

C. Preservesignificant natural features such as tree groves, woodlands, the tree- 
meadow interface, and specimen trees. 

D. Align the built surface infrastructure, such as roads and waterways, with the 
natural contours of terrain and minimize cutting and filling in developments. 

E. Minimize soil disturbances and the removal of native vegetation and avoid 
these activities during winter months unless impacts can be mitigated. 

F. Design developments and utilize construction techniques that minimize 
erosion and surface water runoff. 

G. Demonstrate a concern for the view of the hills as well as the view from the 
hills. 

H. Provide landscaping that enhances the identified open space resources. 

1. Design developments that consider landscaping management that will 
minimize the threat of fire on improved property spreading to wildland habitat. 

Section 4.5.80 - HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

4.5.80.01 - Purposes - 
Hillside Development standards have been developed for the following purposes: 

a. To plan development to fit the topography, soil, geology, and hydrology of hillsides; 

b. To align the built surface infrastructure, such as streets and waterways, with the 
natural contours of terrain; and to minimize cutting and filling in developments; 

c. To minimize soil disturbances and the removal of native vegetation, and to avoid 
these activities during winter months, unless impacts can be mitigated; 

d. To encourage the design of developments and the utilization of construction 
techniques that minimize erosion and surface water runoff; 

e. To balance a view of the hills with the view from the hills; 
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f. To provide or maintain landscaping that enhances the identified open space 
resources; and 

g. To design developments that consider landscaping management that will minimize 
the threat of fire on improved property and the spreading of fire to wildland habitat. 

As shown above, LDC Section 4.5.80.01 purpose "a" corresponds with CCP 4.6.7.a and 
"d"; purpose "b" corresponds with CCP 4.6.7.d; purpose "c" corresponds with CCP 
4.6.7.e, purpose "d" corresponds with CCP 4.6.7.f; purpose "em corresponds with 4.6.7.g; 
purpose "f' corresponds with CCP 4.6.7.h; and purpose "g" corresponds with CCP 4.6.7.i. 

The 2006 LDC hillside development standards (Section 4.5.80) were established for the 
purposes listed above. The similarities between the purposes of the hillside development 
standards and the goals in CCP 4.6.7 make clear that the 2006 LDC standards implement 
CCP 4.6.7. While development is not required to comply with CCP 4.6.7 because it is not 
a standard, development is required to be compatible with the site and surrounding uses. 
The City Council found that if development on lots proposed to be individually graded (not 
mass graded) followed the standards in LDC Chapter 4.5 it would be compatible, and 
because the purposes of hillside development standards are nearly identical to CCP 4.6.7, 
development to these standards demonstrates consistency with CCP 4.6.7. 

The 2006 LDC standards for hillside development are clear and objective. If lot grading or 
home construction cannot comply with these standards it will not be permitted unless the 
applicant seeks to vary them. To vary from standards would require approval of Major 
Modification to the approved Planned Development. A Major Modification application is 
subject to notification requirements, requires a public hearing, and provides opportunityfor 
public participation. 

To best respond to the remanded issues in the Fifth Assignment of Error, and clarify the 
intent of Condition 27, staff recommend it be revised as follows (the original version is 
provided on pages 38 and 39 and in Exhibit 11): 

Lot Gradina and Structures - Mass grading shall be limited to the areas shown on the grading plan 
identified as Attachments 1.7 and 1.8 of the August 10, 2007, Staff Memorandum to the City 
Council. Cuts and fills in the areas permitted to be mass graded shall not exceed the 
measurements shown in Attachment 1.8. All mass graded areas, as shown in Attachment 1.8, shall 
be engineered and constructed such that retaining walls are neither required nor used. Grading 
and excavation activities in areas not approved for mass grading as shown in Attachment 1.8 shall 
comply with Section 4.5.80 - Hillside Development Standards of the 2006 LDC Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazards and Hillside Development Provisions. Regardless of the presence of extenuating 
circumstances, cuts and fills in areas not mass-graded shall comply with the eight-foot standard 
as defined in LDC Section 4.5.80.03 - Definitions. Exceptions or alterations to these standards 
shall only be permitted through the Planned Development process, including any modifications to 
streets that would occur through the Capital Improvements Program. Additionally, development on 
all lots shall comply with 2006 LDC Chapter 4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. 

Lots shall only be developed with single-family, detached homes and Accessory Structures 
consistentwith conditions of approval and 2006 LDC Sections 3.2.30, 3.2.40, and Sections 4.3.30 
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and 4.3.40 for Accessory Structures. Development on all lots shall comply with 2006 LDC Chapter 
4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. 

Modifications to applicable LDC standards, or standards established through this approval may only 
occur through a public hearing process. 

Proposal is Consistent with CCP 4.6.7 
Areas proposed to be mass graded and cuts and fills associated streets were not required 
through Condition 27 to comply with 2006 LDC Chapter 4.5 standards. Nonetheless, mass 
graded areas must be compatible with surrounding uses and sensitive to the natural 
topography of the site. At the time of application there were no clear standards that limited 
the extent of mass grading, or criteria to evaluate compatibility of such grading. In the 
absence of standards and criteria, the City referred to CCP 4.6.7. As noted in Council 
finding III.A.ll, cuts and fills eight feet or less have been found in past Corvallis land use 
decisions, to be consistent with CCP policies regarding hillside development, including 
CCP 4.6.7. However, limiting cuts and fills to eight feet was not a standard at the time of 
application and development with cuts and fills greater than eight feet could be found (and 
has previously been found) compatible with surrounding uses, the natural topography, and 
consistent with policies such as CCP 4.6.7. 

As indicated in the revised Condition 27, above, mass graded areas may exceed 8 foot 
cuts and fills, but individually graded areas would be restricted to the eight-foot cutlfill 
standard, regardless of extenuating circumstances. The applicant's cutlfill analysis (Exhibit 
Ill) shows that the majority of the area proposed to be mass graded would have cuts and 
fills between 0 and i 0 feet, while portions of lots 8-1 0 would have i 0-20 foot cuts, and 
portions of lots 15, 16, 27, 28, and 38, 39 would have 10-20 feet of fill. If the Staff revised 
Condition 27 is approved, the remainder of the developable portions of the site would be 
limited to cuts and fills of 8 feet as defined by the Eight-ft Standard in LDC Section 
4.5.80.03, below. 

d. Eight-ft. Standard - Restricts grade changes (cuts orfills) in excess of eight ft. on an individual 
lot or development site. Cut and fill is measured vertically from Natural Grade. In no case 
shall a combination of cut and fill in the same location exceed 16 ft. 

The applicant's response to LUBA's Final Order and Opinion discusses how the proposed 
site and grading plans are consistent with CCP 4.6.7 (Exhibit 111). Each goal of CCP 4.6.7 
is listed below followed by a brief Staff analysis of the proposal's consistency with it. 

CCP 4.6.7.A - Plan development to fit the topography, soil, geology, and hydrology of hillsides and 
to ensure hillside stability both during and after development. 

To demonstrate that the proposed development would be consistent with CCP 4.6.7.A, the 
applicant performed multiple geotechnical investigations, the results of which are included 
in three geotechnical reports. Findings of the first investigation are contained in a report 
dated January 25, 2006. Regarding hillside stability, this Preliminary Geotechnical Report 
stated, "there is a low potential for landslides or instability with the existing slope conditions 
due to the absence of identifiable landslide features, the lack of seeps or springs except 
for existing drainage, and the presence of relatively stiff residual soil and shallow bedrock 
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beneath mature slopes." Subsequent reports dated March 16, 2007, and May 20, 2008, 
provide greater detail regarding site conditions and specific recommendations for 
developing on the subject site (Exhibit Ill - May 20,2008 report). The later geotechnical 
reports do not conflict with the original geotechnical report findings that there is a low 
potential for landslides or soil instability. 

Regarding drainage patterns of site, the applicant states (Attachment Ill), 

To further enhance the compatibility of the site and maintain existing stormwater 
routing, drainage corridors have been maintained and utilized for stormwater 
routing. The main drainage corridor on the west side of the property is utilized for 
a detention and water quality treatment area. By maintaining the open drainage 
corridor with large scale roughness (i.e. grass) the potential for removing suspended 
sediment is maximized. 

Considering the information and recommendations contained within the three geotechnical 
reports, and the use of natural drainage corridors to convey stormwater, the proposed 
development is consistent with CCP 4.6.7.A. 

CCP 4.6.7.B - Preserve the most visually significant slopes and ridgelines in their natural state by 
utilizing techniques such as cluster development and reduced densities. 

CCP 4.6.7.C - Preserve significant natural features such as tree groves, woodlands, the tree-meadow 
interface, and specimen trees. 

Consistent with CCP 4.6.7.B, the proposed development has reduced densities, minimizing 
visual impacts of the site's hillside. Reduced density was achieved by placing lots in 
relatively open areas, and setting aside common tracts that contained oak groves. By 
placing approximately 11 acres of the site in tracts, the minimum density requirement was 
based on the remaining 14.88 acres, reducing the minimum number or homes required to 
meet density standards. For example, 52 homes would be required to meet the minimum 
density requirement of two dwelling units per acre on the whole 25.88 acre site. The 
applicant proposes 45 dwelling units, which is within the permitted density range based on 
14.88 acres of land outside of the proposed four tracts. Use of tracts to protect the site's 
large oak groves preserves a tree-covered appearance and minimizes visual impacts that 
would be caused by the development. 

Inherent in CCP 4.6.7.B is a conflict between the desire to preserve slopes in their natural 
state and develop the site. This policy also does not give guidance on how to determine 
which slopes are the most visually significant. At the time of application the subject site was 
zoned Low Density Residential with a Planned Development Overlay, or (PD)RS-3.5. This 
zone permits residential development on the subject site, and is consistent with the 1983 
Open Space Hillside Report, which also identified the subject site as appropriate for low 
density residential development (Exhibit XI). Given that the site has been zoned for 
residential development, and the Open Space Hillside Report identifies it as appropriate 
for development, it is reasonable to conclude that the site may be developed, despite the 
fact that this would alter its natural state. It can also be argued that, based on the 1983 
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Open Space Hillside Report, the visually significant part of the hill is the cemetery, which 
is not part of the development proposal. 

The site is located on a hillside that slopes to the south and southeast. The lowest point 
on the site is at an elevation of 250 feet, and the highest point is 420 feet. The highest 
point on the hill is 460 feet, and areas directly above and to the west of the subject site are 
developed with residential homes. Consistent with CCP 4.6.7.B proposed development 
would not occur on the ridgeline. 

The site contains roughly 454 significant trees, most of which are growing in groves. The 
largest grove is in the southwest corner of the site, while others are located near the center 
of the site. As shown in the applicant's tree preservation plan, streets and homes would 
be located to avoid impacts to tree groves, and I 1  acres, or 42% of the site, would be 
within open space tracts to protect the groves. The proposed site layout is expected to 
result in the removal of 48-58 significant trees, or roughly 12% of significant trees. 
Approximately 172 street trees would be installed with development. While these trees do 
not meet the LDC definition for significant, they will benefit the site, and will compensate 
for the 48 - 58 trees that would be removed. Preserving the site's tree groves and 88% of 
significant trees is consistent with CCP 4.6.7.B and CCP 4.6.7.C. Setting-aside I I acres 
in open space tracts reduces the developable portion of the site to 14.88 acres. Forty-five 
lotslhomes are proposed to be built on the 14.88 acres, equaling a density of 3 units per 
acre. This is near the bottom of the permitted RS-3.5 zone density range of 2-6 units per 
acre. If the applicant had not placed 11 acres in open space tract, that amount of area 
would need to be counted in the density calculations, and a minimum of 52 Iotslhomes 
would be required. By providing the open space tracts, the applicant protected most of the 
site's significant trees, consistent with CCP 4.6.7.C, and reduced the developable area and 
density requirements, consistent with CCP 4.6.7.B. 

For reasons given above, the proposal is consistent with CCP 4.6.7.B and CCP 4.6.7.C. 

CCP 4.6.7.D - Align the built surface infrastructure, such as roads and waterways, with the natural 
contours of terrain and minimize cutting and filling in development. 

The site is located on a hillside with slopes in some areas greater than 35%. The southern 
portion of the site is largely bordered by an alley, leaving only the southwest and northeast 
corners of the site accessible for street connections. Land Development Code Section 
4.0.70.1 limits the grades on local streets to a maximum of 15%, and other criteria and 
Comprehensive Plan policies encourage development to avoid impacts to significant trees, 
tree groves, and natural features. Limited access to the site, a maximum permitted street 
grade of 15%, and the desire to minimize impacts to tree groves, limits the possible 
location for streets within the site. 

To balance these competing issues, the applicant designed the street to access the site. 
at the southwest and northeast corners. As shown in the applicant's tree preservation plan, 
the local street (Wolverine Drive), beginning at the southwest corner runs up-slope along 
the outer edge of a large oak grove. Two cul-de-sacs (Badger PI. and Buckeye PI.) run 
easterly from this street into areas where there are relatively few significant trees. Given 
the direction of other Comprehensive Plan policies which encourage the protection of 
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significant trees, tree covered hillsides, and woodlands, the most appropriate locations to 
develop on the subject site are those areas with no or relatively few trees. These areas are 
in the northwest and middle of the subject site, and the proposed street layout reaches 
these areas with minimal impacts to trees and tree groves while limiting the street grade 
to 15%. 

The applicant has also placed proposed drainage facilities within natural drainage corridors 
as shown in Exhibit I l l .  Considering the various constraints and competing policies, the 
proposed street layout, which accesses open areas with relatively few trees, complies with 
LDC maximum local street grade standards, and locates drainage facilities to take 
advantage of natural contours and drainage patterns, is consistent with CCP 4.6.7.D. 

CCP 4.6.7.E - Minimize soil disturbances and the removal of native vegetation and avoid these 
activities during winter months unless impacts can be mitigated. 

The applicant has stated that no grading will be done during winter months, but would 
occur between the months of June through October. The proposal would preserve 
approximately 88% of the site's 454 significant trees, the majority of which are native oak 
trees. Most preserved trees would be within open space tracts that could not be developed 
as residential lots. The four proposed open space tracts account for 11 acres of the 25.88 
acre site. Any native vegetation within these tracts would be preserved along with the trees. 
While the site does contain native vegetation, the letter from the ODF&W biologist states 
that the majority of grasses on the site are not native. For these reasons, the proposal is 
consistent with CCP 4.6.7.E. 

As the applicant notes in the response to the LUBA Final Order and Opinion, the Council- 
approved grading plan limits soil disturbance through this application, primarily to areas 
necessary to build roads and utilities to support the development (Exhibit Ill). As shown 
in the applicant's cutlfill analysis (Exhibit Ill), the majority of the proposed mass-graded 
would have cuts and fills between 0 and 10 feet. Areas on the upslope portions of lots 8- 
10 would have cuts between 10 and 20 feet, and lots 15, 16, 27, 28, 38, and 39 would 
have 10 to 20 feet of fill. As discussed above, at the time of application there was no 
standard in place limiting cuts and fills, though precedent decisions generally found that 
cutslfills that did not exceed 8 feet were consistent with CCP 4.6.7 and related policies. 
Because the area proposed to be developed avoids most significant trees, and most of the 
mass graded area would limit cuts and fills to 10 feet or less, the proposed mass grading 
is consistent with CCP 4.6.7.E. Areas not mass graded as shown in the applicant's cutlfill 
analysis, would not be permitted to exceed eight foot cuts and fills as defined in the Eight-ft 
Standard (Condition 27). Restricting cuts and fills to less than eight feet on non-mass 
graded areas is also consistent with CCP 4.6.7.E. 

In determining if the proposed grading plan and overall development minimizes soil 
disturbances the Council may consider other Comprehensive Plan policies and LDC 
standards. For example, the subject site has been designed for low density development 
per 1993 LDC Chapter 3.1, and CCP 4.6.5 states, "On tree covered hillsides, development 
shall be designed to preserve as many trees as possible and tree removal shall be 
consistent with the approved development plan." Balancing the fact that the site has been 
zoned for development and the desire to preserve trees and tree covered hillsides, the 
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applicant proposed lot grading and streets in open areas where impacts to trees would be 
minimized. Cuts and fills would be limited to between 0 and1 0 feet on most of the mass 
graded area, and to 8 feet or less on all other areas proposed for development. 
Consequently, the proposal minimizes soil disturbances, consistent with CCP 4.6.7.E. 

CCP 4.6.7.F - Design developments and utilize construction techniques that minimize erosion and 
surface water runoff. 

As stated in the applicant's response to the LUBA Final Order and Opinion, the "primary 
surface water drainage corridor is proposed to remain in place and provide a natural 
filtering system for the majority of storm water runoff"(Exhibit I l l ) .  In approving the 
proposal, City Council applied three conditions related to surface water run-off. Condition 
19 requires storm drain facilities to match pre and post- development flows based on the 
2-year, 5-year, and 10-year storm events. Condition 20 requires water quality facilities to 
comply with criteria outlined in Appendix F of the Storm Water Master Plan , and in the 
King County, Washington, Surface Water Design Manual. Condition 26, requires a storm 
water drainage plan that ensures site surface drainage is captured in area drains before 
crossing the Brooklane Park Estates alleyway (Exhibits I I  and X). 

City Council applied Condition of Approval 4 which requires the applicant to obtain erosion 
control permits prior to issuance of excavation and grading permits (Exhibit II). The 
Condition also states that, where required by Development Services Division staff, the 
applicant shall install an erosion control and re-vegetation product capable of functioning 
on a 2: l  slope, and resulting in 90% vegetation within 3 years without the use of irrigation. - 
I his condition is important because it requires erosion controi to city standards, and also 
because it limits the use of irrigation. Irrigation in certain areas of the site during summer 
months could lead to an increase in surface water that may harm oak trees. This condition 
would prevent damage to trees from irrigation run-off. Also, as noted in Development 
Related Concern C of the City Council Notice of Disposition, a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit is required because construction activity will disturb more than 
one acre of land. 

Given the proposed design and conditions of approval which require erosion control and 
NPDES permits, and require storm water facilities to comply with City standards, the 
development would minimize surface water run-off and control erosion consistent with LDC 
Standards, the Storm Water Master Plan, and CCP 4.6.7.F. 

CCP 4.6.7.G - Demonstrate a concern for the view of the hills as well as the view from the hills 

Consistency with CCP 4.6.7.G was discussed above, under the fourth assignment of error. 
Findings in that section are incorporated here by reference. 

Conclusion - Fifth Assignment of Error 
In the Final Order and Opinion, LUBA concluded that the City did not make adequate 
findings that the LDC Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions 
would result in compliance with CCP 4.6.7, and also that compliance with these standards 
was being postponed to a future review processes. As explained above CCP 4.6.7 is not 
a review criterion or standard that development must conform to; it is a goal or guideline 
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that directed the 2006 LDC to include standards that would achieve CCP 4.6.7. The 
Grading Regulations in LDC Section 4.5.80.04 were designed to implement the purposes 
in LDC Section 4.5.80.01. The hillside development purposes are nearly identical to the 
goals in CCP 4.6.7. Consequently, the standards, or grading regulations, that implement 
the hillside development purposes implement the goals of CCP 4.6.7. Condition of 
Approval 27, as revised, requires earth-disturbing activities in areas not mass graded to 
comply with the Hillside Development Standards in LDC Section 4.5.80, and requires 
grading to comply with the Eight-foot standard in LDC Section 4.5.80.03.d, regardless of 
the presence of extenuating circumstances. No future review process is required if 
development meets these standards. If development cannot achieve these standards 
(which are consistent with CCP 4.6.7 goals) it cannot occur, or the standards as they apply 
to the subject site must be modified through a public hearing process. The above analysis 
also finds that, in the act of balancing multiple and sometimes competing Comprehensive 
Plan policies and LDC standards, the proposed development is compatible with 
surrounding uses and the natural topography of the site, and consistent with CCP 4.6.7. 

Sixth Assignment of Error 
Petitioners argue that the City's findings of compliance with CCP 4.1 1 . I2  are inadequate 
and not supported by substantial evidence. CCP 4.1 1 . I2  states, 

4.11 . I2  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. 

LUBA remanded this issue to the City stating it was unclear which City Council findings 
concerned CCP 4.1 1 .I 2, and because it appears that the City "deferred consideration of 
proposed drainage plans and facilities to a subsequent review process that does not 
provide for notice or opportunity for public input. 

In response to the sixth assignment of error, it should be noted the Policy 4.1 1 . I 2  is not 
a measurable development standard, it is a review criterion used to evaluate the 
compatibility of proposed development with surrounding uses, and potential impacts to 
wetlands. The City has adopted clear and objective stormwater quality and quantity 
standards that must be met for development to occur (Attachment X), and these standards 
implement CCP 4.1 1 .I 2. Each goal in CCP 4.1 1 . I  2, is considered in turn, below, along 
with relevant development standards. 

The City's Stormwater Master Plan has established clear and objective standards 
regarding storm drainage facilities. Storm drainage facilities are to be designed based on 
accepted engineering practices to achieve objective, measurable results. Run-off rates are 
calculated based on 2-year, 5-year, and 10-year "design storm events". These rates must 
be determined so post-development run-off rates do not exceed pre-development run-off 
rates based on the design storm events. Water quality is to be maintained by the removal 
of 70% of Total Suspended Solids during design storm events. These standards apply to 
all new development in Corvallis, and are the standards that were applied to the Brooklane 
Heights proposal. 
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Water Discharge Patterns 
The City's surface water run-off standards limit post-development run-off rates so they do 
not exceed pre-development run-off rates for the 2, 5 and 10-year storm events. To 
maintain historical run-off rates, the applicant proposes to construct two detention ponds. 
New public storm drain pipes will be installed in streets to collect and convey water to the 
detention ponds. For homes that would not directly drain into a public street, water will be 
drained overland through areas with drainage easements, to the detention facilities. The 
detention ponds will temporarily store and release water at pre-development rates. The 
ponds are planned to be located within the existing drainage corridor as shown in 
attachment N of the applicant's response (Exhibit Ill). The use of detention ponds in these 
areas to maintain pre-development drainage volumes minimizes impacts to water 
discharge patterns entering the downslope wetland. 

Water from the subject site currently drains into an existing public storm drainage system 
located along the north side of the Brooklane Estates alley (Exhibit IV). After development, 
water will drain from the new on-site public facilities into these existing facilities. Once in 
the existing off-site public storm drainage system, water is routed under Brooklane Drive 
to several outfalls within a drainage ditch along the Marys River Natural Park. Because the 
locations of storm water entering the wetland downslope of the subject site will not change, 
pre-development flows will be maintained and the proposed development would not 
interfere with water patterns discharging into the wetlands, consistent with CCP 4.1 1.12. 
In fact, the water patterns discharging into wetlands would remain the same. 

Water Quality 

Policy 4.1 1 . I2  calls for development to minimize detrimental changes in water quality for 
waters discharging to wetlands. This Policy does not provide a measurable standard by 
which to evaluate consistency with the Policy. Lacking such a measurable standard, 
stormwater quality is considered acceptable, and consistent with CCP 4.1 1.12, if it meets 
water quality standards in the Stormwater Master Plan, which requires removal of 70% of 
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) from stormwater during the design storm. The applicant 
proposes to achieve this standard through the use of proprietary manhole-based water 
quality facilities, which traps pollutants until removed by routine maintenance. The use of 
manhole based water quality facilities is typically not allowed through the King County 
standards. However, the slopes associated with this site are too steep to feasibly 
implement the King County Facilities. In situations like this the City allows the use of 
proprietary water quality facilities, as long as they meet the City's performance standards. 
The applicant has submitted results from testing conducted by the University of 
Minnesota's St. Anthony Falls Laboratory and a Conditional Use Designation from the 
Washington State Department of Ecology for a BaySaver Technologies Bayseparator 
water quality facility as an example of a proprietary water quality facility. Staff have 
reviewed the submitted information and concluded that a facility such as the one submitted 
as an example will meet the City's standard of removing 70% of TSS during the water 
qualitydesign storm. Staff also note there are manufacturers and products available, other 
than what was submitted, that will meet the City's water quality requirements. 
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Conclusion - Sixth Assignment of Error 
The City has clear and objective water quantity standards that require detention of post- 
development flows to historical pre-development flows for 2, 5, and 1 0-year storm events. 
The City also has clear and objective water quality standards that require removal of 70% 
of Total Suspended Solids during the water quality design storm. Proposed detention 
ponds will temporarily store, and release stormwater into the wetlands through existing 
public facilities at the same locations and in the same rates as pre-development scenarios. 
Water quality standards will be met through the use of the proprietary water quality 
facilities. By complying with City water quality and water quantity standards, the 
development will minimize interference with water patterns draining into wetlands, and will 
minimize detrimental impacts to the water quality in wetlands, consistent with CCP 4.1 1.12. 
Because the City's water quality and quantity standards are clear and objective, no future 
public review process is required. Development must comply with these standards or it will 
not be permitted. 

Seventh Assignment of Error 
The petitioners argue in the seventh assignment of error, that the City's findings regarding 
the protection of natural resources such as upland prairie and habitat, tree preservation, 
wetlands, and pond turtles, are insufficient and not supported by evidence. LUBA found 
the City did not clearly link findings with applicable review criteria concerning natural 
features, and also found that incorporated findings from staff reports and minutes were 
ineffective. To respond to this assignment of error the applicant has addressed 
Comprehensive Plan policies related to natural features (Exhibit Ill). Policies addressed 
by the applicant, and several other pertinent policies are considered, below, with respect 
to the proposed development. Policies are grouped into four categories to respond to 
specific natural features identified by petitioners: upland prairie, significant trees, wetlands, 
pond turtles. 

Upland Prairie & Habitat 
Concerning upland prairie and habitat, petitioners seventh assignment of error states, 

"As discussed above, the challenged decision does not adequately address the impacts of 
the increase in water flow over the property-to the stability of the slopes on the subject 
property, to downhill properties that would be the most likely to experience adverse impacts, 
and on significant resources such as the significant wetland just below the subject property. 
The findings do not anywhere address how the proposal will comply with the above-cite 
relevant criterion regarding the wildlife and habitat identified in the biologists' letters. 
Accordingly, the findings are inadequate to demonstrate compliance with CCP 4.2.2, CCP 
4.10.9 and other relevant criteria." 

Comprehensive Plan Policies 4.2.2 and 4.1 0.9 are provided below. 

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. 

4.10.9 Negative impacts on habitat and migration corridors for birds, wildlife, aquatic life, and on 
open space and the recreation qualities of significant drainageways shall be minimized. 
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To respond to the seventh assignment of error with respect to upland prairie and habitat, 
the council should make findings that address the consistency of the proposed 
development with the above policies. Petitioners did not list any "other relevant criteria" 
for the Council to address. 

The petitioners' language indicates that they view Comprehensive Plan policies as 
standards that must be complied with. Comprehensive Plan Policies are not standards that 
must be adhered to, they are decision making guidelines. Decision makers are required 
to balance applicable policies to ensure that development is consistent with the broad 
goals and values of the community as expressed through the Comprehensive Plan and 
other planning documents. Because Comprehensive Plan policies are not standards, the 
Council is not required to find that CCP 4.2.2 and 4.10.9 have been "met". However, in 
evaluating the compatibility of the subject project, the Council should consider CCP 4.2.2 
and 4.10.9, and the fact that the site has been zoned for low density residential 
development. Comprehensive Plan policy 4.2.2 requires significant natural features to be 
preserved "or have their losses mitigated." This phrase anticipates that some significant 
features will be lost through development. Policy 4.1 0.9 requires impacts to be minimized. 
Neither policy prohibits development. It should also be noted that the term "upland prairie" 
does not appear anywhere in the Comprehensive Plan. 

Waterflow Impacts 
As stated above in response to the sixth assignment of error, the City has clear and 
objective water quantity standards that require detention of post-development flows to 
historical pre-development flows for 2, 5, and 10-year storm events. The City also has 
clear and objective water quality standards that require removal of 70% of Total 
Suspended Solids from stormwater run-off entering public facilities (Exhibit X). Proposed 
detention ponds will temporarily store, and release stormwater into the wetlands through 
existing public facilities at the same locations and in the same volumes as pre-development 
scenarios. Water quality standards will be met through the use of a manhole-based water 
quality system. By complying with City water quality and water quantity standards, the 
development will minimize interference with water patterns draining into wetlands, and will 
minimize detrimental impacts to the water quality in wetlands, consistentwith CCP 4.1 1 .I 2. 
Because the water quality and quantity standards are clear and objective, no future public 
review process is required. Development must comply with these standards or it will not 
be permitted. 

These findings also directly respond to petitioners concerns in the seventh assignment of 
error that increases in water flow will negatively affect the stability of slopes on the site and 
the wetland downslope of the site. Given that stormwater will be conveyed through pipes 
or existing natural drainage areas, slope stability will not be affected by run-off. The May 
2006 Geotechnical Report also states on page 5 that there is a "low potential for landslides 
or instability of natural slopes due to the absence of identifiable landslide features, the lack 
of seeps or springs (except for existing drainage), and the presence of relatively stiff 
residual soil and shallow bedrock beneath mature slopes." Because water will leave the 
site at pre-development rates, will meet City water quality standards, and will enter the 
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nearby wetland in the same locations as at present, adverse impacts to the wetland habitat 
would not occur, or would be minimized consistent with CCP 4.10.9. 

Wildlife and Habitat in Biologists' Letter 
The biologists' letter referenced by petitioners is found in (Exhibit XII) of the City Council 
Staff Report. At the request of City Staff, through normal application review processes, a 
biologist from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and a botanist from the Institute of 
Applied Ecology visited the site. Their report states, "no listed plant species were 
documented but the site provides exceptional habitat value on numerous scales." A pair 
of bald eagles was noted flying over the site, and a neighboring resident informed the 
biologists that they had once seen a pileated woodpecker on the site. The biologists' letter 
states that some native plants are found on the site, but the majority of grasses are not 
native. It also stated that the Oregon white oak stands are significant and oak woodlands 
benefit a variety of species. 

While the biologists inventory of the site was not exhaustive, the only sensitive animal 
species documented was a pair of bald eagles flying over the site, and no sensitive plant 
species were identified. It is clear from the biologists' letter, that the oak groves provide 
important habitat to a wide variety of species. The subject proposal retains oak groves 
through the use of open-space tracts that cannot be developed. 

Policy 4.2.2 states in part, "Natural features and areas determined to be significant shall 
be preserved, or have their losses mitigated, and/or reclaimed." Habitat areas do not have 
easily distinguishable boundaries, and development of any kind, and of any scale, will 
impact the natural habitat of the site. If the Council were to consider the entire site as a 
significant natural area, any loss of the area may be deserving of mitigation or reclamation 
in some form. Considering the findings in the biologists' letter, the true significant natural 
features or areas are the oak groves proposed to be preserved in tracts that ackount for 
approximately 42% of the total site. Preserving the oak groves is consistent with CCP 
4.2.2, and also with CCP 4.10.9 because the habitat within the oak groves would also be 
preserved. In addition to habitat areas, CCP 4.1 0.9 refers to migration corridors for birds, 
wildlife, aquatic life, and on open space and recreation qualities of significant 
drainageways. There is no information in the record suggesting that the site is a migration 
corridor for birds or other wildlife. Negative impacts on open space have been minimized 
through the provision of large un-buildable tracts over 42% of the site, and there are no 
significant drainageways on this site which could provide recreational opportunities. For 
these reasons, the proposal is consistent with CCP 4.1 0.9. 

The biologists' letter states that if the site cannot be conserved, measures should be taken 
to eliminate erosion, sedimentation, and siltation to watershed resources, and also that a 
biologist monitor the clearing phase of development to avoid unnecessary disturbance of 
the oak habitat. In approving the application, City Council applied Condition 4, which 
requires erosion control permits prior to grading and excavation. Council also applied 
Condition 5, which requires a 5 foot high, metal chainlink tree protection fence to be placed 
5 feet outside the dripline for all trees to be preserved. Through these conditions, as well 
as stormwater qualitylquantity standards, negative impacts to watershed resources and 
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trees to be preserved would be minimized. Applying these Conditions is consistent with the 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife recommendations and CCP 4.2.2. 

The applicant's response to the LUBA Final Opinion and Order also provides information 
regarding the presence of an upland prairie on the subject site. The applicant states on 
page 20 of the submittal (Exhibit ill) that upland prairies are "dynamic environments" that 
were historically maintained by natural fires, or intentional fires set by Native Americans. 
Without episodic fires, which are prevented in urban areas, upland prairie areas succumb 
to the natural succession of shrubs and then trees. 

The applicant included a photograph of the site in 1948 with a caption noting that at that 
time the site was being farmed. There were far fewer trees on the site in 1948, compared 
to today, supporting the idea that in the absence of fire, or farming, what is considered by 
petitioners to be upland prairie has naturally and increasingly become covered with trees. 
Without ongoing management, trees will continue to expand across the site, and the 
current landscape would be altered. 

The record does not contain sufficient information to determine how the site came to be 
covered with a mix of native and non-native plants. Once removed from a site, some type 
of disturbance (fire, landslide, tilling, etc.) is typically needed for native plants to be re- 
established. Soil disturbed from farming could have supported the re-growth of native 
plants once farming was discontinued. Conversely, if the site had never been farmed, non- 
native grasses and other invasive species could grow among the native species and 
eventually dominate the site. If the site were never developed, continual management 
would be required to re-establish native plant species and minimize competition from non- 
native species. The applicant does not propose to manage the site in this way, and is not 
required to because it is zoned for low density residential development. However, the 
proposal does protect the majority of significant trees and only 14.88 acres of the 25.88 
acre site are proposed for development. As such, nearly 42% of the site will be retained 
in tracts, protecting the habitat created, primarily, by the preserved oak groves. Protection 
of this habitat area is consistent with CCP 4.2.2 and 4.10.9. 

Significant Trees 
Petitioners argue that the City made inadequate findings regarding several Comprehensive 
Plan policies related to significant trees. In addition to CCP 4.2.2, listed above, petitioners 
cite: 

4.6.2 Development on hillsides shall not endanger life and property nor land and aquatic resources 
determined to be environmentally significant. 

4.6.3 Tree-covered hillsides within the City Limits shall retain a tree-covered appearance prior to 
development review. Selective logging could be permitted with a City-approved plan that 
assures hillsides within the City Limits retain a tree-covered appearance. On these hillsides, 
clear-cuts and other significant tree removal should not be permitted prior to development. 

4.6.5 On tree-covered hillsides, development shall be designed to preserve as many trees as 
possible and tree removal shall be consistent with the approved development plan. 
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4.6.6 On tree-covered hills, the design of dwellings and their placement shall be planned to retain 
a sufficient number of trees to preserve a green, tree-covered hillside appearance. If a 
proposed development pattern would result in the loss of a tree-covered hillside appearance, 
assuming the development plan has been designed to minimize the loss of existing trees to 
the extent that it is safe and practicable, the development may proceed, provided the following 
provisions are met: 1) the loss of trees is further minimized by development techniques such 
as clustering; and 2) a sufficient number of new trees are planted to recreate (at maturity) a 
green, tree-covered hillside appearance. 

4.6.7 In areas where development is permitted, standards in the Land Development Code for hillside 
areas will achieve the following: 

B. Preserve the most visually significant slopes and ridgelines in their natural 
state by utilizing techniques such as cluster development and reduced 
densities. 

C. Preserve significant natural features such as tree groves, woodlands, the tree- 
meadow interface, and specimen trees. 

E. Minimize soil disturbances and the removal of native vegetation and avoid 
these activities during winter months unless impacts can be mitigated. 

G. Demonstrate a concern for the view of the hills as well as the view from the 
hills. 

4.6.9 Where development of hillsides occurs, removal of vegetation will be minimized to control 
erosion. Vegetation disturbed during development shall be replaced or enhanced through 
landscaping. 

Significant trees are defined in 1993 LDC Section 4.2.20 as trees greater than 8-inches in 
diameter measured at a height of four feet above grade. Per LDC Section 4.2.20, 
significant trees should be preserved to the greatest extent practicable. 

LDC Section 4.2.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS 

c. Significant plant and tree specimens should be preserved to the greatest extent practicable 
and integrated into the design of a development. Trees of 8-in. or greater diameter measured 
at a height of 4 ft above grade and shrubs (excluding blackberries, poison oak, and similar 
noxious vegetation) over 3 ft in height are considered significant. Plants to be saved and 
methods of protection shall be indicated on the detailed planting plan submitted for approval. 
Existing trees may be considered preserved only if no cutting, filling, or compaction of the soil 
takes place between the trunk of the tree and the area 5 ft outside the tree's dripline. In 
addition, the tree shall be protected from damage during construction by a construction fence 
located 5 ft outside the dropline. 

Land Development Code Section 4.2.20 is the standard for tree preservation, and this 
standard uses the words "should" and "extent practicable" to explain the degree to 
preserve significant trees. This standard permits Significant Tree removal, and decision 
making bodies are given discretion to determine what the "greatest extent practicable" 
means, on a case-by-case basis. The Comprehensive Plan policies, are, again, not 
standards but decision making guidelines. Even if the Comprehensive Plan policies cited 
by petitioners were standards, none require the preservation of all significant trees. 
Petitioners, citing CCP 4.6.2, argue that removing significant trees endangers an 
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environmentally significant land resource, and state that the oak trees are "entitled to even 
stricter protections." Petitioners do not propose stricter protections, and also do not seem 
to suggest that removal of significant trees should be prohibited. With regard to CCP 4.6.2, 
the Council should determine the environmentally significant land resources on the site. 
As discussed under the preceding Upland Prairie and Habitat section, Staff believe the 
significant resources on the site are the oak groves, and that these groves would not be 
endangered by the proposed development. Staff also believe that Significant Trees outside 
of the groves should be preserved to the greatest extent practicable, per LDC Section 
4.2.20. The proposal would preserve oak groves by placing them within four tracts, and 
removing between 48-58 of 454 significant trees (88-90% of all Significant Trees would be 
preserved). Staff recommend revising Condition of Approval 5 to prohibit the removal of 
trees within the four tracts unless a certified arborist determines that a tree is a hazard tree, 
or that trees need to be removed to improve the health and longevity of Oregon White 
Oaks. 

Considering that, based on both Comprehensive Plan policies and LDC standards, 
significant trees may be removed, preserving 88-90% of trees in groves and on tracts that 
account for 42% of the site area, the proposed development would not endanger the site's 
environmentally significant land resources (oak groves), consistent with CCP 4.6.2. 
Preserving approximately 90% of the site's trees also complies with LDC Section 4.2.20 
that requires trees to be preserved to the maximum extent practicable. 

Petitioners also argue that removed Significant Trees, must be mitigated for per CCP 4.2.2, 
which calls for natural features to be preserved, or have their loss mitigated. Mitigation for 
tree removal is typically achieved by planting replacement trees. Approximately 172 street 
trees would be planted if the project is developed. Compared to the trees to be removed, 
the street trees would be smaller, of a different species, and planted in a more urban 
environment. However, adding three times the number of trees to be removed is a 
sufficient mitigating benefit. 

4.6.5 On tree-covered hillsides, development shall be designed to preserve as many trees as 
possible and tree removal shall be consistent with the approved development plan. 

4.6.6 On tree-covered hills, the design of dwellings and their placement shall be planned to retain 
a sufficient number of trees to preserve a green, tree-covered hillside appearance. If a 
proposed development pattern would result in the loss of a tree-covered hillside appearance, 
assuming the development plan has been designed to minimize the loss of existing trees to 
the extent that it is safe and practicable, the development may proceed, provided the following 
provisions are met: I) the loss of trees is further minimized by development techniques such 
as clustering; and 2) a sufficient number of new trees are planted to recreate (at maturity) a 
green, tree-covered hillside appearance. 

As discussed previously, and shown in the Revised Grading and Tree Preservation Plan 
(Exhibits Ill and IV), the site layout was designed to preserve as many trees as possible. 
This was achieved by placing lots in relatively open areas, and setting aside common tracts 
that contained oak groves. By placing approximately 11 acres of the site in tracts, the 
minimum density requirement was based on the remaining 14.88 acres, reducing the 
minimum number or homes required to meet density standards. For example, 52 homes 
would be required to meet the minimum density requirement of two dwelling units per acre 
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on the whole 25.88 acre site. The applicant proposes to cluster 45 homes on the remaining 
14.88 acres. This is within the permitted density range based on 14.88 acres of land 
outside of the proposed four tracts. 

By placing lots in relatively open areas, and building below minimum density for the whole 
site, the proposal is consistent with CCP 4.6.5 and 4.6.6 which directs development to 
preserve as many trees as possible, and preserve a tree-covered hillside appearance. Also 
consistent with CCP 4.6.5, the applicant has prepared a detailed Grading and Tree 
Preservation Plan, and has submitted an arborists report that includes recommendations 
for both the removal and preservation of Significant Trees. City Council also applied 
Condition of Approval 5, which requires a second arborist report to identify Significant 
Trees approved to be removed, and preserved. Development consistent with approved 
plans and conditions of approval is consistent with 4.6.5, which requires the same. 
Consistent with CCP 4.6.7, a tree covered hillside appearance will be retained as only 
approximately 58 out of 454 Significant Trees will be removed, and the prominent oak 
groves will be preserved. The removal of approximately 58 trees will be compensated for 
by the required planting of approximately 172 street trees, and any trees planted on private 
lots. 

4.6.3 Tree-covered hillsides within the City Limits shall retain a tree-covered appearance prior to 
development review. Selective logging could be permitted with a City-approved plan that 
assures hillsides within the City Limits retain a tree-covered appearance. On these hillsides, 
clear-cuts and other significant tree removal should not be permitted prior to development. 

Comprehensive Plan Policy 4.6.3 states, in part that "tree covered hillsides within the City 
Limits shall retain a tree-covered appearance prior to development review" (emphasis 
added). The tree-covered appearance is not required by this policy to be maintained 
following development. Council may find that the development is under review, and 
between the time the application was submitted to the present, development has not 
occurred on the site that has substantially diminished its tree-covered appearance 
(Approximately 14 trees were removed during the construction of the short gravel road into 
the site. These 14 trees are included in the 58 trees proposed to be removed.) 

4.6.7 In areas where development is permitted, standards in the Land Development Code for hillside 
areas will achieve the following: 

B. Preserve the most visually significant slopes and ridgelines in their natural 
state by utilizing techniques such as cluster development and reduced 
densities. 

C. Preservesignificant natural features such as tree groves, woodlands, the tree- 
meadow interface, and specimen trees. 

E. Minimize soil disturbances and the removal of native vegetation and avoid 
these activities during winter months unless impacts can be mitigated. 

G. Demonstrate a concern for the view of the hills as well as the view from the 
hills. 
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Findings relative to CCP 4.6.7. B; C; E; and G are made previously under the Fifth 
Assignment of Error. Those findings are incorporated here by reference. In summary, the 
proposal is consistent with CCP 4.6.7.B because it has reduced densities, minimizing 
visual impacts of the site's hillside. Reduced density was achieved by clustering lots in 
relatively open areas, and setting aside common tracts that contained oak groves. By 
placing approximately 11 acres of the site in tracts, the minimum density requirement was 
based on the remaining 14.88 acres, reducing the minimum number or homes required to 
meet density standards. Use of tracts to protect the site's large oak groves preserves a 
tree-covered appearance and minimizes visual impacts that would be caused by the 
development. Additionally, the site is downslope of the ridgeline of the hill, hence, the 
proposed development would not occur on the ridgeline, minimizing potential visual 
impacts to it. 

Consistent with CCP 4.6.7.C, the proposed development will protect nearly 90% of the 
site's Significant Trees, primarily through the creation of four common tracts. The common 
tracts equal approximately 11 acres of the total site and will contain the site's largest tree 
groves. Consistent with CCP 4.6.7.E, the applicant has stated that no grading will be done 
during winter months, but would occur between the months of June through October. Most 
of the preserved Significant Trees are Oregon White Oak trees. Any native vegetation 
within these tracts would be preserved along with the trees. 

In determining if the proposed grading plan and overall development minimizes soil 
disturbances, the Council may consider the fact that the site has been zoned for 
development. Weighing this fact against the desire to preserve trees and a tree covered 
hillside, the applicant proposed lot grading and streets on 14.88 acres of the site, 
consisting mostly of open areas where impacts to trees would be minimized. Cuts and fills 
associated with mass grading would be 10 feet or less on approximately 95% of the 14.88 
acres proposed to be developed, and between 10 and 20 feet on the remainder of the 
developed portion of the site to be mass graded (Exhibits Ill and IV). At the time of 
application there was no standard in place limiting cuts and fills, though precedent 
decisions generally found that cutslfills that did not exceed 8 feet were consistent with CCP 
4.6.7 and related policies. Precedent decisions also permitted cutslfills greater than 8-feet 
in some situations. On balance, the proposal minimizes soil disturbances, consistent with 
CCP 4.6.7.E. 

Comprehensive Plan policy 4.6.7 directs development to demonstrate a concern for views 
to and from hills. The most distinct features of the hill when viewed from below are the oak 
groves and large canopy trees. The applicant proposes to leave most of the trees in open 
space tracts, and approximately 172 street trees would be planted. The combination of 
retaining most of the existing trees, and planting new trees will visually buffer development 
on the site. Development would occur downslope of adjacent lots to the north, and views 
from existing homes on these lots would not be significantly affected. Views from existing 
homes and lots west of the site would be more affected than homes north of the site. 
However, because the area abutting the lots to the west is open and contains relatively few 
trees, it is a more appropriate location for development compared to areas on the lower 
slopes of the hill that contain a large oak grove and several other Significant Trees. 
Considering the fact that the site has been zoned for low density residential development, 
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when balancing the desire to "demonstrate a concern" for views from the hill and the desire 
to protect significant natural features, tree covered hillsides, and tree groves, Staff believe 
that tree protection is the greater priority. 

4.6.9 Where development of hillsides occurs, removal of vegetation will be minimized to control 
erosion. Vegetation disturbed during development shall be replaced or enhanced through 
landscaping. 

Policy 4.6.9 does not define the term "minimize" with respect to vegetation removal. The 
applicant submitted a grading and excavation plan that was approved by Council, and as 
discussed previously in this report, the plan is consistent with applicable Comprehensive 
Plan policies. To implement the grading and excavation plan, removal of vegetation will 
occur. In approving the application, the City Council applied Condition 4, which requires 
the applicant to obtain erosion control permits prior to grading and excavation. Consonant 
with CCP 4.6.9, City standards governing erosion control encourage removal of vegetation 
to be minimized. Areas proposed to be disturbed during development are primarily the 
location of proposed streets and lots. Vegetation cannot be replaced where streets and 
homes will be constructed; however, development on lots will be subject to 2006 LDC 
Section 3.2.40 - Green Area Requirements (see below). This LDC provision requires at 
least 50% of the gross lot area be retained as green area, of which 15% must consist of 
landscaping or naturally preserved vegetation. As a result, vegetation disturbed during 
development will be replaced with landscaping, consistent with CCP 4.6.9. 
Section 3.2.40 - GREEN AREA REQUIREMENTS 

a. A minimum of 50 percent of the gross lot area, and a minimum of 30 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 shall consist of vegetation consisting of landscaping or naturally preserved vegetation. 

Given that City erosion control standards encourage vegetation removal to be minimized, 
and green area must comprise at least 50% of developed lots, the site will be developed 
according to CCP 4.6.9 guidelines. 

Wetlands 
Petitioners argue the City did not make sufficient findings regarding impacts to wetlands 
based on the Comprehensive Plan policies listed below. 

4.6.2 Development on hillsides shall not endanger life and property nor land and aquatic resources 
determined to be environmentally significant. 

4.10.7 To minimize the negative impacts of development, stormwater runoff after development 
should be managed to produce no significant reduction of water quality than prior to 
development unless more appropriate provisions are identified in adopted comprehensive 
storm water management plans. 

4.10.8 Grading and filling in drainageways shall be regulated to prevent negative impact on the 
channel, floodway and flood plain, riparian habitat, wetlands, and other properties. Where 
drainageways are disturbed through development, the developer shall return the drainageway 
to its natural state, to the extent practicable. 
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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 1.3 Lakes, wetlands, floodway, drainageways and other urban streams are part of the hydrological 
system and should be managed comprehensively. 

4.1 1 .I 1 Regarding significant wetlands downstream of development sites, the cumulative unavoidable 
losses of significant wetland acreage and function attributable to upstream development 
should be mitigated by the City. Such mitigation can be achieved, in part, through dedication 
of open space, drainageways, and related natural infrastructure. 

4.1 1 .I2 Development upslope ofwetlands shall minimize interference with water patterns discharging 
to wetlands, and shall minimize detrimental changes in water quality for waters discharging 
to wetlands. 

Regarding consistency with some of the above policies, Council made the following finding, 

The Council finds that the proposed detention ponds, drainage swales, and water 
quality manholes will remove pollutants and protect the quality of water entering the 
Marys River Natural Area, in compliance with CCP 4.10.7,4.10.8,4.10.19,4.11.12, 
and 4.1 3.7, and provisions of the Corvallis Stormwater Master Plan." 

Petitioners argue that this finding is not supported by substantial evidence in the record, 
and state, with respect to Condition of Approval 19, that "it is difficult to fathom how, 
without the information to be provided through this condition of approval, the applicant or 
the city has any idea whether the proposed detention ponds, drainage swales, and water 
quality manholes will adequately remove pollutants and protect the quality of water entering 
the Marys River Natural Area" (Exhibit VII). 

In response to petitioners argument, it should be noted that CCP 4.6.2 refers specifically 
to hillside development, and there are no wetlands on the hillside or subject site that would 
be affected. The Marys River Natural Area, which does contain wetlands is located south 
and downslope of the site, and is an environmentally significant area. As discussed above 
regarding the sixth assignment of error, the City has clear and objective water quantity 
standards that require detention of post-development rates to historical pre-development 
run-off rates for 2,5, and 10-year storm events. Proposed detention ponds will temporarily 
store, and release stormwater into the wetlands through existing public facilities at the 
same locations and in the rates as pre-development scenarios. The application includes 
a Utility Plan illustrating how the stormwater facilities would function, and historical and 
post-development rates were determined using the standard TR-55 method with localized 
rainfall data (Exhibit Ill). This is a City-accepted run-off prediction method. Based on this 
prediction method, the detention ponds must be able to detain approximately 30,000 cubic 
feet of water. The applicant submitted geotechnical reports that contained 
recommendations for detention pond construction, and the applicant is required through 
City Council Condition of Approval 19 to comply with those recommendations. Water 
quality standards require removal of 70% of total suspended solids from stormwater run-off 
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during the water quality design storm. The applicant proposes to meet this standard 
through the use of proprietary water quality facilities. The standards to be met are clear and 
objective. The designs for meeting these standards are produced using current, accepted 
professional engineering practices and are stamped by a Professional Engineer. 

Policy 4.1 1 . I2  calls for development to minimize detrimental changes in water quality for 
waters discharging to wetlands. This Policy does not provide a measurable standard by 
which to evaluate consistency with the Policy. Lacking such a measurable standard, 
stormwater quality is considered acceptable, and consistent with CCP 4.1 1 .I 2, if it meets 
water quality standards in the Stormwater Master Plan, which requires removal of 70% of 
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) from stormwater during the design storm. The applicant 
proposes to achieve this standard through the use of proprietary manhole based water 
quality facilities which traps pollutants until removed by routine maintenance. The use of 
manhole based water quality facilities is typically not allowed through the King County 
standards. However, the slopes associated with this site are too steep to feasibly 
implement the King County Facilities. In situations like this the City allows the use of 
proprietary water quality facilities, as long as they meet the City's performance standards. 
The applicant has submitted results from testing conducted by the University of 
Minnesota's St. Anthony Falls Laboratory and a Conditional Use Designation from the 
Washington State Department of Ecology for a BaySaver Technologies Bayseparator 
water quality facility as an example of a proprietary water quality facility. Staff have 
reviewed the submitted information and concluded that a facility such as the one submitted 
as an example will meet the City's standard of removing 70% of TSS during the water 
quality design storm. Staff also note there are manufacturers and products available, other 
than what was submitted, that will meet the City's water quality requirements. 

Given that the applicant proposes to comply with City water quality and quantity standards, 
and compliance with these standards is required through Conditions of Approval 18-20 
and 26, the rate and quality of water entering the wetland from the subject site will be 
handled such that the wetland will be protected. Petitioners argue that additional studies 
are necessary to prove the referenced Comprehensive Plan policies are satisfied. The 
referenced Comprehensive Plan policies contain no standards by which to measure 
compliance. Absent measurable standards in the Comprehensive Plan, the Council may 
concur with City staff and find that the proposed water detention and quality facilities 
comply with applicable City standards in the Stormwater Master Plan and King County 
Surface Water Design Manual. Council may also find that compliance with these 
standards is sufficient to prevent and minimize negative impacts to adjoining wetlands 
caused by post-development surface water run-off, consistent with policies 4.6.2, 4.1 0.7, 
4.10.8, 4.10.19, 4.1 1 .I 1, and 4.1 1.12. By preventing or minimizing negative impacts to 
adjacent wetlands consistent with the noted policies, the proposal is also consistent with 
4.1 1.3, which states that "Lakes, wetlands, floodway, drainageways and other urban 
streams are part of the hydrological system and should be managed comprehensively." 

Western Pond Turtles 
Western pond turtles are listed as an Oregon Sensitive Species, and may be in the wetland 
areas south of the subject site. City Council found (Finding Ill-C-6) that the proposed 
development will not negatively impact the turtles breeding and nesting habitat or result in 
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significant changes in water volume or quality (Exhibit 11). Petitioners argue that City 
findings that stormwater runoff will not impact pond turtles is "pure conjecture." Petitioners 
assume an increase in water run-off from the site that may negatively impact turtle 
populations, and assert that the proposal is not consistent with CCP 4.1 0.9, below. 

4.10.9 Negative impacts on habitat and migration corridors for birds, wildlife, aquatic life, and on 
open space and the recreation qualities of significant drainageways shall be minimized. 

The record contains a document produced by ODFW that lists the most important habitat 
qualities for western pond turtles (Exhibit XIII). They are: 

e Permanent water bodies with slow moving waters for foraging; 
e Shallow, near-shore waters with aquatic vegetation for hatchlings to hide from 

predators; 
e Nearby, accessible, undisturbed upland sites with sparse vegetation and south- 

facing slopes for nests; 
e Aquatic basking sites for temperature regulation; 
rn Corridors such as streams, rivers, and riparian areas that allow movement between 

populations. 

The document identifies several causes for declining turtle populations, including: 

e Loss of nesting and hatchling habitat; 
a Predation on hatchlings from bullfrogs, opossums, and large mouth bass; 
8 Wetiand draining; 
e Urban development; 
8 Intensive agriculture; 
a Spread of exotic species such as Himalayan blackberry and reed canary grass; 
a Fewer floods and fires resulting in reduced quality and quantity of suitable habitat. 

The applicant provided information taken from a western pond turtle recovery plan created 
by the Washington Department of Wildlife (Exhibit I l l ) .  The applicant notes that this report 
identifies primary concerns for turtles' protection include the control of predation by 
bullfrogs, racoons and opossums, and reduction of human impacts that inhibit basking. 

Even assuming petitioners are correct, and there would be an increase in water in the 
wetlands caused by the proposed development, this would appear to improve turtle habitat 
by providing a more permanent supply of slow moving water. Other than conveying water 
to them, the proposed development would have no affect on the wetlands, and therefore, 
no affect on turtle habitat. However, as discussed above, the proposed development is 
required to comply with water quality and quantity standards in the Stormwater Master 
Plan. Compliance with City water quality and quantity standards is sufficient to minimize 
potential negative impacts to wetlands and wetland habitat, caused by draining the site's 
surface water to adjacent wetlands. 

Report to City Council 
Brooklane Heights (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006) Page 35 of 39 



SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
In the Final Opinion and Order LUBA remanded the City Council's decision to approve the 
Brooklane Heights Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision 
Plat to address four of petitioners assignments of error. Briefly, the sustained assignments 
of error are: 

e Fourth Assignment of Error- findings were inadequate for determining if the code 
and compatibility requirements are met without "typical building elevations" having 
been submitted. 

a Fifth Assignment of Error (Subassignment B)- findings were inadequate for 
determining if the provisions of Comprehensive Plan policy 4.6.7 are met based on 
the imposition of Condition 27, which requires individual lots to be developed 
consistent with the hillside development provisions of Chapter 4.5 and the 
pedestrian-oriented design standards in Chapter 4.1 0 from the 2006 LDC. 

e Sixth Assignment of Error (Subassignment B)- findings were inadequate for 
determining if the drainage plan adequately addresses Comprehensive Plan policy 
4.11.12. 

e Seventh Assignment of Error- findings were inadequate for determining if 
environmentally significant resource protections are consistent with Comprehensive 
Plan policies. 

The applicant provided additional information to respond to the sustained assignments of 
error. Based in part on new information provided by the applicant, more robust preliminary 
findings were made demonstrating how the proposal, as conditioned by City Council, was 
consistent with applicable Comprehensive Plan policies. In reaching these preliminary 
findings Staff suggest revising Condition 27 to clarify that 2006 LDC Chapter 4.5 only 
applies to areas not approved to be mass graded and cuts and fill on these areas will be 
limited to 8-feet. Staff also recommend revising Condition 5 to clarify that trees in the four 
open space tracts are to be preserved unless they pose a hazard to abutting private 
property or should be removed to protect the health of existing Oregon White Oaks 
(Condition 5). 

Staff Recommendations 
The City Council has three options with regard to the remanded issues. 

Option 1 : Reverse the original City Council decision to approve the application, thereby 
denying the application; 

Option 2: Uphold the original City Council decision, including conditions of approval; 

Option 3: Uphold the original City Council decision, with revised conditions of approval. 

Staff recommend that the City Council pursue Option #3. This recommendation is based 
on the facts presented in this report and specific references to facts and findings contained 
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in City Council Order 2001-111, and the August 10, 2007, Memorandum from the 
Community Development Director to City Council, which includes the May 25, 2007, Staff 
Report to the Planning Commission 

Staff Revised Conditions of Approval 

Revised Condition 5 
Tree Preservation and Planting - Prior to issuance of any permits, the applicant shall submit a 
report by a certified arborist that identifies all significant trees proposed to be removed in this 
application. Identified trees shall include, those identified in the arborist report submitted with the 
subject application (Attachments S and R.55 of the May 25,2007, staff report to the Planning 
Commission), trees impacted by construction of the pedestrian path between Badger Place and 
Wolverine Drive, trees impacted by construction of the stormwater swale in the north portion of the 
site, and trees potentially impacted by construction and use of the detention ponds in Tracts B and 
C. 

Trees in Tracts A, B, C, and D, as identified in the approved Revised Tentative Subdivision Plat 
shall be preserved unless a tree is determined to be a hazard tree, or its removal is necessary to 
protect the health and longevity of an Oregon White Oak tree. Prior to removal of any tree a 
certified arborist's report shall be submitted to the Community Development Department for review, 
and trees shall only be removed if the City's Urban Forester concurs with the report's analysis and 
recommendations. 

Regarding the pedestrian path, stormwater swale, and ponds, the arborist's report shall detail 
methods to preserve as many significant trees as possible in or adjacent to these site components. 
The applicant shall follow tree preservation methods outlined by the arborist. Unless already 
approved for removal, (any) significant trees may be removed only if a certified arborist 
recommends removal and the City Forester concurs with the arborist's recommendation. 

The arborist's report shall also illustrate all trees approvedlproposed to be preserved. To ensure 
protection of trees, there shall be no cutting, filling, trenching, nor compaction of the soil under tree 
canopies and to a minimum distance of 5 feet outside the canopy's dripline, consistent with Section 
4.2.20.c of the Land Development Code. To assure this protection, a minimum 5-foot high 
construction fence (constructed of metal chain link, and supported by metal posts sunk into the 
ground) shall be installed 5 feet outside the canopy's dripline for all trees to be preserved, prior to 
any excavation and grading of the development site. An exception may occur upon inspection and 
a recommendation by a certified arborist. 

Existing trees, including trees on adjacent properties with driplines within 10 feet of the subject site, 
and construction protection fences shall be illustrated on all site plans submitted for excavation, 
erosion control, PIPC, and building permits. Tree protection plans shall be submitted to the City 
for review and approval, and tree preservation fencing shall be installed and inspected, prior to 
issuance of any excavation and grading, erosion control, PIPC, or building permits. 

Original Condifion 5, Wfh Redline/Sfrike-ouf 
Tree Preservation and Planting - Prior to issuance of any permits, the applicant shall submit a 
report by a certified arborist that identifies all significant trees proposed to be removed in this 
application. rdei~tified trees shali ii?clude, those identified in the arborist report submitted with the 
subject application (Attachments S and R.55 of the May 25,2007, staff report to the Planning 
Commission), &trees impacted by construction of the pedestrian path between Badger Place 
and Wolverine Drive, stftet trees impacted by construction of the stormwater swale in the north 
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portion of the site, and trees potentially impacted by construction and use of the detention ponds 
in Tracts B and C. 

- 
i rees in Tracts A, 8 ,  C,  and D? as ide:-rtiiied in the approved Revised Tentative Subdivision Pial 
shall be preserved unless a tree is determined to be a hazard tree, or its removal is necessary to 
protect the health and longevity of an Oregon White Oak tree. Prior to removal of any "tee a 
certified arborist's reporishall be submitted to the Community Dweiopment Depadn-rent for review, 
and trees shall only be removed if the City's Urban Forester concurs with the report's analysis and 
rftcornrnendations. 

Regarding the pedestrian path, stormwater swale, and ponds, the arborist's report shall detail 
methods to preserve as many significant trees as possible in or adjacent to these site components. 
The applicant shall follow tree preservation methods outlined by the arborist. Unless already 
approved for removal, (any) significant trees may be removed only if a certified arborist 
recommends removal and the City Forester concurs with the arborist's recommendation. 

The arborist's report shall also illustrate all trees approvedlproposed to be preserved. To ensure 
protection of trees, there shall be no cutting, filling, trenching, nor compaction of the soil under tree 
canopies and to a minimum distance of 5 feet outside the canopy's dripline, consistent with Section 
4.2.20.c of the Land Development Code. To assure this protection, a minimum 5-foot high 
construction fence (constructed of metal chain link, and supported by metal posts sunk into the 
ground) shall be installed 5 feet outside the canopy's dripline for all trees to be preserved, prior to 
any excavation and grading of the development site. An exception may occur upon inspection and 
a recommendation by a certified arborist. 

Existing trees, including trees on adjacent properties with driplines within 10 feet of the subject site, 
and construction protection fences shall be illustrated on all site plans submitted for excavation, 
erosion control, PIPC, and building permits. Tree protection plans shall be submitted to the City 
for review and approval, and tree preservation fencing shall be installed and inspected, prior to 
issuance of any excavation and grading, erosion control, PIPC, or building permits. 

Revised Condition 27 
Lot Gradins and Structures - Mass grading shall be limited to the areas shown on the grading plan 
identified as Attachments 1.7 and 1.8 of the August 10, 2007, Staff Memorandum to the City 
Council. Cuts and fills in the areas permitted to be mass graded shall not exceed the 
measurements shown in Attachment 1.8. All mass graded areas, as shown in Attachment 1.8, shall 
be engineered and constructed such that retaining walls are neither required nor used. Grading 
and excavation activities in areas not approved for mass grading as shown in Attachment 1.8 shall 
comply with Section 4.5.80 - Hillside Development Standards of the 2006 LDC Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazards and Hillside Development Provisions. Regardless of the presence of extenuating 
circumstances, cuts and fills in areas not mass-graded shall comply with the eight-foot standard 
as defined in LDC Section 4.5.80.03 - Definitions. Exceptions or alterations to these standards 
shall only be permitted through the Planned Development process, including any modifications to 
streets that would occur through the Capital Improvements Program. 

Lots shall only be developed with single-family, detached homes and Accessory Structures 
consistent with conditions of approval and 2006 LDC Sections 3.2.30,3.2.40, and Sections 4.3.30 
and 4.3.40 for Accessory Structures. Development on all lots shall comply with 2006 LDC Chapter 
4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. 
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Modifications to applicable LDC standards, or standards established through this approval may only 
occur through a public hearing process. 

Original Condition 27 
Lot Grading and Structures -All cuts and fills shown on the grading plan identified as Attachments 
1.7 and 1.8 of the August 10,2007, Staff Memorandum to the City Council shall be engineered and 
constructed such that retaining walls are not required. All lots shall be developed in accordance 
with Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazards and Hillside Development Provisions and Chapter 4.10 - 
Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards from the December 31, 2006 Land Development Code. 

EXHIBITS 
I. Comprehensive Plan, Zoning, and Vicinity Maps (CC Exhibits IX.85 - 89) 

II. City Council Notice of Disposition and Findings (Order 2007-1 11 ) 

Ill. Applicant's Response to LUBA Final Opinion and Order, includes: 

a Tentative Subdivision Plat 
a Utility Plan 
. Grading and Tree Preservation Plan 
a Cut / Fill Analysis 
a Existing Drainage Patterns 
a Information regarding proposed proprietary water quality facilities 
a May 20, 2008, Geotechnical Report 

IV. Applicant's Appeal letter to City Council 

V. Applicant Submitted Arborist Report 

VI. LUBA Final Opinion and Order 

VII. Petition for Review (Petitioners Assignments of Error reviewed by LUBA) 

VIII. 1993 LDC Chapter 3.1 Development Standards for RS-3.5 Zone 

IX. Excerpt of Applicable and Referenced 2006 LDC Standards and Criteria 

8 LDC Chapter 3.2 - Low Density (RS-5) Zone 
e LDC Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions 
8 LDC Chapter 4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards 

X. Staff Identified Water Quality Standards, includes Appendix F of the Corvallis 
Stormwater Master Plan 

XI. Excerpt of 1983 Open Space Hillside Report 

XII. Correspondence with ODF&W 

XIII. ODF&W Document Regarding Western Pond Turtles 

Review and Concur: 
Ellen Volmert, Assistant City Manag 
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METOLIUS 

CONS ULT I NG  
“Natural solutions in a changing environment” 

 
 
 

November 24, 2008 
 
 
Fred Towne 
City of Corvallis 
Planning Department 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, Oregon 97339 
 
 
SUBJECT: Response to LUBA remand of Brooklane Heights (PLD06-00018, SUB06-

0006). 
 
 
Mr. Towne, 
 
To facilitate both your department and City Council in reviewing the Brooklane Heights 
remand issues, we have prepared a brief overview of the application process we have 
followed since the onset of the project.  Also included are copies of the site plans and 
drawings that were approved by City Council last year.   
 
PROJECT GOALS 
The proposed Brooklane Heights development is an in-fill project designed with an 
emphasis on preserving significant white oak trees and creating home lots in areas without 
significant trees.  This development pattern is consistent with surrounding development and 
helps the project “fit into” the surrounding area.  Most of the trees on the site were 
identified on the City’s 2004 Natural Features Inventory as highly protected significant 
vegetation.  There are a total of 454 significant trees currently on the property, of which 
98% are white oaks.  The Applicants plan calls for the removal of 34 trees in order to 
develop the proposed roads and lots.  A certified arborist has evaluated the health and 
safety of the trees and provided guidance as to which ones should be removed.  This 
results in the project having more than 42% of the site set aside as permanent open space 
in private tracts.  The high degree of sensitivity towards these trees ensure the project is in 
compliance with the hillside and tree preservation provisions found in Comprehensive Plan 
Policies 4.2.2, 4.6.2, 4.6.3, 4.6.5, 4.6.6, 4.6.9, and 4.6.12.   

 
One of the more challenging aspects of designing this project was providing vehicular 
access.  There is only one location at the southwest corner of the property where vehicles 
can access the property from Brooklane Drive.  At the same time, the only viable location 
for the required secondary point of access is off-site through the adjacent property to the 
north.  The main road (Wolverine Drive) extends from the southwest corner of the 
property, winds up the ravine along the eastern edge of the oak stand, and eventually 
heads east above the oak stand in the middle of the site and eventually connects with a 
new road that is proposed with the adjacent subdivision (Oakmont Addition).  The road 
layout and lot layout was designed to fit with the existing topography and proposed 
open spaces.  Therefore, roads follow the natural grades, storm water drainage is 
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provided in existing drainage corridors, tree canopies are preserved and provide a 
natural corridor throughout the development, and the streets are primarily rectilinear.   
 
The Tentative Plat includes two phases, the first of which is development of Tract D which 
contains a short segment of roadway between Brooklane Drive and Oakmont Addition 
Subdivision.  Wolverine Drive has been designed with a maximum grade of 15%, in 
compliance with the City’s maximum allowable road grade.  Two new cul-de-sacs extend 
east from Wolverine Drive to provide additional access to the remaining developable 
portions of the site that are generally void of significant trees.  The roadway and lot 
layout pattern allows for development of the homes in compliance with the 2006 LDC 
while minimizing impacts to the existing trees.  An 8-foot wide trail has been extended 
from Badger Place to Wolverine Drive in order to enhance pedestrian connectivity.  A 
minimum 50-foot wide vegetative buffer has been retained along the southern project 
boundary (between the new lots and the alley below) to provide a buffer to the existing 
homes in Brooklane Park Estates. 
 
When developed, each lot and home will have to comply with the 2006 Land 
Development Code.  This code outlines pedestrian oriented design standards (PODS) that 
necessitate compliance with this policy of keeping building close to the street with an 
orientation that is conducive to pedestrians.   
 
 
APPLICATION HISTORY 
The following section contains an overview of the past applications and current state of 
the application.  The 25-acre site has had two previous projects approved: 
 

1980 - The Planning Commission approved Secret Gardens, a 101-lot conceptual 
development plan. 
 
1997 - The Planning Commission approved Oakmont Subdivision, a 69-lot 
detailed development plan and tentative subdivision plat.   

 
Neither of the prior approvals moved forward with construction of the approved projects.  
Since these prior approvals had expired a new application was submitted in 2007.  The 
following timeline summarizes the various actions since submittal of the application 
currently under remand to the City of Corvallis: 
 

April 10, 2007 – Steve Schaberg (Applicant) requests approval from the Planning 
Commission (PC) of a conceptual and detailed development plan for a 42 lot 
tentative subdivision plat, Brooklane Heights, on 25.9 acres.  This application is 
submitted at the same time as the Oakmont Subdivision that is adjacent to the 
property on 10.7 acres and was designed and planned with the Brooklane Heights 
Subdivision.  The 24-lot Oakmont Subdivision (SUB06-00007) is approved by the 
PC on June 22, 2007 and is not appealed; thus, making way for necessary road 
connections and utilities for the Brooklane Heights project. 

 
June 22, 2007 – Planning Commission denies the Brooklane Heights application 
(order 2007-075) based on several items that they felt needed more clarification 
to help determine whether the application met development standards.  
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July 5, 2007 – Applicant appeals the Planning Commission’s decision to the City 
Council based on the fact that the PC could have imposed conditions of approval 
to address their outstanding concerns.  The applicant submits updated drawings to 
further clarify recommended plan modifications including lot size reductions to 
meet affordable housing standards and thus make 45 lots in the plan.   
 
September 17, 2007 – After consideration of all the testimony and evidence, the 
City Council voted to overturn the Planning Commission’s decision, denying the 
request and upholding the appeal, thereby approving the Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat requests with conditions.   

 
September 2007 – A group of citizens appeal the City Council’s decision to the 
state Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).  LUBA reviews seven “assignment of 
errors” brought about by the appellants.  After reviewing, LUBA denies three 
assignment of errors and remands portions of the other four assignment of errors 
back to the City of Corvallis for clarification and a final decision.  The assignments 
of errors are summarized below: 
 

• Fourth Assignment of Error - This assignment of error primarily deals 
with a lack of typical building elevations and their absence to identify a 
sufficient basis to conclude that the development complies with applicable 
1993 Corvallis Land Development Code (LDC) 2.5.40.04 criteria for 
compatibility.   

 
• Fifth Assignment of Error - In summary, this assignment of error was 

partially remanded due to the lack of evidence supporting compliance with 
the 2000 Comprehensive Plan Policy 4.6.7 (hillside development).   

 
• Sixth Assignment of Error - This assignment of error was partially 

remanded due to the apparent lack of drainage plan and compliance with 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 4.11.12.  The 2000 Comprehensive Plan 
Policy states that “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.”   

 
• Seventh Assignment of Error - This assignment of error was remanded due 

to the lack of minimizing negative impacts on environmentally significant 
resources that are dealt with in various comprehensive plan policies.  This 
overarching generalization was specifically applied to protection of 
upland prairie, trees, wetlands and pond turtles.   

 
CURRENT STATUS 
The Brooklane Heights council-approved plan was remanded by LUBA back to the City of 
Corvallis for clarification.  The City Council must make a decision on the four remanded 
issues to enable the project to move forward.  The Applicant has provided specific 
responses to each of the Assignment of Errors at the end of this letter to provide further 
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clarity.  Likewise, the approved planning drawings and project layout are attached to 
help summarize the current approved plan.  The next step in the process will be to hold a 
public hearing that deals specifically with these four remanded issues to make a final 
decision for the project.   
 
If you would like additional information or have questions please feel free to contact Scott 
Wright or Steve Schaberg at your convenience. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Scott Wright, P.E. 
Project Manager 
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Fourth Assignment of Error (pg. 6) 
This assignment of error primarily deals with a lack of typical building elevations and 
their absence to identify a sufficient basis to conclude that the development complies with 
applicable 1993 Corvallis Land Development Code (LDC) 2.5.40.04 criteria for 
compatibility.   
 
The 1993 LDC requires specific responses to various compatibility criteria to ensure that a 
Detailed Development meets the intent of the LDC and is compatible with surrounding 
development.  The primary concern from LUBA’s remand was compatibility with visual 
elements and neighborhood characteristics.  The following discussion is provided to help 
elaborate on visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, and so forth) of 
the proposed design to ensure that basic site design is compatible with surrounding 
development.   
 
Existing land use surrounding Brooklane Heights consists of low-density residential on all 
sides.  The lots sizes range from approximately 10,000 square feet to larger than 1 acre 
on the northern boundary.  All of the land to the north, west, and south is fully developed 
with existing residential homes that range from 1-story ranch style homes to 2-story homes 
and 2-story homes with a third floor daylight basement.  The surrounding homes have 
square footage ranges on the order of 1,900 to 5,600 square feet.  Land to the east has 
an approved subdivision that will be built in conjunction with this project. 
 
When looking at the overall scale and magnitude of the Brooklane Heights Subdivision it 
is almost identical with the surrounding land uses.  The majority of proposed lots in the 
Brooklane Heights Subdivision range between 10,000 and 12,000 square feet.  
Surrounding homes are very diverse in size and character and the only observation that 
can be made is that homes are varied in size and shape.  The existing homes utilize 
various outside exteriors such as wood, brick and rock as well as a range of roof pitches.  
Figure 1 illustrates examples of the varied roof slopes, structure heights, architectural 
styles and materials used in existing homes that abut the western project boundary.  
Likewise, most of the surround roads in the existing development are sub-standard with no 
curbs or sidewalks and road widths of 15’ to 20’.   
 

Figure 1.  House on left has a roof peak over 30 feet with no windows on the main wall.  House on 
right illustrates a flatter roof pitch and mostly single level home with large windows.  These homes 
are located next door to each other. 
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Condition 27 and Development Related Concern G from the Conditions of Approval 
require that all lots be developed in accordance with the 2006 Land Development Code.  
Specifically, development of the lots are subject to chapters 4.5 (Natural Hazards and 
Hillside Development), 4.10 (Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards), 4.11 (Minimum 
Assured Development Area, 4.12 (Significant Vegetation Provisions) and RS-5 (Lot 
Development Standards).  These development standards have very specific requirements 
that ensure sound development of the site with new homes.   
 
Homes on the site will require custom designs to fit the existing topography and natural 
features.  Figures 2, 3, 4 and 5 illustrate some typical building elevations that could be 
built on the lots and meet the 2006 LDC requirements.  These are good examples that 
show how the garages and floor levels can be laid out to meet the 2006 LDC.   

Figure 2.  Alan Mascord design for downhill sloping lot showing (left) front elevation and (right) 
rear elevation with a daylight basement/living room on downhill side of lot.   
 

Figure 3.  Example plan for garage on bottom level and main living floor on top level 
primarily used for uphill sloping lots (Northwest Home Designs, Inc.). 
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Figure 4.  Both pictures are of the same house and show an example daylight basement concept in 
the recently developed Timberhill area that abuts public roads on two sides.   
 
 
 

Figure 5.  Recent home built in the Timberhill area that meets 2006 LDC and has a daylight 
basement / living area on a lot similar to the proposed Brooklane Heights.   
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The 2000 CCP Section 9.2.5 states that “development shall reflect neighborhood 
characteristics appropriate to the site and area.”  In particular, the following responses 
are provided for each item in 2000 CCP Section 9.2.5: 
 
CCP9.2.5.A “Comprehensive neighborhoods have a neighborhood center to provide services 
within walking distance of homes.” 
The proposed project is an infill development that has already been zoned by past city 
planning decisions.  No zone change is being requested and the development is utilizing 
the existing city planning strategy for the area. 
 
CCP9.2.5.B “Comprehensive neighborhoods support effective transit and neighborhood 
services and have a wide range of densities.” 
The project is located along and connects directly to Brooklane Drive which is designated 
as a neighborhood collector street.  All other roads associated with the development are 
local roads that connect directly to the existing neighborhood collector.  The project also 
proposes to provide a wide range of densities throughout with some small lots less than 
8,000 square feet with house size restrictions of 1,200 square feet and large lots that 
exceed 15,000 square feet.   
 
CCP9.2.5.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.” 
Over 40% of the project area is dedicated open space with the majority of open space 
containing mature oak trees.  This open space creates significant diversity in land use and 
breaks up long tracts of single family homes.  This type of planning will also promote 
better views of the hillside from a distance and create a clear structure for the 
neighborhood.   
 
CCP9.2.5.D “Neighborhood development provides for compatible building transitions in 
terms of scale, mass, and orientation.” 
As previously stated, surrounding development and homes are very diverse in size and 
character and the only observation that can be made is that homes are varied in size and 
shape.  When looking at the overall scale and magnitude of the Brooklane Heights 
Subdivision it is almost identical with the surrounding land uses.  The majority of proposed 
lots in the Brooklane Heights Subdivision range between 10,000 and 12,000 square feet 
and are similar in form to existing neighborhood development.   
 
CCP9.2.5.E “Neighborhoods have a mix of densities, lot sizes, and housing types.” 
Lot sizes range from less than 8,000 square feet to more than 16,000 square feet.  
Inherent to this large variability in lot sizes are the variability of future homes that will be 
built on the lots.  Since all new homes will comply with the low density lot development 
requirements, simple compliance will dictate that homes are variable in size and scale.  
Likewise, each lot will have a custom home built on it that must comply with newer 
development standards as set forth in the 2006 land development code.   
 
CCP9.2.5.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.” 
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The neighborhood to the west, Fairmont Drive, has block lengths of 1,200 feet with no 
pedestrian or bicycle facilities.  The neighborhood to the north, Whiteside Drive, has a cul-
de-sac length of 1,200 feet with no pedestrian or bicycle facilities.  The neighborhood to 
the south has a private drive that is over 1,500 feet and has no pedestrian or bicycle 
facilities.  The surrounding neighborhoods have no bicycle or pedestrian facilities with the 
exception of Brooklane Drive that has both bike lanes and sidewalks.  The proposed 
project will provide a direct connection to Brooklane Drive and will provide full pedestrian 
facilities throughout the project to ensure pedestrian connectivity.  A multi-use path is 
proposed at the end of the longest cul-de-sac to shorten the block size and ensure bicycle 
and pedestrian ways.  Cul-de-sacs meet the city’s length requirements. 
 
CCP9.2.5.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.  The street pattern is rectilinear.  
The use and enhancement of views and natural features reinforces the neighborhood 
connection to the immediate and larger landscape.” 
The road layout and lot layout was designed to fit with the existing topography and 
proposed open spaces.  Therefore, roads follow the natural grades, storm water drainage 
is provided in existing drainage corridors, tree canopies are preserved and provide a 
natural corridor throughout the development, and the streets are primarily rectilinear.   
 
CCP9.2.5.H “Neighborhoods have buildings that are close to the street, with their main 
entrances oriented to the public areas.” 
When developed, each lot and home will have to comply with the 2006 Land 
Development Code.  This code outlines pedestrian oriented design standards (PODS) that 
necessitate compliance with this policy of keeping building close to the street with an 
orientation that is conducive to pedestrians.   
 
CCP9.2.5.I “Neighborhoods have public areas that are designed to encourage the attention 
and presence of people at all hours of the day and night.” 
When developed, each lot and home will have to comply with the 2006 Land 
Development Code.  This code outlines pedestrian oriented design standards (PODS) that 
necessitate compliance with this policy by creating homes that are directed towards the 
street.   
 
CCP9.2.5.J “Neighborhoods have automobile parking and storage that does not adversely 
affect the pedestrian environment.  Domestic garages are behind houses or otherwise 
minimized.” 
When developed, each lot and home will have to comply with the 2006 Land 
Development Code.  This code outlines pedestrian oriented design standards (PODS) that 
are established to do the following:  foster human-scale development that emphasizes 
pedestrian rather than vehicular features, promote pedestrian oriented buildings, 
pedestrian amenities, and landscaping that contribute positively to an appealing 
streetscape, promote an environment where developed areas, recreational areas, and 
multi-use paths are accessible to all, promote pedestrian safety by increasing the visibility 
and vitality of pedestrian areas, ensure direct and convenient access and connections for 
pedestrians and bicyclists, augment the sidewalk and multi-use path system for 
pedestrians, provide a connected network of sidewalks and multi-use paths, encourage 
street activity to support livable neighborhoods and vital commercial areas, ensure that 
developments contribute to the logical continuation of the City’s street and block form 
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and/or establish block patterns in parts of the City where they do not exist, provide a 
sense of diversity and architectural variety, especially in residential areas, through the use 
of varied site design layouts and building types and varied densities, sizes, styles, and 
materials, encourage development and building designs that promote crime prevention 
and personal and community safety, and encourage development and building designs 
that maintain some level of privacy for individual dwelling units.  Therefore, necessary 
compliance with Section 4.10 of the 2006 land development code will ensure compliance 
with this comprehensive plan policy . 
 
CCP9.2.5.K “Neighborhoods incorporate a narrow street standard for internal streets which 
slows and diffuses traffic.” 
The proposed development is consistent with City of Corvallis street standards and no 
variance is requested.  The proposed street with for all the local streets is 28 feet and is 
typical of narrow street standards. 
 
CCP9.2.5.L “Neighborhood building and street proportions relate to one another in a way 
that provides a sense of enclosure.” 
The development is similar to the surrounding areas and provides a similar scale to the 
existing development.   
 
CCP9.2.5.M “Neighborhoods have street trees in planting strips in the public right-of-way.” 
The proposed project complies with current development standards that require street 
trees planted in a public right-of-way.  Typical street sections are shown on the drawings 
submitted with the application and a landscaping plan is provided.   
 
In addition to specific responses to section 9.2.5 above, CCP 3.2.2 states that primary uses 
permitted outright are considered compatible with each other when conforming to all 
standards of the district.  Since the project is not asking for modifications to district 
requirements, the future homes built on the site will comply with the district and be 
compatible with surrounding land uses according to the comprehensive plan policy.  A 
summary of development standards is included in the table below:   
 

Criteria 2006 RS – 5 Standard Proposed Project Standard 
Minimum Lot Area 

Single Family House 
 

8,000 sq. ft. minimum 
 

7,600 sq. ft. minimum 
Min Avg Lot Width 

Single Detached 
 

65’ 
 

65’ 
Setbacks 

Front Yard 
 

Rear Yard 
 

Side Yard 
 

 
15’ minimum 

 
15’ minimum 

 
5’ minimum 

 

 
15’ minimum 

 
15’ minimum 

 
5’ minimum 

 
Garage/Carport 
Entrance 

19’ entrance parallel to 
street 

15’ entrance perp. to street 

19’ entrance parallel to 
street 

15’ entrance perp. To street 
Structure Height 30’ maximum 30’ maximum 
Lot Coverage 50%  50% 
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In addition to meeting the Comprehensive Plan Policy guidance, the project design must 
take into account Section 2.5.40.04 of the LDC.  This section requires that the following 
compatibility factors be considered for approval of the plan: 

• Basic site design (the organization of uses on a site); 
This project has been designed with an emphasis on preserving the majority of the 
significant white oak trees on the site.  This development pattern is consistent with 
surrounding development and helps the project “fit into” the surrounding area.  Most 
of the trees on the site were identified on the City’s 2004 Natural Features Inventory 
as highly protected significant vegetation.  There are a total of 454 significant trees 
currently on the property, of which 98% are white oaks.  The applicants plan calls for 
the removal of 34 trees in order to develop the proposed roads and lots.  A certified 
arborist has evaluated the health and safety of the trees and provided guidance as to 
which ones should be removed.  This results in the project having more than 42% of the 
site set aside as permanent open space in private tracts.  The high degree of 
sensitivity towards these trees ensure the project is in compliance with the hillside and 
tree preservation provisions found in Comp Plan Policies 4.2.2, 4.6.2, 4.6.3, 4.6.5, 
4.6.6, 4.6.9, and 4.6.12.   
 
One of the more challenging aspects of designing this project was providing vehicular 
access.  There is only one location at the southwest corner of the property where 
vehicles can access the property from Brooklane Drive.  At the same time, the only 
viable location for the required secondary point of access is off-site through the 
adjacent property to the north.  The main road (Wolverine Drive) extends from the 
southwest corner of the property, winds up the ravine along the eastern edge of the 
oak stand, and eventually heads east above the oak stand in the middle of the site 
and eventually connects with a new road that is proposed with the adjacent 
subdivision (Oakmont Addition).  The Tentative Plat includes two phases, the first of 
which is development of Tract D which contains a short segment of roadway between 
Brooklane Drive and Oakmont Addition Subdivision.  Wolverine Drive has been 
designed with a maximum grade of 15%, in compliance with the City’s maximum 
allowable road grade.  Two new cul-de-sacs extend east from Wolverine Drive to 
provide additional access to the remaining developable portions of the site that are 
generally void of significant trees.  The roadway and lot layout pattern allows for 
development of the homes in compliance with the 2006 LDC while minimizing impacts 
to the existing trees.  An 8-foot wide trail has been extended from Badger Place to 
Wolverine Drive in order to enhance pedestrian connectivity.  A minimum 50-foot wide 
vegetative buffer has been retained along the southern project boundary (between 
the new lots and the alley below) to provide a buffer to the existing homes in 
Brooklane Park Estates. 

 
• Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, and so forth) 
The new lots will accommodate small to large single family homes.  The homes will be 
designed and placed on the lots similar to the homes in Fairway View Subdivision, just 
west of this site.  The predominant landscape feature will be the existing white oaks, 
most of which are slated for preservation.  Approximately 23 of the 42 lots (55%) will 
be adjacent to or across from an open space tract, where the trees have been 
preserved.  Those portions of the street that are not covered by an oak tree canopy 
will be planted with new street trees as shown on Attachment K.     
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• Noise attenuation, noxious odors, lighting and signage 
Noise and odors on the site are anticipated to be similar to those permitted on 
adjacent residential lands.  The proposed homes will have garbage cans for their 
refuse and recyclables within their individual garages or behind a screen wall or 
fenced within the side yard.  Therefore, no noxious odors are anticipated.  
 
Exterior lighting on the buildings will be provided near the front entry of each house 
and for patios or decks.  No other exterior lighting is proposed.  All exterior lighting 
will be shielded so as not to produce glare onto adjacent properties.  Lighting will 
provide added safety and security for both residents and visitors. 
 
Signage will be typical street signs that will have street names and traffic control 
devices in accordance with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control and city standards.  
Signs will be the same as surrounding neighborhoods.   
 
• Landscaping for buffering and screening 
New 1.5-inch caliper street trees will be installed within new park strips, unless the 
existing tree canopy will be impacted, (Attachment K).  Where existing tree canopy 
exists, no new street trees will be provided.  Street trees will also be installed 5-feet 
behind a portion of the new sidewalk along Brooklane Drive, where the existing tree 
canopy does not exist.  The new street trees will be installed or financially guaranteed 
prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy and will be designed to ensure 
90% coverage within a 3-year period.  Landscaping of home sites will be in 
accordance with the 2006 LDC. 
 
• Traffic 
The applicant has submitted a traffic impact analysis for the proposed development to 
determine the traffic impacts that will result from this development as well as the other 
two Brooklane subdivisions currently under consideration, (Oakmont Addition and 
Cascade Crest).  The study evaluated the new vehicle trips that would be generated 
by the Brooklane Heights Subdivision and the impacts to nearby intersections.  The 
results of the study found that when the site is developed, all three study area 
intersections would operate at acceptable levels of service and no adverse effects will 
be created. 
 
• Effects on off-site parking 
The proposed development will have no effect on off-site parking since there is no off-
site parking around the development.  The proposed project will have adequate 
garage, driveway, and street parking along the new local roads for typical 
residential use and gathering events.   
 
• Effects on air and water quality 
The City has clear and objective water quantity and water quality standards as 
described below in the Sixth Assignment of Error.  It has been demonstrated through 
standard engineering calculations and product performance standards that the 
proposed drainage and water quality plan meets the City’s stormwater detention and 
water quality standards for new development.  By meeting these standards, the 
project minimizes detrimental changes in water quality for waters discharging into the 
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public storm drainage system and further minimizes detrimental changes in water 
quality downstream of the site.  Effects on air quality will be typical of residential 
development and nothing is proposed that would have an abnormal effect.   

 
In conclusion, the proposed grading plan (Exhibit X) submitted in our July 5, 2007 
response puts forth a grading plan that is compatible with the 2006 LDC home 
development requirements and reduces grading limits to primarily the roads and utilities 
necessary to support the development.  The physical nature of the site will ensure homes 
are varied and designed to the existing topography similar to surrounding homes.  The 
grading plan, mix of proposed lot sizes (~7,600 – 21,000 square feet), preservation of 
42% open space, preservation of most mature trees with tree canopies, and City’s 
Conditions to meet 2006 LDC provisions (sections 4.5, 4.10, 4.11, and 4.12) for the homes 
will ensure that the site and homes are compatible with surrounding development.   
 
 
Fifth Assignment of Error (pg. 9) 
In summary, this assignment of error was partially remanded due to the lack of evidence 
supporting compliance with the 2000 CCP 4.6.7 (hillside development).   
 
CCP4.6.7.A “Plan development to fit the topography, soil, geology, and hydrology of 
hillsides and to ensure hillside stability both during and after development.” 
Multiple geotechnical investigations have been performed on the site that included several 
on-site visits, laboratory soil sampling and slope stability analyses.  Eighteen on-site test 
pits were excavated throughout the site in key locations to determine soil properties and 
characteristics.  Based on the geotechnical properties of the soils and the site 
characteristics, there is a low potential for landslides or instability of the area and 
development of the site will not change this scenario.  A more detailed geotechnical 
investigation was performed in May 2008 and a copy of that geotechnical report is 
attached to this letter that outlines their recommendations to ensure the creation of a 
stable site during and after development.  This geotechnical report already meets the 
intent of the 2006 LDC Section 4.5 – Hillside Development as described below. 
 
The Site Assessment (2006 LDC Section 4.5.60.04.b) is an overview of site conditions, as 
well as a professional evaluation of whether or not additional studies are needed prior to 
development on a property. The Site Assessment shall be completed and stamped by 
either a Certified Engineering Geologist or by a Licensed Civil Engineer, licensed in the 
Specialty of Geotechnical Engineering.  At a minimum, the Site Assessment shall include the 
following elements: 

1. A field investigation of the site and vicinity; 
2. A discussion of geologic hazards, if any; 
3. Suitability of the site for proposed development, from a geologic standpoint; If 
applicable, discussion of any unusual or extreme geologic processes at work on the 
site, such as rapid erosion, Landslide Hazard, flood hazard, rockfall, subsidence, 
debris run-out, or other features; 
5. A list of any geologic hazards that may affect the proposed land use, including 
slope stability, debris flow, flooding, topography, erosion hazard, shallow 
groundwater, springs, expansive soils, subsidence, fault rupture, or any other 
geologic hazard discovered by the investigation;  
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6. If applicable, an identification of any areas of the site recommended to be 
avoided for human-occupied structures; 
7. If necessary, identification of mitigation measures needed to address any 
anticipated geologic problems; 
8. A discussion regarding the need for follow-up studies that should be conducted, 
such as engineering geotechnical reports, additional subsurface exploration, or 
more extensive soil reports; and 
9. Feasibility of the site for the proposed development. 

 
The geotechnical reports and field exploration of the site have addressed the site 
assessment requirements in the 2006 LDC Section 4.5.60.04 as well as Section 4.5.60.05 
that requires a geotechnical engineering report for the site.  These field exploration 
efforts and geotechnical studies provide specific details and recommendations that create 
a safe and stable development pattern for the proposed project.   
 
To further enhance the compatibility of the site and maintain existing stormwater routing, 
drainage corridors have been maintained and utilized for stormwater routing.  The main 
drainage corridor on the west side of the property is utilized for a detention and water 
quality treatment area.  By maintaining the open drainage corridor with large scale 
roughness (i.e. grass) the potential for removing suspended sediment is maximized. 
 
 
CCP4.6.7.B “Preserve the most visually significant slopes and ridgelines in their natural state 
by utilizing techniques such as cluster development and reduced densities.” 
The proposed development has no impacts to the ridgeline as there is already 
development upslope and around the area.  The upslope development consists of 
residential homes on large lots that exceed 1-acre.   
 
 
CCP4.6.7.C “Preserve significant natural features such as tree groves, woodlands, the tree-
meadow interface, and specimen trees.” 
The existing site is approximately 26 acres and of that area over 42% (11 acres) is set 
aside as open space to protect existing natural features that include tree groves and 
existing oak woodlands.  There is over 3 acres provided for public right-of-way.  The 
remaining developed area for residential development is 11 acres, which is less than half 
of the 26 acre parcel.  This policy also emphasizes the priority for hillside development 
to preserve and protect trees to enhance variability in home development and provide 
contrast for the view looking at the hillside.   
 
The proposed development pattern utilizes existing open areas, that don’t have trees, to 
cluster the new home lots.  These existing open areas have been referred to as upland 
prairies.  Actual upland prairies are dynamic environments that do not remain static and 
require regular maintenance to be maintained in prairie habitat.  Upland prairies were 
historically maintained by natural fires or intentional human caused fires.  In the absence 
of these episodic events, the succession of upland prairie is shrubs and then trees.  This has 
already happened at the project site based on historical photos (Figure 8) and eyewitness 
accounts of neighbors.  Therefore, preservation of the existing tree groves and developing 
the open areas is the best alternative from the standpoint of long-term maintenance and 
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sustainability.  This type of development pattern is also consistent with CCP 4.6.3, 4.6.5, 
4.6.6, and 4.6.7. 
 
 
CCP4.6.7.D “Align the built surface infrastructure, such as roads and waterways, with the 
natural contours of terrain and minimize cutting and filling in developments.” 
The site has several competing issues that require balancing improvements with preserving 
natural resources.  It has been decided that the natural oak woodlands are the primary 
area to be preserved with the majority of development taking place in open areas that 
do not have trees and only have degraded meadows.  Likewise, it was decided to 
maintain natural drainage patterns as much as possible; therefore, drainage facilities 
were located in the areas of natural drainage corridors where detention and water 
quality could be created.   
 
Roads were designed to minimize impacts to existing oak woodlands and at the same time 
meet the City’s criteria for maximum slopes and maximum cul-de-sac lengths.  The primary 
road entrance to the site is located on the west side in an area that minimizes disturbance 
and grading of the existing slopes.  The road is run upslope at the maximum allowable 
15% grade to access the northwest portion of the site where the lots are clustered in an 
area that has no trees.  Two cul-de-sacs were utilized to minimize the use of roads while 
still accessing isolated areas that were created while trying to minimize impacts to oak 
woodlands.   
 
The July 5, 2007 grading plan (Drawing X and Y) for the site was approved with the City 
Council’s decision.  The grading plan nearly eliminates grading on the lots and grades 
only the areas necessary to build roads and utilities to support the development.  Likewise, 
sidewalks are curbside in areas near trees and at drainage corridors to help reduce 
impacts and minimize the overall footprint of the cuts and fills.   
 
Although there is no cut and fill standard in the 2000 LDC that this project is reviewed 
under, the design for public infrastructure tries to minimize cuts and fills.  A precedence 
standard for prior projects has moved towards a maximum cut and fill of 8 feet and the 
majority of the approved grading plan meets this standard.  Likewise, the approved 
grading plan promotes compliance with the 2006 LDC Section 4.5.80.04.d - Individual Lot 
Grading Standards.  These standards apply to lots which contain slopes equal to or 
greater than 10 percent, as mapped on the Natural Hazards Map.  The maximum cut and 
fill height is 8 feet for circumstances with no extenuating conditions.  It is anticipated that 
some of the lots will qualify for one extenuating circumstance based on the desire to 
protect significant trees and in this case the cut and fill height would be limited to 10 feet 
around the tree.   
 
 
CCP4.6.7.E “Minimize soil disturbances and the removal of native vegetation and avoid these 
activities during winter months unless impacts can be mitigated.” 
Soil disturbances are minimized by providing over 40% open space areas that will not be 
impacted by ground disturbances.  Likewise, no grading will be done during winter months 
to help reduce erosion and soil impacts.  Grading for the streets and utilities would take 
place during summer months, likely during June through October.   
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CCP4.6.7.F “Design developments and utilize construction techniques that minimize erosion 
and surface water runoff.” 
The primary surface water drainage corridor is proposed to remain in place and provide 
a natural filtering system for the majority of storm water runoff.  This drainageway will be 
improved with a detention pond and water quality facilities that utilizes above ground 
detention and vegetation to improve water quality by removing suspended sediment.  
Construction will be required to comply with city and state erosion control standards 
through the NPDES 1200-C construction permit.  Under this permit, erosion control 
measures must be designed and installed to ensure sediment and sediment laden waters 
do not leave the site during and after construction.  Erosion control measures would include 
silt fences, silt screens around drainage structures, vegetated buffer strips to filter 
stormwater runoff, seeding and mulching disturbed slopes and similar erosion control 
practices approved by the city and state. 
 
 
CCP4.6.7.G “Demonstrate a concern for the view of the hills as well as the view from the 
hills.” 
Looking at the hill from the south the most distinct feature is the canopy of oak trees in and 
around the site.  The development plan protects the tree canopy by providing over 40% 
open space primarily protecting trees and developing the space where no trees are 
present.  The existing grass area is severely degraded as a meadow due to the fact that 
it is mowed on a regular basis during summer months and the City’s Municipal Code 
requires that grass and weeds be kept under 10 inches in height from June 1 through 
September 30. 
 
The tree canopy provides contrast when looking at the hillside.  The proposed 
development aims to protect the existing trees to the maximum extent possible by locating 
roads, homes, and infrastructure outside the treed areas.  This will ensure that distant 
views looking at the hillside will see a break up of homes and patches of tree cover that 
are existing, mature trees.  The development will create lots that require custom homes 
that are contoured to the existing terrain.  This will be created by meeting the 
requirements of the 2006 LDC for home construction.   
 
 
Sixth Assignment of Error (pg. 14) 
This assignment of error was partially remanded due to the apparent lack of drainage 
plan and compliance with CCP 4.11.12.  The 2000 CCP policy states that “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.”   
 
The existing drainage patterns for the project site are illustrated in Drawing 1.9.  This 
drawing shows the predominant overland drainage pattern is downhill into an existing 
public storm drainage system along the north side of an existing private road.  From this 
public storm drainage system the water is routed under Brooklane Drive and has several 
outfalls into a historic drainage ditch along the Marys River Natural Park.  The historic 
drainage ditch has been documented as a wetland and restoration around the drainage 
ditch has focused on creating wet prairie that is most sensitive to water levels and not 
water quality. 
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With regards to the first part of the comprehensive plan policy that requires development 
upslope of wetlands to minimize interference with water patterns discharging to wetlands, 
the proposed project does not interfere with the existing drainage patterns.  The 
proposed development utilizes the existing public storm drain system and maintains 
existing storm drain outfalls to the wetland area.   
 
The 2000 CCP also requires the project to minimize detrimental changes in water quality 
for waters discharging into wetlands.  In order to meet this requirement, the City of 
Corvallis has developed a Stormwater Master Plan.  The City’s plan requires that storm 
water be treated for quantity (i.e. detention) and quality based on a combination of the 
King County Surface Water Design Requirements and the City’s Stormwater Master Plan.  
 
Drainage plans were developed for the project and are contained in exhibit N (Brooklane 
Heights Utility Plan) of the original application.  The City’s surface water runoff criteria 
requires that post-development runoff from the entire site be limited to pre-developed 
conditions for the 2, 5 and 10-year rainfall events.  In order to maintain historical runoff 
rates the site must incorporate detention facilities that will allow the excess runoff to be 
temporarily stored and metered out at historical rates.  Historical and post-development 
rates were determined using the standard TR-55 method with localized rainfall data, an 
acceptable runoff prediction method accepted by the City of Corvallis.  The required 
detention for the site is approximately ±30,000 cubic feet with minor variability based on 
final configuration of the detention storage pond.  The inflow and outflow hydrograph 
were generated and are illustrated in Figure 6.   
 

Figure 6.  Pre and post-development hydrographs for the 10-year storm event showing how the 
detention facility will limit outfall to historical rates.  Hyd No. 2 is the developed conditions inflow 
hydrograph and Hyd No. 5 is the controlled flow rate that leaves the detention system. 
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The proposed detention facilities consist of at-grade detention ponds located in the 
existing drainage corridor on the west side of the development as illustrated in exhibit N.  
These detention facilities will be built in accordance with geotechnical requirements and 
will include a pond liner to ensure long-term structural stability and safety.   
 
In order to collect stormwater runoff and direct it into the detention ponds, new public 
storm drain pipes will be installed in the streets.  For homes that do not directly drain into 
the public street and storm drain pipes, private easements will be provided to drain them 
directly to the open spaces and overland flow into the detention facilities.  For homes 
below the detention facilities they will be piped to the nearest public storm drain system 
below the site.  Off-site public storm drain systems will be upsized to provide adequate 
carrying capacity for the 25-year runoff event as recommended in the City’s design 
criteria.  In addition, a 100-year runoff event will be routed through the system to ensure 
no structural damage is done to downstream development.   
 
The basic water quality requirement from the 2005 King County Storm Design Manual is 
80% removal of Total Suspended Solids (TSS) for flows up to the water quality design 
flow; however, the City of Corvallis water quality criteria requires 70% removal of TSS.  
For fairly flat sites that have less than 5% slopes, at-grade bioswales and similar water 
quality treatment facilities are appropriate.  In contrast, steep sites with slopes greater 
than 5% are not conducive to typical “open-swale” type water quality facilities because 
the runoff moves too rapidly and suspended solids are not able to settle out of the flow.  
One alternative to provide removal of suspended solids that has been used successfully in 
the City of Corvallis is hydrodynamic separators.  Hydrodynamic separators rely on 
density differences and gravity to remove suspended solids and floatables (hydrocarbons, 
floating debris, etc.) from stormwater runoff to improve water quality.   
 
We are proposing the trademarked BaySeparator system be installed for the project as 
illustrated in Figure 7.  The BaySeparator has been used in Corvallis on similar 
development projects for water quality.  The proposed BaySeparator system splits water 
between two different manholes for optimal removal efficiency, responding to changes in 
the influent flow rate.  Pollutants are trapped in the two manholes until they are removed 
by routine maintenance.  BaySeparator systems are designed as a stand alone, full 
treatment (80% annual aggregate removal efficiency) systems that meet the TSS removal 
requirments. 
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Figure 7.  Example of BaySeparator proposed for water quality requirements on the site.   
 
 
In summary, the City has clear and objective water quantity standards that require 
detention of post-development flows to historical pre-developed runoff rates for the 2, 5, 
and 10-year storm events.  Likewise, the City has a clear water quality standard that 
requires removal of 70% TSS for the water quality storm event.  It has been demonstrated 
through standard engineering calculations and product performance standards that the 
proposed drainage and water quality plan meets the City’s stormwater detention and 
water quality standards for new development.  By meeting these standards, the project 
minimizes detrimental changes in water quality for waters discharging into the public storm 
drainage system and further minimizes detrimental changes in water quality downstream 
of the site.  Hence, it can be concluded that the project meets the intent of the 2000 CCP 
4.11.12.   
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Seventh Assignment of Error (pg. 16) 
This assignment of error was remanded due to the lack of minimizing negative impacts on 
environmentally significant resources that are dealt with in various comprehensive plan 
policies.  This overarching generalization was specifically applied to protection of 
upland prairie, trees, wetlands and pond turtles.   
 
The 2000 Comprehensive Plan has several policies that deal with trees, specifically: 

CCP4.6.3 “Tree-covered hillsides within the City Limits shall retain a tree-covered 
appearance prior to development review.” 
CCP4.6.5 “On tree-covered hillsides, development shall be designed to preserve as 
many trees as possible and tree removal shall be consistent with the approved 
development plan.” 
CCP4.6.6 “On tree-covered hillsides, the design of dwellings and their placement 
shall be planned to retain a sufficient number of trees to preserve a green, tree-
covered hillside appearance.” 
CCP4.6.7.C “Preserve significant natural features such as tree groves, woodlands, the 
tree-meadow interface, and specimen trees.” 

 
The Comprehensive Plan clearly puts an emphasis on maintaining trees and tree-covered 
hillsides when development is allowed.  The proposed development undoubtedly saves the 
large treed areas by creating protected open space areas around the existing tree 
groves (42% of the property). 
 
On the other hand, the Comprehensive Plan has little to say about upland prairies.  
Upland prairies are dynamic environments that do not remain static and require regular 
maintenance to be maintained in prairie habitat.  Upland prairie sites are difficult to 
maintain in a natural setting let alone in an urban environment.  For instance, upland 
prairies were historically maintained by natural fires or intentional human caused fires 
created by Native Americans.  In the absence of these episodic events, the succession of 
upland prairie is shrubs and then trees.  This has already happened at the project site as 
the historical photos (Figure 8) and eyewitness accounts of neighbors describe the 
continual advancement of shrubs and oak trees into the prairie area.   
 

Figure 8.  Left photos shows the site in1948 with predominantly open meadow area that was 
being farmed.  Right photo shows current condition with significant encroachment of shrubs and 
expansion of oak trees in the southern portion of the site reducing the upland prairie and creating 
an isolated patch of meadow (Google Earth 2005).   
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Without fire, plant litter accumulates on the soil surface, which alters nutrient and water 
availability, disease and herbivory incidence, and patterns of seedling establishment 
(Facelli and Pickett 1991).  In addition, the entire site is surrounded by fully developed 
land with residential homes that will not allow for natural fires and natural processes to 
remain in place.  Therefore, the existing meadow area will simply succeed into shrub and 
tree environment if left alone.   
 
Tree protection and open space areas that protect trees have been the primary focus for 
the development pattern being proposed.  This development pattern was chosen based on 
the overall emphasis on tree protection that has been established in the City of Corvallis 
and specifically in the 2000 CCP policy 4.6.7.C that emphasizes the protection of tree 
groves and woodlands.  Likewise, the natural features committee identified oak 
woodlands as a primary resource to be preserved.  By carefully designing the roads and 
lot layouts, we have been able to minimize the number of trees to be removed and 
preserve over 40% of the area that consists primarily of trees.  It can be concluded that 
the development pattern of the proposed project meets the intent of the Comprehensive 
Plan by protecting the existing tree groves to the maximum extent possible. 
 
In addition to upland prairie and tree concerns, western pond turtles were brought up as a 
concern due to perceived water quality degradation as a result of the residential 
development.  The following Comprehensive Plan Policies address aquatic species such as 
pond turtles. 

CCP4.2.2 “Natural features and areas determined to be significant shall be 
preserved, or have their losses mitigated, and/or reclaimed.” 
CCP4.10.8 “Negative impacts on habitat and migration corridors for birds, wildlife, 
aquatic life, and open space and the recreation qualities of significant drainageways 
shall be minimized.” 
CCP4.11.3 “Lakes, wetlands, floodway, drainageways and other urban streams are 
part of the hydrological system and should be managed comprehensively.” 

 
The City and protesters do not have specific information for limiting factors, existing 
populations, and quality of existing habitat for pond turtles in the area.  Hence, there is no 
baseline data to evaluate potential impacts of upstream development.  Therefore, the 
best approach to minimizing impacts to downstream water quality consists of Best 
Management Practices (BMP) and on-site practices like the BaySeparator system being 
proposed.  BMP’s consist of erosion control plans during construction of the new roads and 
homes.  In accordance with the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and the City 
of Corvallis requirements, erosion control plans will be prepared and submitted for 
permits.  This will ensure that erosion and sediment laden waters are minimized and 
closely regulated through permits.  It has been demonstrated through standard 
engineering calculations and product performance standards that the proposed drainage 
and water quality plan meets the City’s stormwater detention and water quality standards 
for new development.  By meeting these standards, the project minimizes detrimental 
changes in water quality for waters discharging into the public storm drainage system and 
further minimizes detrimental changes in water quality downstream of the site.   
 
The Washington Department of Wildlife created a recovery plan for the Western pond 
turtle in 1999 (WDFW 1999).  In this recovery plan they point out the main concerns for 
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turtles include 1) control of predation by bullfrogs to increase survival of turtle hatchlings, 
2) control nest predation by raccoons and opossums and other predators and 3) reduce 
human impacts that inhibit basking.  Turtles usually nest in open areas with good sun 
exposure that are dominated by grasses and herbaceous vegetation, with few shrubs or 
trees nearby.  In addition, pond turtles are adaptable to their surroundings and are 
dietary generalists (WDFW 1999).  The existing pond/drainageway where turtles are 
located include walking paths and an existing sidewalk that directly conflicts with 
recommended recovery recommendations.  Water quality does not appear to be a 
significant concern or limiting factor for turtle protection and production.  Since the 
proposed project meets the City’s requirements for water quality and the plan includes 
BMP’s with on-site treatment of stormwater runoff there will be no significant impacts to 
downstream water quality. 
 
In summary, the proposed project layout and methods of construction meet the intent of the 
Comprehensive Plan for resource preservation and environmental impacts.  By complying 
with state and local erosion control measures, short-term impacts to water quality will be 
minimized.  Long-term water quality will be achieved by providing stormwater treatment 
facilities and maintaining tree canopies and natural drainage patterns.  Likewise, aquatic 
species and off-site wetland habitat will be preserved by implementing water quality 
measures.  Since the project clearly meets City stormwater and water quality standards, 
no off-site disturbance or impacts to existing pond turtle habitat will take place.   
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT III - 22
LUBA REMAND











OCT - 3 2008 



B A Y S A V E R  T E C H N O L O G I E S ,  I N C .  

BaySeparator™ System: 
F-95 Sediment Removal Efficiency Data 

 
 During 2004, BaySaver Technologies, Inc. began a thorough series of laboratory tests 
with the University of Minnesota’s St. Anthony Falls Laboratory (SAFL).  SAFL is an 
internationally known hydraulics laboratory that has extensive experience in academic-industrial 
partnerships.  The project was conducted by Dr. Omid Mohseni, the laboratory’s Associate 
Director of Applied Research. 
 SAFL researchers began testing the standard BaySaver system using an F-95 sediment 
gradation in August, 2004.  At the same time, researchers created an empirical model of the 
system based on experimental data. This model was used to quantify the flow rates through the 
different system components under varying flow conditions. After the model and initial testing 
were completed, research was focused on optimizing the design.  After two years of work with 
SAFL, BaySaver is introducing the BaySeparator™ System 

The BaySeparator™ system is based on the same principles and protected by the same 
patent as the original BaySaver Separation System.  However, modifications to the separator unit 
have improved both the flow capacities and the sediment removal efficiencies of the system.  
The system has been extensively modeled and tested in the laboratory, and this research program 
has resulted in a superior product. 

A 24″ system was constructed in the laboratory.  This system comprised the 24″ separator 
unit as well as two fiberglass manholes.  The system was tested with both 48″ and 60″ manholes.  
Tests were run at varying flow rates to establish the efficiency under a range of operating 
conditions.  Once flow began, the system was run until steady state conditions (verified with a 
salt tracer) were established.  After steady state was reached, sediment was introduced into the 
inlet pipe by a metered sediment feeder.  The target influent concentration was 200 mg/l, and this 
concentration was confirmed by grab samples taken from the influent water.  The system was 
allowed to run for a given length of time before the flow was cut off.  Following the test run, the 
manholes were dewatered and the mass of collected sediment was measured.  This mass was 
compared to the total influent sediment load to calculate removal efficiency. 
 F-95 sediment is a commercially 
available mix that contains sediments 
ranging in size from 53 microns to 425 
microns.  The bulk of the sediment (87%) is 
between 75 microns and 212 microns in 
diameter.  Table 1 shows the sediment grain 
size distribution for F-95 mix used during 
the tests.  The F-95 sediment gradation has a 
d50 of 125 microns. 
 A number of tests were run on the 
24″ laboratory installation.  The first of these series of tests was run on the 24″ BaySeparator™ 
system with two 72″ manholes.  Six tests were conducted on this configuration: two tests at 
100% of the unit’s maximum treatment rate (MTR); two tests at 50% MTR; and two tests at 25% 
MTR. MTR is defined as the maximum flow the unit can treat without bypassing any water 
during high intensity storm events. The influent concentration of all tests was set at about 
200mg/l with the F-95 gradation. 

Sediment Size (μm) % by Mass 
300 – 425 1 
212 - 300 9 
150 - 212 30 
106 - 150 42 
75 - 106 15 
53 – 75 3 
0 - 53 0 

TABLE 1:  F95 SEDIMENT GRADATION 
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 The second series of tests featured the same 24″ Separator Unit and 72″ Storage 
Manhole, but with a 48” Primary Manhole.  Four tests were conducted in this configuration, two 
at 100% MTR and two at 15% MTR.  Each test again had an influent concentration of 
approximately 200 mg/l of F-95 sediment gradation. 
 For each test run, three removal values were calculated: the fraction of sediment removed 
by the Primary Manhole; the fraction of sediment removed by the Storage Manhole; and the 
overall removal efficiency of the system.  The fraction of sediment removed in each manhole is 
calculated by dividing the total mass of 
sediment introduced by the mass of 
sediment retained in each manhole.  
The overall efficiency of the system is 
calculated by dividing the total mass of 
sediment introduced by the total mass 
of sediment collected in both 
manholes.  A brief summary of the test 
results can be found in Table 2. 
 Calculating these numbers 
using mass balances rather than grab 
samples or composite samples 
provides a much more robust and 
accurate dataset and reduces to a large 
extent the potential for sampling errors 
common in stormwater sampling 
projects. 

Q/Qmax Primary 
MH 

Storage 
MH 

(inches) 

System 
Efficiency 

(inches) (percent) 
0.25 72 72 84  
0.50 72 72 70  
1.00 72 72 55  
0.15 48 72 94  
1.00 48 72 46  
0.15 48 72 95  
0.25 48 72 90  
0.50 48 72 76  
0.75 48 7 64  
1.00 48 72 53  

TABLE 2:  TEST DATA SUMMARY 

 SAFL researchers established a relationship between the sediment removal in each 
manhole and the Peclet Number in that structure.  The Peclet Number is a dimensionless 
characteristic number of fluid flow that represents the ratio of advection to diffusion within a 
fluid system.  In the case of the BaySeparator™ system, advection is the settling of sediment 
particles, while diffusion is measured with a turbulence factor 1.  The Peclet Number for a 
manhole is a function of the manhole dimensions (depth and diameter), the settling velocity of 
the target sediment particle, and the flow rate through the manhole.  Note that, for a given flow 
rate, each manhole in the BaySeparator™ system will have a different Peclet Number. 
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Separate sediment removal functions were developed for each manhole.  The sediment 
removal in each manhole is expressed as a function of the Peclet Number, which is in turn a 
function of the flow rate through the manhole.  These functions can be combined with the 
hydraulic model developed by SAFL to determine the removal efficiency of a given system over 
a range of flow rates.  Because of the variability of manhole sizes and flow rates, each 
configuration has a slightly different flow rate vs. efficiency function.  However, all of the 
functions are of the form shown in Equation 1 and Figure 2 below. 
  

 

b
MTR

QmE +⎟
⎠
⎞

⎜
⎝
⎛= ln  Equation 1 

 System Removal Efficiency vs. Flow Rate
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 FIGURE  2:  TYPICAL BAYSEPARATOR™ FUNCTION 
 

In Equation 1, E is the removal efficiency of the system, Q is the flow rate through the system, 
MTR is the maximum treatment rate of the BaySeparator™ unit, and m and b are constants that 
depend on the configuration of the BaySeparator™ system.  The value of m varies between -0.261 and 
-0.386 while b falls between -0.105 and 0.825.  For each BaySeparator™ configuration, this function 
describes the performance of the system over the range of design flows.  A typical function is shown 
above in Figure 2. 

As expected, the function indicates that the BaySeparator™ system’s sediment removal 
efficiency increases as the flow rate through the system decreases.  Low flow rates typically 
correspond to the more frequent, low intensity storms on the site.  As the flow rate through the system 
increases, the system’s performance decreases. At the same time, low intensity storms represent 90% 
or more of the storm events on a site. To quantify the rainfall patterns on a site, BaySaver uses 
precipitation databases going back more than 45 years. These databases have been reviewed for 
integrity and consistency by BaySaver Technologies’ engineers.   This distribution of storm events is 
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the basis for BaySaver Technologies’ recommended Annual Aggregate Removal Efficiency sizing 
methodology. 

 Cost-effective BaySeparator™ systems can be designed for most sites by taking 
advantage of the frequency of low-intensity storms.  In most jurisdictions, BaySeparator™ 
systems are designed to remove 80% of the suspended sediment load on an annual aggregate 
basis.  In addition to the 80% annual aggregate removal, the system must also be capable of 
conveying the peak design flow rate during bypass, and the head loss through the system must be 
low enough to avoid backing up the flow upstream. 
 The peak design capacity of the BaySeparator™ determines the minimum separator size.  
Each separator unit has a maximum treatment rate (MTR) associated with it as well.  Using the 
Rational Method, this MTR flow can be translated into rainfall intensity on the design site.  The 
Rational Method, show below in Equation 2, is a hydrologic computation used to relate  

 
 
 

runoff flow rate to rainfall intensity and the characteristics of the site.  In Equation 2, Q is the 
runoff flow rate; c is the runoff coefficient (a constant between 0 and 1 that represents the 
fraction of total precipitation that runs off the site); i is the rainfall intensity on the site, and A is 
the drainage area of the site.  Given Q (the MTR of the selected BaySeparator™), c, and A, we 
can rearrange Equation 2 and solve for i, as shown in Example 1. 

ciAQ =  Equation 2 

Example 1 
 
Site Description: 
A 3.8 acre site in Nashville, Tennessee 
c = 0.85 
Peak design flow (bypass) = 12.6 cfs 
 
The 12.6 cfs bypass flow requires a BaySeparator SA30, since the BaySeparator SA24 cannot handle 
flows greater than 9.4 cfs.  The BaySeparator SA30 has an MTR of 2.32 cfs.  Substituting Q=2.32 cfs, 
c=0.85, and A=3.8 acres into Equation 2 returns a rainfall intensity i of 0.71 inches per hour.  This 
rainfall intensity corresponds to the MTR of the BaySeparator unit. 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

On a typical site, the vast majority of precipitation comes at intensities far below the calculated 
intensity of 1.01 inches per hour.  Figure 3, for example, shows the precipitation distribution for 
Nashville, Tennessee.  As that plot demonstrates, approximately 90% of the total precipitation in 
Nashville falls at an hourly intensity below 0.71 inches per hour. 
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 To include the 
distribution of precipitation 
in the sizing methodology, 
it is necessary to determine 
the fraction of precipitation 
falling at incremental 
intensities between 0 and 
the intensity associated 
with the MTR of the 
BaySeparator™.  Example 
2 shows this calculation, 
using the rainfall data from 
Nashville shown in Figure 
3.  The total amount of 
precipitation falling on the 
site is divided into 10 
intensity increments.  The lowest intensity increment, which corresponds to rainfalls between 
0.01 and 0.10 inches per hour, contains more than 30% of the total precipitation that falls on the 
site.  The second increment, rainfalls between 0.11 and 0.20 inches per hour, contains over 20% 
of the total precipitation, and subsequent increments contain less.  For each increment, the 
fraction of total precipitation falling at that intensity is determined from the rainfall record.   

Rainfall Distribution for Nashville, TN
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FIGURE 3: PRECIPITATION DISTRIBUTION FOR NASHVILLE, TN 

 The removal efficiency of the system is determined for the flow rate associated with each 
particular increment, and the percent of the sediment load for that increment is calculated by 
multiplying the fraction of precipitation by the incremental removal efficiency.  In Example 2, 
23.2% of the total precipitation falls within the intensity range between 0.01 and 0.10 inches per 
hour.  According to the efficiency function for a BaySeparator SA30457.0 system, runoff 
generated by precipitation in this intensity range is treated at an efficiency of 99%.  Therefore,  
  

 Example 2 
  

Q/MTR  i(Q/MTR) % of Precip. E(Q/MTR) 
 
 

Incremental Efficiency 
0.10 0.07 23.2 99.0 22.9 
0.20 0.14 19.7 99.0 19.5 
0.30 0.21 13.8 97.1 13.3 
0.40 0.28 9.9  87.7 8.6 
0.50 0.36 7.4  80.5 5.9 
0.60 0.43 4.9  74.6 3.6 
0.70 0.50 3.4 69.6 2.3 
0.80 0.57 3.2 

 
65.3 2.0 

0.90 0.64 2.7  61.5 1.6 
1.00 0.71 1.3  58.1 0.7 

Annual Aggregate Removal Efficiency: 80.4  
  
 

22.9% of the total sediment load (23.2% * 99%) is removed from these flows.  The annual 
aggregate removal efficiency of the system is calculated by adding together the ten incremental 
load reductions. 
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71

 For sites in ecologically sensitive areas or those with particular runoff concerns, the 
BaySeparator™ system may be designed to remove a given fraction of the sediment load at a 
specified flow rate.  This methodology is usually reserved for sites that discharge into wetland 
watersheds, fish spawning areas, or other critically sensitive drainages. 
 
 
 
Dhamotharan, S., Gulliver, J., Stephan, H., Unsteady One-Dimensional Settling of Suspended 
Sediment, Water Resources Research, Vol. 17 (4), pp 1125-1132 (1981) 
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April 2008 

 
CONDITIONAL USE LEVEL DESIGNATION FOR PRETREATMENT (TSS)  

 For  
BaySaver Technologies™ BaySeparator 

 
Ecology’s Decision:  
 
Based on BaySaver Technologies™ application submissions and recommendations by the 
Technical Review Committee (TRC), Ecology hereby issues the following use level 
designation for the BaySaver Technologies™ BaySeparator units: 
 
1. Conditional Use Level Designation (CULD) for pretreatment, as defined in the Ecology 

Manual Volume I, (a) ahead of infiltration treatment, or (b) to protect and extend the 
maintenance cycle of a basic or enhanced treatment device (e.g., sand or media filter).  
This CULD applies to BaySeparator units sized at an operating rate of no more than 
0.82 gpm/ft² of manhole area (primary plus storage) at the water quality design flow 
rate as determined using the Western Washington Hydrology Model (WWHM). 

 
This CULD expires on October 1, 2010 unless extended by Ecology.   
 
All designations are subject to the conditions specified below. 
 
Properly designed and operated BaySeparator systems may also have applicability in other 
situations (example: low-head situations such as bridges or ferry docks), for TSS and 
oil/grease removal where, on a case-by-case basis, it is found to be infeasible or 
impracticable to use any other approved practice.  Jurisdictions covered under the Phase I 
or Phase II municipal stormwater permits should use variance/exception procedures and 
criteria as required by their NPDES permit. 
 
Ecology finds that the BaySaver system could also provide water quality benefits in retrofit 
situations. 
 
Ecology’s Conditions of Use: 
 
BaySeparators shall be designed, installed, and maintained to comply with these 
conditions: 
 
1. BaySeparators must be designed, assembled, installed, operated, and maintained in 

accordance with BaySaver Technologies™ applicable manuals and documents and the 
Ecology decision and conditions specified herein.   

 
2. On or before October 1, 2008, BaySaver Technologies™ shall submit a Quality 

Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) that meets the TAPE requirements for attaining a 
general use level designation (GULD) for pretreatment.  
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3. Discharges from the BaySeparator unit shall not cause or contribute to water quality 

standards violations in receiving waters. 
 
4. BaySaver Technologies™ shall complete all required testing and submit a TEER for 

pretreatment for TRC and Ecology review by April 1, 2010.  
 
5. BaySaver Technologies™ may request Ecology to grant deadline or expiration date 

extensions, upon showing cause for such extensions. 
 
 
Applicant:  BaySaver Technologies™, Inc. 
     
Applicant’s Address: 1302 Rising Ridge Road, Suite 1 
    Mount Airy, Maryland, 21771 
     
Application Documents:   
 

• “Baysaver Technologies, Inc. Technical Evaluation Engineering Report”, Baysaver 
Technologies Inc., Revised 2008 

 
• “Baysaver Technologies, Inc. Technical Evaluation Engineering Report”, Baysaver 

Technologies Inc., August 2006 
 
• “Baysaver Technologies, Inc. Technical Evaluation Engineering Report”, Baysaver 

Technologies Inc., June 2005 
 
• “Baysaver Technologies™ Separation System Technical and Design Manual”, Baysaver 

Technologies Inc.”, March 2004 
 
• “Estimating the Maximum Treatment Rate and the Maximum Hydraulic Rate of the 

Baysaver Units”, Omid Mohensi, September 2005 
 
• List of Units Sold and Units Installed in Washington State, June, 2005 
 

A CD-ROM of the submittal reports may be requested from BaySaver Technologies™. 
  
Applicant’s Use Level Requests:  

 
• General use level designation (GULD) for pretreatment.   

 
Applicant’s Performance Claims:  
 
BaySeparator units can be designed and sized such that they remove 125 micron particles at an 
efficiency of 80%.  Specifically, BaySeparator units: remove and retain sediment particles from 
stormwater runoff. 

 2
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• Achieve an instantaneous removal efficiency if 80% or greater when properly sized for a 

selected design flowrate. 
• Retain material through intense storms and do not resuspend previously-trapped 

pollutants. 
• Are easily maintained. 

    
Technical Review Committee Recommendations: The TRC, based on the weight of the 
evidence and using its best professional judgment, finds that: 
  
• The BaySaver units, sized according to this designation document can achieve, at a 

minimum, equivalent performance to a presettling basin as defined in the most recent 
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington, Volume V, Chapter 6.  

 
Findings of Fact:  
   
• Full-scale laboratory test have been conducted on three series of tests.  The first series of 

tests were conducted on a 24” separator unit with two 72” manholes.  On average at 25% of 
the maximum treatment rate the unit can achieve 84% TSS removal of F-95 sand.  The 
second series of tests were conducted on a 24” separator unit with a 48” primary manhole 
and a 72” storage manhole.  On average at 15% of the maximum treatment rate the unit can 
achieve 94% removal of F-95 sand.  The third series of tests were conducted on a 24” 
separator unit with a 48” primary manhole and a 72” storage manhole with water at 20° 
Celsius (the first two series were conducted with water at near-freezing temperatures).  On 
average at 25% of the maximum treatment rate the unit can achieve 89.5% removal of F-95 
sand.   

 
 
Technology Description:  
 
Design Manual and technical bulletins can be downloaded from company's web site. 
 
Recommended Research and Development: 

 
Ecology encourages BaySaver Technologies™ to pursue continuous improvements to the 
BaySeparator unit.  To that end, the following actions are recommended: 
 

• Conduct field-testing to reliably ascertain the BaySaver’s ability to remove the finer 
particles (based on the TAPE) comprising TSS found on local highways, parking lots, 
and other high-use areas.   

 
• Conduct field testing to verify that maintenance practices are appropriate. 
 

 
• Conduct testing on various sized BaySeparator units to verify the sizing technique is 

appropriate.  

 3
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 4

 
• Conduct testing to determine the flowrates that trigger maximum treatment operation and 

bypass operation.   
 

• Conduct testing to determine the flowrate at which resuspension occurs.   
  

 
Contact Information: 
 

Applicant:    Mr. Brad Gianotti 
     BaySaver Technologies  
     (301) 829-6470 
     BGianotti@baysaver.com 
      
Applicant website:    http://www.baysaver.com 
 
Ecology web link: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/newtech/index.html 
 
Ecology Contact:    Mieke Hoppin  
     Water Quality Program 

mhop461@ecy.wa.gov 
      (360) 407-6435 

 
Technical Review Committee:  Dave Tucker, P.E. 
     Kitsap County 
     dtucker@co.kitsap.wa.us 

(360) 337-7292 
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BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS 1 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 2 
 3 

AUTHUR BOUCOT, BARBARA BOUCOT, 4 
LANCE CADDY, JOE CASPROWIAK, 5 

PAM CASPROWIAK, LAURI CHILDERS, 6 
THERESA HANOVER, WILLIAM KOENITZER, 7 

SUSAN MORRE, JEFF MORRE, ROBERT SMYTHE, 8 
JUSTIN SOARES, LINA SOARES, 9 

GEORGE TAYLOR, LUCINDA TAYLOR  10 
and CAROLYN ver LINDEN, 11 

Petitioners, 12 
 13 

vs. 14 
 15 

CITY OF CORVALLIS, 16 
Respondent. 17 

 18 
LUBA No. 2007-200 19 

 20 
FINAL OPINION 21 

AND ORDER 22 
 23 
 Appeal from City of Corvallis.   24 
 25 
 Anne C. Davies, Eugene, filed the petition for review and argued on behalf of 26 
petitioners.   27 
 28 
 David E. Coulombe, Corvallis, filed the response brief and argued on behalf of 29 
respondent.  With him on the brief was Fewel, Brewer & Coulombe.   30 
 31 
 RYAN, Board Chair; BASSHAM, Board Member, participated in the decision.   32 
 33 
 HOLSTUN, Board Member, did not participate in the decision. 34 
 35 
  REMANDED 05/30/2008 36 
 37 
 You are entitled to judicial review of this Order.  Judicial review is governed by the 38 
provisions of ORS 197.850. 39 
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Opinion by Ryan. 1 

NATURE OF THE DECISION 2 

 Petitioners appeal a city decision approving conceptual and detailed development 3 

plans and a tentative subdivision plat for a 45-lot subdivision. 4 

FACTS 5 

 The subject property is an approximately 26-acre parcel located on the southeast 6 

slope of Country Club Hill in southwest Corvallis near the confluence of the Marys River 7 

and Willamette River.  The property is zoned Low Density Residential with a Planned 8 

Development Overlay (PD RS 3.5).  The property is currently vacant except for gravel roads.  9 

The applicant originally proposed to create 42 residential lots and four common tracts.  The 10 

planning commission denied the application, and the applicant appealed to the city council.  11 

After filing the local appeal, the applicant revised the application to include three additional 12 

residential lots as well as revised plot, grading/excavation, and tree preservation plans.  The 13 

city council overturned the planning commission decision and approved the application with 14 

conditions.  This appeal followed. 15 

MOTION TO FILE REPLY BRIEF AND MOTION TO STRIKE 16 

 Petitioners move to file a reply brief to respond to new matters raised in the response 17 

brief.  The city objects to the reply brief and moves that portions of the reply be stricken.  18 

The reply brief contains three sections (A, B, and C) that respectively address: (1) the 19 

statement of facts in the petition for review, (2) whether comprehensive plan policies are 20 

approval criteria, and (3) whether issues were waived because they were not raised below. 21 

 In the statement of facts in the petition for review, petitioners stated that the subject 22 

property was located on a significant hillside under the city code.  In the response brief, the 23 

city argues that the subject property is not located on a significant hillside.  In the reply brief, 24 

petitioners respond to that argument.  We agree with the city that that is not a new matter as 25 
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required under OAR 661-010-0039 to file a reply brief.  We will not consider section A of 1 

the reply brief. 2 

 In the petition for review, petitioners treated certain comprehensive plan policies as 3 

applicable approval criteria because they were listed as applicable criteria in the city’s notice.  4 

In the response brief, the city argues that while the policies may be “applicable criteria” they 5 

are not “approval” criteria.  This is a new matter that petitioners may respond to in a reply 6 

brief.  We will consider section B. 7 

 Section C replies to waiver arguments raised in the response brief.  The city argues 8 

that portions of section C should be stricken because petitioners should have anticipated a 9 

waiver challenge.  We do not agree.  The reply to the waiver challenge properly responds to 10 

a new matter.  We will consider section C. 11 

FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 12 

 Prior to the planning commission hearings, planning staff prepared a staff report 13 

recommending denial of the application.  The planning commission adopted that staff report 14 

as its final decision.  After the applicant appealed the planning commission decision to the 15 

city council, planning staff prepared a second staff report that again recommended denial.  In 16 

approving the application, the city council adopted the findings from both staff reports that 17 

support the application, but not the findings in the staff reports adverse to the application.  18 

The city also adopted as findings the minutes of the two planning commission hearings and 19 

two city council hearings that support the application, but not the portions adverse to the 20 

application.  Petitioners argue that the city improperly attempted to adopt and incorporate 21 

portions of the staff reports and minutes in approving the application.  The city responds that 22 

it has adequately identified the documents that were adopted.   23 

A. Staff Reports 24 

 In Ellis v. City of Bend, 28 Or LUBA 332, 333 (1994), we held that the city’s denial 25 

of an application was not supported by adequate findings, where the city council 26 
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incorporated as findings a hearings officer’s decision approving the application, purporting 1 

to reject any findings in the hearings officer’s decision inconsistent with the city’s denial.  2 

We remanded because we could not tell which portions of the hearings officer’s decision had 3 

been incorporated and which rejected, and concluded that the incorporation failed and the 4 

city’s decision was not supported by adequate findings.  Similarly, in the present case, both 5 

staff reports recommended denial of the application, but the city council approved the 6 

application based on the staff reports, without identifying which portions of those staff 7 

reports are incorporated and which are rejected.  We agree with petitioners that incorporation 8 

of the staff reports fails and the findings are inadequate. 9 

B. Minutes  10 

 Petitioners also argue that the city erred in incorporating those portions of the minutes 11 

that support the application.  This case is similar to Soares v. City of Corvallis, ___ Or 12 

LUBA ___ (LUBA No. 2007-232, May 8, 2008), in that the city council attempted to 13 

incorporate the portions of the minutes that support the application as findings while 14 

rejecting those adverse to the application, without adequately identifying which portions are 15 

incorporated and which are rejected.  As we explained in Soares, the limitation to those 16 

portions of the minutes that support the application is too imprecise and is therefore 17 

ineffective.  Id. at slip op 5.   18 

 In Soares, however, we also explained that an ineffective incorporation of documents 19 

or minutes is not necessarily an independent basis for reversal or remand.  If there are other 20 

findings that are adequate to demonstrate compliance with applicable approval criteria, the 21 

ineffective incorporation of other findings may be harmless error.  In the first assignment of 22 

error, petitioners’ only reference to applicable approval criteria concerns solar access 23 

standards.  That reference is insufficiently developed to constitute an argument in support of 24 

the first assignment of error, and is insufficient for our review. 25 
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 We address petitioners’ challenges to other adopted findings below, and sustain some 1 

of those challenges.  However, petitioners’ arguments under the first assignment of error do 2 

not add anything to those bases for remand or provide an independent basis for remand.  3 

Therefore, the first assignment of error provides no independent basis for reversal or remand. 4 

 The first assignment of error is denied. 5 

SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 6 

 Petitioners argue that the city erred in failing to provide proper notice of the amended 7 

proposal for a 45-lot subdivision.  According to petitioners, the city violated ORS 197.830(5) 8 

because the change from a 42-lot subdivision to a 45-lot subdivision occurred after the 9 

appeal from the planning commission and that fact was not provided in the notice for the city 10 

council hearing.1   11 

Even assuming petitioners are correct that the notice was inadequate, the remedy 12 

under ORS 197.830(5) is a tolling of the usual 21-day deadline for appealing final limited 13 

land use decisions to LUBA.  There is no issue regarding the timeliness of petitioners’ 14 

appeal.  ORS 197.830(5) does not provide a basis for reversal or remand, and petitioners do 15 

not provide any other authority for reversal or remand for inadequate notice. 16 

 The second assignment of error is denied. 17 

                                                 
1 ORS 197.830(5) provides: 

“If a local government makes a limited land use decision which is different from the proposal 
described in the notice to such a degree that the notice of the proposed action did not 
reasonably describe the local government’s final actions, a person adversely affected by the 
decision may appeal the decision to the board under this section: 

“(a) Within 21 days of actual notice where notice is required; or 

“(b) Within 21 days of the date a person knew or should have known of the decision 
where no notice is required.” 
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THIRD ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 1 

 Petitioners argue that that the city’s findings are inadequate because the city 2 

organized the findings into general categories and failed to specifically address individual 3 

approval criteria.  Although petitioners reference in this assignment of error their later 4 

challenges to findings of compliance with individual approval criteria under separate 5 

assignments of error, an allegation of improper organization of the findings is not in itself an 6 

independent basis for reversal or remand.   7 

 The third assignment or error is denied. 8 

FOURTH ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 9 

 The applicant filed applications for both Conceptual Development Plan (CDP) and 10 

Detailed Development Plan (DDP) approvals.  Corvallis Land Development Code (LDC) 11 

2.5.50.01.a.3 requires the applicant to provide as part of DDP application “[ty]pical 12 

elevations of buildings and structures (which may be submitted on additional sheets) 13 

sufficient to indicate the architectural intent and character of the proposed development[.]”  14 

Under LDC 2.5.50.04, a DDP is deemed to conform to the CDP provided the DDP complies 15 

with the review standards for CDP approval, at LDC 2.5.40.04.   16 

 LDC 2.5.40.04 requires that a CDP must be consistent with the city’s comprehensive 17 

plan.2  Corvallis Comprehensive Plan (CCP) 4.6.7(G) requires in relevant part that 18 

development “demonstrate a concern” for views from and to the hillside.  CCP 9.2.5  19 

                                                 
2 LDC 2.5.40.04 provides  in relevant part: 

“Requests for approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to assure 
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.  In addition, the following compatibility factors shall be considered: 

“* * * * * 

“Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, and so forth) 

“ * * * * *” 
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requires development to “reflect neighborhood characteristics.” CCP 9.2.5 provides that 1 

“[d]evelopment shall reflect neighborhood characteristics appropriate to the site and area,” 2 

and CCP 9.2.1 provides that land use decisions “protect and maintain” these neighborhood 3 

characteristics.   4 

 In their fourth assignment of error, petitioners argue that the city’s findings regarding 5 

the applications’ compliance with visual compatibility and neighborhood characteristics 6 

compatibility criteria found in the CCP are not supported by substantial evidence because the 7 

applicant was required to but did not provide a graphic of typical elevations for the proposed 8 

houses.  Absent that graphic, petitioners argue, the city could not find that the development 9 

complies with code and comprehensive plan visual and neighborhood compatibility 10 

requirements.  Petitioners also argue that the city’s findings regarding visual and 11 

neighborhood compatibility are inadequate because the findings rely in part on the 12 

applicant’s agreement to comply with inapplicable 2006 LDC provisions.  We address each 13 

argument in turn. 14 

In supplemental findings adopted by the city council, the city found in relevant part: 15 

“The Council notes that the application does not propose typical building 16 
elevations, floor plans, or building footprints to demonstrate compliance with 17 
the neighborhood characteristics outlined in CCP 9.2.5.  The Council notes 18 
that the absence of typical building elevations, floor plans, and building 19 
footprints was raised as a concern by the Planning Commission and in public 20 
testimony.  The Council notes that * * * construction of homes on the site will 21 
be subject to development standards in the 2006 LDC.  * * * Council notes 22 
that LDC 4.10 provides a menu of Code permitted design options that 23 
development will be required to adhere to. * * * 24 

“The Council finds that the proposed site design responds to the prevalent site 25 
characteristics noted above, and to the desired neighborhood characteristics 26 
specified in CCP 9.2.5 * * * Given these findings, * * * the City Council finds 27 
that the * * * development is compatible with the housing types in the 28 
surrounding neighborhood, including one and two-story detached single 29 
family housing to the north, south and west. 30 

“The City Council notes that concerns were raised through public testimony 31 
that building heights would be excessive and would negatively impact views 32 
from and of the hillside of the proposed development.  Council notes that the 33 
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application does not seek to vary from LDC standards for building heights.  1 
The City Council notes that nearly 90% of the trees on the site will be 2 
preserved, most in open space tracts. 3 

“The City Council finds that building to permitted heights of the underlying 4 
low density residential zone will not result in negative impacts and will 5 
protect views from the hill to the maximum extent practicable given the desire 6 
to locate development outside of tree groves.  The Council finds that the 7 
preservation of the majority of the site’s trees, and the installation of the street 8 
trees will buffer views of development when looking at the site from points 9 
off the subject site.”  Record 29-30. 10 

 The city does not dispute that the required typical building elevation drawings are 11 

intended to help demonstrate compliance with the criteria at LDC 2.5.40.04, including 12 

consistency with the cited CCP policies regarding neighborhood characteristics.  However, 13 

the city relies in large part on the applicant’s agreement to demonstrate, in a future review 14 

proceeding, compliance with Section 4.10 of the 2006 LDC standards governing design to 15 

conclude that the development complies with LDC 2.5.40.04, including the requirements for 16 

compatible visual elements and compatibility with neighborhood characteristics.  See n 4, 17 

infra.  As we explain below in our discussion of the fifth assignment of error, the city’s 18 

reliance on the applicant’s agreement to comply in the future with inapplicable 2006 LDC 19 

design standards is insufficient to show that the development currently meets the applicable 20 

code and comprehensive plan requirements regarding compatibility with neighborhood 21 

characteristics.   22 

The city’s remaining findings do not demonstrate a basis to conclude that the 23 

proposed development complies with the code and plan compatibility requirements, in the 24 

absence of the required typical building elevations.  On remand, the city must either require 25 

submission of the typical building elevations, or in their absence identify a sufficient 26 

evidentiary basis to conclude that the development complies with applicable criteria.  See 27 

Save Oregon’s Cape Kiwanda v. Tillamook Cty., 177 Or App 347, 362, 34 P3d 745 (2001) 28 

(failure to submit required application materials may be a basis to remand a permit approval 29 
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if the record as a whole does not contain information sufficient to support a finding of 1 

compliance with applicable approval criteria).   2 

 The fourth assignment of error is sustained. 3 

FIFTH ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 4 

 Petitioners argue that the city misapplied the applicable criteria relevant to hillside 5 

development and that the findings addressing those criteria are inadequate and not supported 6 

by substantial evidence.  The applicant submitted two possible grading and excavation plans 7 

before the planning commission.  The planning commission found neither plan was adequate 8 

to demonstrate compliance with CCP 4.6.7.3  After filing its local appeal with the city 9 

council, the applicant submitted a revised grading plan that staff again recommended denying 10 

for failure to comply with CCP 4.6.7.  The city council approved the revised grading plan 11 

                                                 
3 CCP 4.6.7 provides: 

“In areas where development is permitted, standards in the Land Development Code for 
hillside areas will achieve the following: 

“A. Plan development to fit the topography, soil, geology, and hydrology of hillsides and 
to ensure hillside stability both during and after development. 

“B. Preserve the most visually significant slopes and ridgelines in their natural state by 
utilizing techniques such as cluster development and reduced densities. 

“C. Preserve significant natural features such as tree groves, woodlands, the tree-
meadow interface, and specimen trees. 

“D. Align the built surface infrastructure, such as roads and waterways, with the natural 
contours of terrain and minimize cutting and filling in developments. 

“E. Minimize soil disturbances and the removal of native vegetation and avoid these 
activities during winter months unless impacts can be mitigated. 

“F. Design developments and utilize construction techniques that minimize erosion and 
surface water runoff. 

“G. Demonstrate a concern for the view of the hills as well as the view from the hills.  

“H. Provide landscaping that enhances the identified open space resources. 

“I. Design developments that consider landscaping management that will minimize the 
threat of fire on improved property spreading to wildland habitat.” 
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with conditions, in particular, condition 27.  We address each of petitioners’ subassignments 1 

of error in turn. 2 

A. Whether City Applied the Correct Standard 3 

Petitioners argue that the city applied the wrong standard to evaluate whether the 4 

revised grading plan complied with the applicable CCP provisions.  According to petitioners, 5 

the city council found that the revised plan was acceptable because it minimized cuts and 6 

fills “compared to the plans submitted to the Planning Commission.”  Record 35.   7 

If that were the only finding made by the city council, we would agree with 8 

petitioners that the city failed to apply the correct approval criteria, the CCP policies.  As 9 

petitioners recognize, however, the city also adopted other findings explaining why it 10 

believed the applicable CCP provisions were satisfied.  Petitioners state that those findings 11 

are conclusory and not supported by substantial evidence and challenge them in a separate 12 

subassignment of error.  We address those findings in turn.  The city’s finding regarding the 13 

difference between the revised and original plans is surplusage, however, and does not 14 

provide an independent basis for reversal or remand. 15 

This subassignment of error is denied. 16 

B. Adequacy of Condition 27 17 

 The 2006 LDC hillside development standards are not applicable to the challenged 18 

decision.  Rather, CCP 4.6.7 is applicable.4  After the planning commission denied the 19 

application for noncompliance with CCP policies including CCP 4.6.7, the applicant 20 

proposed what became condition 27, requiring the lots to be developed in accordance with 21 

                                                 
4 The 2006 version of the LDC was adopted to implement the policies of the 1998 CCP, but the challenged 

decision was deemed complete before the 2006 LDC went into effect. Thus the 2006 LDC is not directly 
applicable.  The city explains that the 1998 CCP is applicable to the challenged decision, and that CCP 
anticipated that there would be a period of time between the effective date of the CCP and the effective date of 
the 2006 LDC where the CCP policies to be implemented by the 2006 LDC would be directly applicable.   
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2006 LDC Chapter 4.5 – Natural Hazards and Hillside Development Provisions and 2006 1 

LDC Chapter 4.10 – Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. Record 21.  The city council 2 

accepted that condition, and based on the condition and a future demonstration of compliance 3 

with the 2006 LDC hillside development standards found that the proposed grading plan 4 

complies with applicable criteria, including CCP 4.6.7.  5 

 According to petitioners, the city cannot demonstrate that CCP 4.6.7 is satisfied by 6 

imposing a condition that the 2006 LDC hillside provisions will be complied with in the 7 

future, for two reasons.  First, petitioners argue, that condition amounts to an unlawful 8 

deferral of a finding of compliance with an applicable approval criterion under Rhyne v. 9 

Multnomah County, 23 Or LUBA 442 (1992).  Second, petitioners argue, even if such a 10 

condition did not amount to an unlawful deferral of a finding of compliance with an 11 

applicable approval criterion, the revised grading plan does not and cannot comply with the 12 

2006 LDC hillside development standards. 13 

  We need not address the numerous challenges that petitioners raise regarding  14 

whether the application can satisfy all the requirements of the 2006 LDC hillside 15 

development provisions, because we agree with petitioners that the city’s findings regarding 16 

whether the provisions of CCP 4.6.7 are satisfied are inadequate.  First, the city’s adopted 17 

findings do not address compliance with each of the provisions of CCP 4.6.7.  Instead, the 18 

city appears to have concluded that compliance with the 2006 LDC hillside development 19 

provisions in a future review process will suffice to demonstrate compliance with CCP 4.6.7.  20 

However, even assuming that is the case, the city cannot defer such a demonstration of 21 

compliance with CCP 4.6.7 to a future review process that does not provide notice or 22 

opportunity for public participation.  Rhyne, 23 Or LUBA at 447-48.5  If the city is going to 23 

                                                 
5 In Rhyne, we stated: 

“Where the evidence presented during the first stage approval proceedings raises questions 
concerning whether a particular approval criterion is satisfied, a local government essentially 
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rely on compliance with the 2006 hillside development standards to demonstrate compliance 1 

with CCP 4.6.7, it must address those 2006 standards in a process that provides notice and 2 

opportunity for public participation.   3 

Second, even if the city had addressed the 2006 hillside development standards in this 4 

proceeding or required that those standards be addressed as part of a review process that 5 

provides notice and opportunity for public participation, it is not clear why the city believes 6 

that compliance with the 2006 LDC will suffice to demonstrate compliance with CCP 4.6.7.  7 

The city states in its brief that the 2006 LDC hillside development provisions implement 8 

CCP 4.6.7.  However, the findings do not state that position, and the relationship between the 9 

CCP policy and the 2006 code standards is not clear to us.  Because the city’s findings do not 10 

specifically address the CCP policies and do not explain how compliance with 2006 LDC 11 

hillside development standards is sufficient to demonstrate compliance with those policies, 12 

the city’s findings are inadequate.  13 

  This subassignment of error is sustained. 14 

C. DOGAMI or Department of Forestry Review 15 

Petitioners argue that the city failed to comply with ORS 195.260(1)(b), which 16 

provides that a local government: 17 

                                                                                                                                                       
has three options potentially available. First, it may find that although the evidence is 
conflicting, the evidence nevertheless is sufficient to support a finding that the standard is 
satisfied or that feasible solutions to identified problems exist, and impose conditions if 
necessary. Second, if the local government determines there is insufficient evidence to  
determine the feasibility of compliance with the standard, it could on that basis deny the 
application. Third, if the local government determines that there is insufficient evidence to 
determine the feasibility of compliance with the standard, instead of finding the standard is 
not met, it may defer a determination concerning compliance with the standard to the second 
stage. In selecting this third option, the local government is not finding all applicable 
approval standards are complied with, or that it is feasible to do so, as part of the first stage 
approval (as it does under the first option described above). Therefore, the local government 
must assure that the second stage approval process to which the decision making is deferred 
provides the statutorily required notice and hearing, even though the local code may not 
require such notice and hearing for second stage decisions in other circumstances. Holland v. 
Lane County, 16 Or LUBA 583, 596-97 (1988).” (footnotes omitted). 
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“May require a geotechnical report and, if a report is required, shall provide 1 
for a coordinated review of the geotechnical report by the State Department of 2 
Geology and Mineral Industries [DOGAMI] or the State Forestry Department, 3 
as appropriate, before issuing a building permit for a site in a further review 4 
area.” 5 

Petitioners argue that the subject property is identified as having high landslide risks.  6 

According to petitioners, because the city required a geotechnical report and that report was 7 

not reviewed by DOGAMI, the city violated ORS 195.260(1)(b). 8 

 While it is true that the city required a geotechnical report and that DOGAMI did not 9 

review that report, petitioners do not contend and it does not appear to be the case that the 10 

subject property is a “site in a further review area.”  OAR 632-007-0010(1) provides the 11 

definition for a “further review area”: 12 

“‘Further review area’ for the purpose of this division, means an area of land 13 
that may be subject to rapidly moving landslides as specifically mapped by 14 
[DOGAMI] for the purpose of implementing ORS 195.260(4)(a).” 15 

 While petitioners’ experts testified that the subject property is in a high landslide risk 16 

area, there is no dispute that DOGAMI has not identified the subject property as a further 17 

review area pursuant to ORS 195.260.  Because the subject property is not in a “further 18 

review area” the city was not required to have DOGAMI review the geotechnical report and 19 

the city did not violate ORS 195.260(1)(b).6 20 

 This subassignment of error is denied. 21 

D. Whether Grading Will Exceed Eight Feet 22 

In order to demonstrate compliance with CCP 4.6.7(D), the city found that the revised 23 

grading plan “will generally limit cuts and fills to eight feet.”  Record 36.  Petitioners argue 24 

that that finding is not supported by substantial evidence.  While petitioners appear to be 25 

correct, the city will need to adopt new findings on remand that either explain how the 2006 26 

                                                 
6 We also agree with the city that ORS 195.260(1)(b) applies to the issuance of building permits, not the 

issuance of land use permits.  Because the challenged decision does not issue any building permits, it would not 
violate ORS 195.260 even if the statute were applicable. 
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LDC hillside grading standards implement each of the CCP 4.6.7 provisions or find 1 

compliance with each of the provisions of CCP 4.6.7.  Because the city will have to adopt 2 

new findings, it would serve no purpose to address petitioners’ substantial evidence 3 

challenge to the current findings. 4 

We do not reach this subassignment of error. 5 

The fifth assignment of error is sustained, in part. 6 

SIXTH ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 7 

 Petitioners argue that the city misapplied the criteria applicable to stormwater 8 

drainage and that the findings addressing those criteria are not supported by substantial 9 

evidence. 10 

A. Whether the City Erred in Allowing Activities Within Natural Drainageways 11 

The applicant’s geotechnical report identified two potential “drainages” on the 12 

subject property – the east drainage and the west drainage.  The city found that the east 13 

drainage met the LDC definition of natural drainageway and therefore certain restrictions 14 

apply to development in the drainageway.  The city found that the west drainage did not meet 15 

the LDC definition of natural drainageway and thus development in that area was not subject 16 

to the same restrictions.  Petitioners first argue that the city erred in determining that the west 17 

drainage was not a natural drainageway. 18 

The city responds that this issue is waived under ORS 197.763(1) and 197.835(3) 19 

because the issue was not raised below with sufficient specificity for the city to address the 20 

issue.  Petitioners respond that there were substantial discussions regarding development in 21 

drainageways and that the city itself specifically raised the issue of whether the west drainage 22 

was a natural drainageway.  We have reviewed the record citations provided by petitioners 23 

regarding where they argue they raised the issue below.  While petitioners are correct that the 24 

issue of development in drainageways was discussed, we see nothing indicating that the issue 25 

of whether the west drainage met the definition of a natural drainageway under the LDC was 26 
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ever raised.  We have also reviewed the record citation where petitioners argue the city raised 1 

the issue.  In the staff report to the planning commission, staff discusses the applicable 2 

criteria and explains why the east drainage is a natural drainageway and why the west 3 

drainage is not a natural drainageway.  The staff report does not consider alternative points of 4 

view or conflicting evidence in making the determination that the west drainage is not a 5 

natural drainageway.  As far as we are directed, the only position taken by the applicant, 6 

staff, or opponents below was that the west drainageway was not a natural drainageway.  7 

That is not sufficient to raise the issue below.  The issue is waived. 8 

Petitioners also argue that the city misapplied LDC 4.5.110(b), which prohibits most 9 

activities in drainageways and wetlands, and LDC 4.5.120, which requires mitigation for 10 

disturbances to drainageways and wetlands.  The city allowed crossings to be constructed in 11 

drainageways when the drainageways must be crossed to allow appropriate development of 12 

the property.  The city interpreted the LDC to allow such crossings when necessary despite 13 

the restrictions of LDC 4.5.110(b), as long as mitigation occurred pursuant to LDC 4.5.120.  14 

While we are inclined to agree with the city’s interpretation, we also agree with the city that 15 

the issue was not raised below with sufficient specificity to preserve the issue at LUBA.  16 

ORS 19.763(1); ORS 197.835(3). 17 

This subassignment of error is denied. 18 

B. Compliance With Drainage Criteria 19 

Petitioners argue that the city’s findings of compliance with CCP 4.11.12 are 20 

inadequate and are not supported by substantial evidence.  CCP 4.11.12 provides: 21 

“Development upslope of wetlands shall minimize interference with water 22 
patterns discharging to wetlands, and shall minimize detrimental changes in 23 
water quality for waters discharging to wetlands.” 24 

 According to petitioners, due to the steep slopes on the subject property, drainage is 25 

especially important due to the potential for flooding on downslope properties.  Because the 26 

applicant did not submit a drainage plan, petitioners argue there is no way to demonstrate 27 
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that CCP 4.11.12 is satisfied.  The city relies on the supplemental findings at Record 42-44 1 

and conditions of approval imposed regarding drainage, including conditions 8, 18, 19, and 2 

20.  In particular, condition 19 requires that the applicant submit engineered calculations 3 

demonstrating that the storm drainage facilities will match pre-and post-development flows.   4 

 The problems with the city’s findings are similar to the problems identified by 5 

petitioners in the first and third assignments of error.  While there are a page and a half of 6 

supplemental findings regarding drainage, it is difficult to tell which findings concern CCP 7 

4.11.12.  A greater problem is that the supplemental findings also repeatedly reference the 8 

“incorporated findings” in which the city attempted to incorporate the portions of staff 9 

reports and minutes that were favorable to the application.  As we discussed in the first 10 

assignment of error, that purported incorporation was ineffective.  Further, the city appears to 11 

have completely deferred consideration of proposed drainage plans and facilities to a 12 

subsequent review process that does not provide for notice or opportunity for public input.  13 

As we explained above in our resolution of the fifth assignment of error, such a deferral is 14 

inadequate to justify a finding of compliance with an applicable criterion.  15 

 Because the supplemental findings themselves do not adequately demonstrate that 16 

CCP 4.11.12 is satisfied, and the purportedly incorporated findings cannot bolster the city’s 17 

determination, the city’s finding that CCP 4.11.12 is satisfied is inadequate. This 18 

subassignment of error is sustained. 19 

 The sixth assignment of error is sustained, in part. 20 

SEVENTH ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 21 

 Petitioners argue that the city’s findings regarding protection of environmentally 22 

significant resources, including upland prairie and habitat, tree preservation, wetlands, and 23 

pond turtles, are inadequate and not supported by substantial evidence.  24 

A number of CCP policies cited by petitioners require that city minimize negative 25 

impacts on environmentally significant resources.  As in the second subassignment of the 26 
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sixth assignment of error, the findings addressing these CCP policies lump numerous 1 

approval criteria together in a manner that makes it difficult to determine which findings are 2 

applicable to which approval criteria.  An even greater problem is that the city relies on 3 

purportedly incorporated findings from staff reports and minutes.  As discussed earlier, those 4 

purported incorporations were ineffective, and because the findings rely on those ineffective 5 

incorporations, the findings are inadequate.   6 

 The seventh assignment of error is sustained. 7 

 The city’s decision is remanded. 8 
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CHAPTER 3.1
RS-3.5 (LOW DENSITY) DISTRICT

Section 3.1.10 - PURPOSE

This district implements the Low Density Comprehensive Plan designation, which allows a range of 2-6
dwelling units per acre.  It is intended to provide low density family residential areas together with a full range
of urban services in order to maintain stable residential neighborhoods.

Section 3.1.20 - PERMITTED USES

3.1.20.01 - General Development

a. Primary Uses Permitted Outright

1. (a) Residential Use Types:
<  Family

(b) Residential Building Types
<  Single Detached 

2. Civic Use Types:
<  Community Recreation
<  Public Safety Services

b. Accessory Uses Permitted Outright

1. Essential Services
2. Family Day Care, as defined in Chapter 1.6
3. Home Business, as defined in Chapter 1.6
4. Horticulture (personal use)
5. Model Dwelling Units (to be reviewed and approved at time of project approval)
6. Sports and Recreation (personal use)
7. Tree, Row, and Field Crops (personal use)
8. Required off-street parking for uses permitted in this district in accordance with

Chapter 4.1
9. Other development customarily incidental to the primary use in accordance with

Chapter 4.3
10. Accessory Dwelling Units subject to provisions in Chapter 4.9.40.
11. Colocated/attached wireless telecommunication facilities on nonresidential structures

that do not increase the height of the existing structures, subject to the standards in
Chapter 4.9

EXHIBIT VIII - 1
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3.1.20.02 - Special Development - Uses Allowed through Discretionary Review

a. Type I:  Conditional Development - Subject to review in accordance with Chapter 2.3
and all other applicable provisions of this Code.

1. Cultural Exhibits and Library Services
2. Funeral and Interment Services (interring and cemeteries only)
3. Lodges, Fraternal and Civil Assembly
4. Major Services and Utilities
5. Minor Utilities subject to standards in Chapter 4.9
6. Planned Developments in accordance with  Chapter 2.5
7. Religious Assembly
8. Sports and Recreation (Participant and Spectator - General)
9. Colocated/attached wireless telecommunication facilities on nonresidential

structures that increase the height of the existing structures, subject to the
standards in Chapter 4.9.

10. Freestanding wireless telecommunication facilities, subject to the standards
in Chapter 4.9.

b. Type II:  Plan Compatibility Review - Subject to review in accordance with Chapter 2.13
and other applicable provisions of this Code. 

1. Projections, such as chimneys, spires, domes and towers not used for human
occupancy exceeding 75 ft in height, in accordance with Section 4.9.50.
Note:  Flagpoles are subject to height requirements of Section 4.7.70.b.

Section 3.1.30 - RS-3.5 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Standard

a.  Lot Area 8,000 sq. ft (minimum)

b.  Lot Width 65  ft - (minimum average)

c.  Setbacks
Front yard
Rear yard
Side yard (interior)
Corner Lot

25 ft minimum
25 ft minimum
 8 ft minimum
20 ft on side abutting the street

d.  Structure Height 30 ft maximum - nor shall it exceed a solar
envelope approved under Chapter 2.18 or 4.6

e.  Building Site Coverage No maximum

f.  Off-Street Parking See Chapter 4.1 

EXHIBIT VIII - 2
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CHAPTER 3.2

LOW DENSITY (RS-5) ZONE

Section 3.2.10 - PURPOSE

This zone implements the Low Density Residential Comprehensive Plan designation, which

allows from two to six dwelling units per acre.  The RS-5 Zone is retained to provide land

use and development standards for areas of the City that were zoned RS-5 and platted to

urban densities as of  December 31, 2006.  Additionally, the RS-5 Zone is retained for

areas of the City that were zoned RS-5 as of  December 31, 2006, and are less than or

equal to one acre in size. 

The RS-5 Zone also applies to single-family residential areas greater than one acre in size

and that were zoned RS-3.5 at the time of adoption of this Code.  The RS-5 Zone is

intended to provide opportunities for a broader range of lot sizes and Housing Types,

consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies that support comprehensive neighborhoods

and affordable housing.

Section 3.2.20 - PERMITTED USES

3.2.20.01 -  Ministerial Development

a. Primary Uses Permitted Outright

1. Residential Use Types - Family

2. Residential Building Types -

a) Single Detached 

b) Single Detached - Zero Lot Line

c) Single Attached - Zero Lot Line, two units

d) Attached - Townhouse, three units

e) Duplex 

f) Multi-dwelling - Triplex only
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3. Civic Use Types -

a) Community Recreation

b) Postal Services - Customer

c) Public Safety Services

b. Accessory Uses Permitted Outright

1. Accessory Dwelling Units subject to provisions in Section 4.9.40 of

Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions

2. Colocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on

nonresidential structures that do not increase the height of the

existing structures, subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 -

Additional Provisions

3. Essential Services

4. Day Care, Family, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions

5. Home Business, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions

6. Horticulture - personal use

7. Model Dwelling Units 

8. Other development customarily incidental to the Primary Use in

accordance with Chapter 4.3 - Accessory Development Regulations

9. Required off-street parking for Uses permitted in this zone in

accordance with Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access

Requirements

10. Sports and Recreation - personal use

11. Tree, Row, and Field Crops - personal use
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3.2.20.02 - Special Development 

Conditional Development - Subject to review in accordance with Chapter 2.3 -

Conditional Development and all other applicable provisions of this Code.

a. Colocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on nonresidential

structures that increase the height of the existing structures, subject to the

standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions

b. Day Care, Commercial Facility, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions

c. Cultural Exhibits and Library Services

d. Freestanding Wireless Telecommunication Facilities, subject to the

standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions

e. Funeral and Interment Services - Interring and Cemeteries

f. Group Residential 

g. Group Residential/Group Care

h. Lodges, Fraternal and Civic Assembly

i. Major Services and Utilities

j. Minor Utilities subject to standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions

k. Participant Sports and Recreation - Indoor and Outdoor

l. Religious Assembly

m. Residential Care Facilities

n. Schools

3.2.20.03 -  General Development

Plan Compatibility Review - Subject to review in accordance with Chapter 2.13 -

Plan Compatibility Review and other applicable provisions of this Code. 
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Projections such as chimneys, spires, domes, and towers not used for human

occupancy and exceeding 20 ft. over the height of the structure or 40 ft. in height,

whichever is less, in accordance with Section 4.9.50 of Chapter 4.9 - Additional

Provisions.  Note: Flagpoles are subject to height requirements in Section 4.7.70.b

of Chapter 4.7 - Sign Regulations.

Section 3.2.30 - RS-5 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Table 3.2-1

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 3 units

per dwelling acre.

b. Maximum Density 6 units per acre

c. Minimum Lot Area

  1. Single Detached and Attached

  2. Duplex

  3. Triplex

6,000 sq. ft.

8,000 sq. ft.

12,000 sq. ft.

d. Minimum Lot W idth

  1. Single Detached and Attached

  2. Duplex

  3. Triplex

60 ft.

80 ft.

120 ft.
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Standard

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.

LDC December 31, 2006; revised June 18, 20073.2-5

e. Minimum Setbacks (all Building Types)

 1. Front yard 

 

2. Rear yard   

 

3. Side yard 

  a) Single Detached

   b) Single Attached and Zero

Lot Line Detached 

   c) Duplex and Triplex

 

4. Corner lot

See also “k,” and “l,” below.

15 ft.  Also, unenclosed porches may encroach

into front yards up to a maximum of 6 ft.

15 ft. 

5 ft. minimum each side yard

0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1

10 ft. minimum each side 

Also, interior attached townhouses exempt from

interior side yard setbacks.

15 ft. on side abutting the street and vision

clearance in accordance with Section 4.1.40.c of

Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access

Requirements.

f. Minimum Garage/Carport Setbacks

1. Garage/carport entrance parallel to

street

2. Garage/carport entrance

sideways/perpendicular to street

See also “k,” and “l,” below.

19 ft.

15 ft.

Setbacks from alleys in accordance with Section

4.0.60.j of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required

with Development.

Garages/carports 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

(OS-AG) Land

See also “k,” and “l,” below.

W hen residential development is proposed

abutting Actively Farmed OS-AG Land, a minimum

50 ft.-wide continuous plant or plant/berm buffer is

required.  It is the applicant’s responsibility to

provide this buffer.

The minimum setback for lands adjacent to

Actively Farmed OS-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 OS-AG Land shall not be

considered as non-conforming structures and no

additional buffering is required to maintain the

existing development.

h. Maximum Structure Height 30 ft., not to exceed a solar envelope approved

under Chapter 2.18 - Solar Access Permits, or

Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access.

i. Maximum Lot Coverage 50 percent of lot area maximum; interior attached

townhouses exempt from this provision

j. Off-street Parking See Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access

Requirements.

k. Outdoor Components Associated with Heat

Pumps and Similar Equipment for

Residential Structures

Shall not be placed within any required setback

area. 

W hen 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. 

W hen located outside a setback area, but greater

than 10 ft. from a property line, such equipment

requires no screening. 

l. Outdoor Components Associated with Heat

Pumps and Similar Equipment for

Nonresidential Structures

Shall be in accordance with Chapter 4.2 -

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

m. Minimum Assured Development Area

(MADA)

See Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured

Development Area (MADA).  

n. Natural Hazards and Hillsides See Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside

Development Provisions. 

o. Significant Vegetation See Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering,

Screening, and Lighting and Chapter 4.12 -

Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions. 
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p. Riparian Corridors & Locally Protected

W etlands

See Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and W etland

Provisions. 

q. Landscaping See Section 3.2.40, below, and Chapter 4.2 -

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

r. Required Green Area and Private Outdoor

Space

See Section 3.2.40, below.

Section 3.2.40 - GREEN AREA REQUIREMENTS

a. A minimum of 50 percent of the gross lot area, and a minimum of 30 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 shall consist of vegetation consisting

of landscaping or naturally preserved vegetation. 

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 plants with 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. 

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, and/or balconies for dwelling units.

Section 3.2.50 - MIX OF HOUSING TYPES

A mix of permitted Housing Types is encouraged in the RS-5 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.
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Section 3.2.60 - 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-5 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 and/or 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 3.2.70 - VARIATIONS

Except as limited by provisions within the chapters listed in Section 3.2.30 “m” through “q”,

variations from development and design standards, such as standards in this Chapter and

in other chapters of this Code that discuss parking, landscaping, public improvements, and

Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards, may be allowed through the processes outlined in

Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development and Chapter 2.12 - Lot Development Option. 

EXHIBIT IX - 8



Section  4.5.80 - HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

4.5.80.01 - Purposes - 

Hillside Development standards have been developed for the following purposes: 

a. To plan development to fit the topography, soil, geology, and hydrology of
hillsides;

b. To align the built surface infrastructure, such as streets and waterways,
with the natural contours of terrain; and to minimize cutting and filling in
developments;

c. To minimize soil disturbances and the removal of native vegetation, and to
avoid these activities during winter months, unless impacts can be
mitigated;

d. To encourage the design of developments and the utilization of
construction techniques that minimize erosion and surface water runoff;

e. To balance a view of the hills with the view from the hills;

f. To provide or maintain landscaping that enhances the identified open
space resources; and

g. To design developments that consider landscaping management that will
minimize the threat of fire on improved property and the spreading of fire
to wildland habitat.

 

d. Individual Lot Grading Standards -  These standards are in addition to Section
4.5.80.04.c, above, and apply to lots which contain slopes equal to or greater
than 10 percent, as mapped on the Natural Hazards Map.

1. Maximum Allowed Cut Depth and Fill Height - The following
standards govern the maximum cut depth and fill height:

 

Extenuating Conditions Maximum Cut and Fill
Height

No Extenuating Conditions Eight-ft. Standard

One Extenuating Condition 10-ft. Standard only where
allowed to work around
extenuating condition
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Extenuating Conditions Maximum Cut and Fill
Height

Two Extenuating Conditions 12-ft. Standard only where
allowed to work around
extenuating conditions

If lot would otherwise be
unbuildable

The least extensive cut and
fill necessary, not to exceed
the 12-ft. Standard, to reach
the Minimum Assured
Development Area, as
defined by Chapter 4.11 -
Minimum Assured
Development Area (MADA).  

a) Extenuating Conditions - Exceptions to the Eight-ft. Standard
for Individual Lot Grading shall be based on the following
specific extenuating conditions:

1) Street/Pedestrian Alignment - Additional Cut/Fill
provides for the alignment of a necessary street or
pedestrian connection.  A necessary street or
pedestrian connection is one which is needed to
create a block perimeter of  approximately 1,600 ft.,
or which is identified in an adopted City Master Plan
document.

2) Significant Natural Feature:  Additional cut/fill is
necessary to protect a Significant Natural Feature,
which is defined as a feature subject to a Natural
Hazards (except slopes) and/or Natural Resource
Overlay on the Comprehensive Plan Map; or a
Significant Tree, as defined in Chapter 1.6 -
Definitions.  In the case of a preserved tree, a
Certified Arborist must find that the proposed cut/fill
exception would preserve the viability of a Significant
Tree that would otherwise have been damaged by the
application of the Cut and Fill Standards. 

3) Maintain Driveway Slope - Additional Cut/Fill is
necessary to allow for the construction of a driveway
at a slope of 15 percent or less.  It must be
demonstrated, to the satisfaction of the Building
Official, that other driveway alignments have been
considered and are not feasible before additional
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Cut/Fill is authorized.

b) Locational Standards -

1) Within the portion of each lot within 50 ft. of the edge
of public right-of-way, the combination of cuts and fills
may not exceed 16 ft. from Natural Grade, as
measured within a linear distance perpendicular from
the edge of right-of-way to the 50-ft. boundary; and     

2) All retaining walls must be located at least four ft.
from any property line or easement line.  
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CHAPTER 4.10

PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DESIGN STANDARDS

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 - 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. 

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.

b. Privacy - If the side wall of a

dwelling or accessory dwelling

is on or within three ft. of the

property line, ground floor

  Figure 4.10-1 - Allowed Access to Single-  
  family Development When Lots Do Not
  Front Directly on a Street 
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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.

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.

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 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. 

4.10.50.02 - Maximum Widths of Street-facing Garages/Carports, Placement,

and Materials

a. Maximum Widths of Street-facing Garages/Carports

 

1. Lots $ 50 Ft. in Width - For dwellings with front-loaded

garages/carports, the width of the garage wall or carport facing the

street shall be no more than 50 percent of the width of the dwelling’s

street-facing facade.  Front-loaded garages/carports are attached

garages/carports with entrances facing the same street as the

dwelling’s entrance.  Additionally, the term garage wall pertains to the

whole wall and not just the doors. See Figure 4.10-2A - Unacceptable

Width of Street-facing Garage on a Lot $50 ft. and Figure 4.10-2B -

Acceptable Width of Street-facing Garage on a Lot $50 ft. 
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     Figure 4.10-2A - Unacceptable Width of

    Street-facing Garage on a Lot �50 ft. Wide

    Figure 4.10-2B - Acceptable Width of

    Street-facing Garage on a Lot �50 ft.

    Wide

 

2. Lots < 50 Ft. in Width - For dwellings with front-loaded garages, the

area of the garage wall facing the street shall be no more than 50

percent of the area of the dwelling’s street-facing facade. Front-

loaded garages/carports are attached garages/carports with

entrances facing the same street as the dwelling’s entrance.  The

area shall be measured in sq. ft. and, with the exception of gabled

areas and second stories, the entire facade of the garage shall be

measured.   The interior of the garage determines the width of the

garage facade, not just the garage doors. See Figure 4.10-3A -

Unacceptable Street-facing Garage Area and Figure 4.10-3B -

Acceptable Street-facing Garage Area.  Both of these figures are

located on the next page.  For dwellings with front-loaded carports,

the carports shall be subject to the same restrictions outlined in “1,"

above. 
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   Figure 4.10-3A - Unacceptable Street-facing 

   Garage Facade Area

Garage Facade Area = 

20 ft. X 9 ft. = 180 sq. ft.

Other Facade Area =  

10 ft. X 12 ft. = 120 sq. ft.                 

Plus                   40 sq. ft.

                      = 160 sq. ft.

Garage Facade Area of 180 sq. ft. 

is GREATER than the Other

Facade Area of 160 sq. ft.

Garage Facade Area = 

20 ft. X 11 ft. = 220 sq. ft.

Other Facade Area = 

18 ft. X 11 ft.    = 198 sq. ft.

 Plus                    164 sq. ft.

                        =  362 sq. ft.

Garage Facade Area of

220 sq. ft. is LESS than

the Other Facade Area of

362 sq. ft.

   Figure 4.10-3B - Acceptable Street-facing Garage

   Facade Area
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3. Exception - Where the street-facing facade of a dwelling is less than

24 ft. wide, the garage wall facing the street may be up to 12 ft. wide

if the garage meets one of the following:

a) Interior Living Area above the Garage - The living area is not

set back more than four ft. from the street-facing garage wall;

or

b) Covered Balcony - A covered balcony above the garage is:

1) At least the same width as the street-facing garage wall;

2) At least six ft. deep; and

3) Accessible from the interior living area of the dwelling

unit. 

b. Garage and Carport Placement - Garages and carports shall be

placed only as indicated in the options below. The applicant shall

indicate the proposed option(s) on plans submitted for building

permits. Additionally, measurements may be taken from the second

floor of homes, provided the second floor spans across the entire

garage/carport.

Garage/Carport Placement Options - 

1. Rear Garage Accessed From the Street - Vehicular entrances

are at the rear of a dwelling unit and accessed from the street,

as shown in Figure 4.10-4 - Rear Garage Accessed from the

Street, below. The garage may be attached to or detached

from the dwelling unit.  Where two adjacent dwelling units use

this option, a shared driveway is encouraged.   
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Figure 4.10 - 4 - Rear Garage Accessed from the Street

2. Front Accessed Garage with Four-ft. Recess - Vehicular

entrances face the street and are recessed at least four ft.

from the front wall of the dwelling as shown in Figure 4.10-5 -

Garage Facing Street and Recessed at Least Four Ft., on the

next page. The recess from the front wall of the dwelling shall

be measured from the front wall of the living space area, not

from the front porch, a bay window, or other projection or

architectural feature.
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Figure 4.10-5 - Garage Facing Street and Recessed at Least Four Ft.; and

Figure 4.10-6 - Garage with Alley Access
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Figure 4.10-7 - Garages Perpendicular to the Street

3. Garage Accessed From an Alley - Vehicular entrances are accessed

from an alley, as shown in Figure 4.10-6 - Garage with Alley Access.

Garage/carport setbacks from alleys are outlined in Section 4.0.60.j

of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development.

Garage/carport entrances may be located parallel to (facing) an alley,

perpendicular to (not facing) an alley, or angled up to 45 degrees to

an alley.

4. Garage Entrance Perpendicular to Street - Vehicular entrances are

perpendicular to the street, as shown in Figure 4.10-7 - Garages

Perpendicular to the Street, below. This option pertains to the

situation where the garage/carport is sideways. The garage wall

facing the street shall provide a minimum area of 15 percent windows

and/or doors.
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Figure 4.10-8 - Garage Access Diagonal to the

Street

Figure 4.10-9B - Recessed

Basement Garage
Figure 4.10-9A - Flush Basement

Garage

5. Garage Access Diagonal to the Street - Vehicular entrances are

oriented diagonally to the street, as shown in Figure 4.10-8 - Garage

Access Diagonal to the Street, below. The garage wall facing the

street shall provide a minimum area of 15 percent windows and/or

doors. To determine whether the portion of the garage that faces the

street complies with Section 4.10.50.2.a, the width of the front garage

wall shall be measured as the length of the leg of a right triangle

parallel to the street, where the hypotenuse of the triangle is the front

of the garage.

6. Basement Garage - Vehicular entrances face the street and garages

are located beneath the main floor and front door entrance to the

dwelling unit, provided the garage/carport entrances are flush with or

set behind the front wall of the dwelling unit, as shown in Figure 4.10-

9A - Flush Basement Garage and Figure 4.10-9B - Recessed

Basement Garage, below.  This option addresses the basement

garage scenario in hillside areas.
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7. Flush Garage with Porch - Vehicular entrances face the street and are

flush with or recessed up to four ft. from the front wall of the dwelling,

and a front porch is provided with a minimum size of six ft. deep by 10

ft. wide (60 sq. ft.). A minimum of 60 percent of the porch shall be

covered to provide weather protection. 

8. Flush or Recessed Single Car Garage - Vehicular entrances face the

street and are flush with or recessed up to four ft. from the front wall

of the dwelling, and the garage/carport is a single-car garage/carport

that is a maximum of 12 ft. wide.  These options are shown below in

Figure 4.10-10 - Single Car Garage Access Recessed from Front Wall

of Dwelling and in Figure 4.10-11 - Single Car Garage Flush from

Front Wall of Dwelling.

Dwelling

Single Car

Garage

Recessed at

Least Four Ft.

from the Front

Wall of the

Dwelling Maximum Width of

Single Car Garage is

12 Ft. 

    Figure 4.10-10 - Single Car Garage Recessed from Front Wall of Dwelling

Dwelling
Single Car

Garage Flush

with the Front

Wall of the

Dwelling

Maximum Width of

Single Car Garage is

12 Ft. 

    Figure 4.10-11 - Single Car Garage Flush with Front Wall of Dwelling
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9. Recessed Garage with Cantilevered Second Story - Vehicular

entrances face the street and are recessed at least two ft. from the

front wall of the dwelling, and the dwelling includes a second floor that

cantilevers over the garage/carport at least two ft. This option is

shown in Figure 4.10-12 - Garage Recessed and Upper Floor

Cantilevers Over It, below.  The recess from the front wall of the

dwelling shall be measured from the front wall of the living space

area, not from the front porch, a bay window, or other projection or

architectural feature. Additionally, the second floor that cantilevers

over the garage/carport shall run the full length of the garage/carport.

Dwelling

Garage Recessed

Two Ft. from the

Front Wall of the

Dwelling

Upper Floor Two-ft. Distance Where

Upper Floor Cantilevers Over

the Full Width of the Garage

    Figure 4.10-12 - Garage Recessed and Upper Floor Cantilevers Over It

c. Garage and Carport Materials - Garages and carports, when provided, shall be

constructed of the same building materials as the dwelling. 

 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

the 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 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. 

2. Front Porches/Patios - A front porch or front patio a minimum size of

six ft. deep by 10 ft. wide (60 sq. ft.), and covered by a minimum of 60

percent to provide weather protection. 
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3. Sidewalk/Walkway to Front Door - A minimum three-ft.-wide walkway

constructed of a permanent hard surface that is 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.

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. Building Materials - At least two different types of building materials

including but not limited to stucco and wood, brick and stone, etc..

Alternatively, 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. 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.

6. Architectural Features - At least one architectural feature included on

dwelling facades that face the street. Architectural features are

defined as bay windows, covered porches greater than 60 sq. ft. in

size, balconies above the 1  floor, dormers related to living space, orst

habitable cupolas. If a dwelling is oriented such that its front facade,

which contains 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 is located on the front facade.
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7. Architectural Details - Architectural details used consistently on

dwelling facades. Architectural details are defined as exposed rafter

or beam ends, eave brackets, windows with grids or divided lights, or

pergolas/trellis work integrated into building facades. If a dwelling is

oriented such that its front facade, which contains 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 is located on the

front facade.
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Staff Identified Applicable Water Quality Standards 
 
1993 LDC, 4.0.80.e.  All public utility installations required with development shall 
conform to the City's adopted facilities master plans. 
  
Appendix F of the Storm Water Master Plan, IV. Storm Drainage, B. Design Criteria, 
2. Detention Facilities, and 3. Water Quality Facilities.  (IV.B.2 and IV.B.3)  
  
2. Detention Facilities
a. The maximum design storm for detention facilities shall be based on the 10-year 
return event with 24-hour duration based on the standard SCS Type 1A rainfall 
distribution. The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) TR-55 or TR-20 are recommended. 
The use of alternative hydrograph methods may be allowed, but require pre-approval by 
the City. The use of alternative techniques may require additional development review 
time. The use of the Rational Method for designing detention facilities is not permitted. 
  
3. Water Quality Facilities
a. The design storm for water quality facilities (vegetated swales, water quality 
ponds, sedimentation ponds, water quality vaults, etc.) shall be based on two-thirds of 
the 2-year, 24-hour SCS Type 1A design storm. The analysis and design shall be based 
on a hydrograph method. The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) TR-55 or TR-20 are 
recommended. The use of alternative hydrograph methods may be allowed, but require 
pre-approval by the City.  The use of alternative techniques may require additional 
development review time. The use of the Rational Method for designing water quality 
facilities is not permitted.  
  
Detention Facilities - Appendix F of the Storm Water Master Plan, IV. Storm Drainage, 
K. Detention Facilities, 1. When Required; 2. Exemptions; 3. Standards; 4. Access and 
Maintenance Responsibility (IV.K.1, IV.K.2, IV.K.3, and IV.K.4)   IV.K.3. Standards is 
where King County is referenced for facility design criteria.  
  
K. Detention Facilities  
 
1. When Required  
All new development and redevelopment shall require detention unless specifically 
exempted from this requirement. When required, stormwater detention facilities shall be 
designed to capture runoff so the run-off rates from the site after development do not 
exceed the predeveloped conditions, based on the 2-year through 10-year, 24-hour 
design storms.  
 
2. Exemptions  
a. Detention is not required for sites draining directly into Mary's River or the 
Willamette River.  
 
b. Detention is not required if infiltration methods can be demonstrated to be feasible. A 
soil map or geotechnical report is required to document the infiltration rates of the soils 
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in the area of the proposed infiltration facility. Infiltration shall not be allowed in areas 
with slopes over 10 percent. 
   
c. Detention is not required for single family residences not developed as part of a 
planned development.  
 
d. Detention is not required for areas specifically identified as exempt (not requiring 
detention) in the Corvallis Stormwater Master Plan.  
 
3. Standards  
a. Detention facilities shall be designed in accordance with criteria as established in the 
King County, Washington Surface Water Design Manual, September 1998 or the most 
recent finalversion.   
 
b. Parking areas should not be used as detention facilities except for larger storm 
events. Up to 6-inches of water depth is allowed to be detained in parking areas for 
storm events larger than the 10 year return event.  
 
c. Detention of storm water shall be limited to a single facility, rather than a series of 
smaller detention facilities, whenever possible. Detention facilities may be designed as 
combination detention and water quality facilities. Detention facilities may be designed 
"in-line" with water quality facilities.  
 
d. The detention facility must be designed to safely pass storms up to the 100-year, 24-
hour event.   
 
4. Access and Maintenance Responsibility 
a. Detention facilities must be located on a site dedicated for public use. Access 
tracts, easements or permanent right-of-ways are required when the facilities do not 
abut the public right-of-way. The minimum width of an access easement is 15 feet. All-
weather road(s) shall provide maintenance vehicle access to the facility and the control 
structures. 
 
b. The City will assume maintenance and operation responsibility for detention facilities 
within the improved public right-of-way for any residential subdivision with two or more 
lots, and any similar development or redevelopment where at least two-thirds of the 
developed contributing area is from single family or duplex residential structures on 
individual lots.  Detention facilities for the above mentioned land uses shall be located in 
a tract or right-ofway dedicated to the City. 
 
c. The City does not accept maintenance responsibility for private storm water 
conveyance, detention, or water quality systems. Private systems include single family 
residential (not associated with a subdivision or multiple lot residential development), 
multifamily development, industrial, or commercial and all redevelopment for the above 
mentioned land uses. 
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d. Maintenance requirements for stormwater facilities are identified in the King 
County Manual. A maintenance plan shall be submitted to the City for approval along 
with the design and analysis calculations prepared for the construction permit 
application. 
 
e. For public facilities, the City will assume maintenance responsibility two years after 
final construction approval by the City and upon passing an inspection by City 
inspectors to ensure the facility has been properly maintained, the vegetation clearly 
established, and the facility is operating as designed. The site developer/owner shall 
provide a maintenance bond to the City that shall remain in effect until the facilities are 
accepted by the City. 
 
f. The City reserves the right to perform maintenance on private facilities if those 
facilities are found to have the potential to have a negative impact on public facilities or 
water quality. The City will charge the owner for all expenses incurred from City 
performed maintenance.  
 
Water Quality Facilities - Appendix F of the Storm Water Master Plan, IV. Storm 
Drainage, L. Water Quality Facilities, 1. When Required; 2. Standards; 3. Access and 
Maintenance Responsibility (IV.L.1, IV.L.2, and IV.L.3)  IV.L.2. Standards is where King 
County is referenced for facility design criteria. 
  
L. Water Quality Facilities 
 
1. When Required
All new development and redevelopment are required to construct quality facilities to 
reduce the contaminants entering the storm collection and surface water systems. The 
stormwater facilities shall be designed to remove 70 percent of the total suspended 
solids (TSS) entering the facility during the water quality design storm. This policy may 
require the use of a combination of water quality facilities to achieve the designed 
removal rate. 
 
2. Standards
a. Water quality facilities shall be designed in accordance with criteria as established in 
the King County, Washington Surface Water Design Manual, September 1998 or the 
most recent final version. 
 
b. Acceptable water quality facilities include vegetated swales, water quality 
ponds, sedimentation ponds, water quality inlets, and infiltration facilities. 
 
c. The use of infiltration facilities is recommended where soil and slope conditions 
permit the use of this type of facility and the facilities do no have an adverse impact to 
adjacent or downhill properties. 
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d. The use of multiple water quality facilities may be required to meet the 
performance standard. Chapter 6 of the King County Manual identifies seven types of 
treatment facilities that will meet the performance standards. 
 
e. Water quality facilities must be designed to safely pass without damage to the facility 
flows in excess of the water quality design storm up to the 100-year, 24-hour event. For 
some facilities, a bypass system will be required. 
 
3. Access and Maintenance Responsibility
a. Water quality facility access tracts, easements or permanent right-of-ways are 
required when the facilities do not abut the public right-of-way. All-weather road(s) shall 
provide access to the facility and the control structure as required for vehicular 
maintenance access. 
 
b. The City will assume maintenance and operation responsibility for water quality 
facilities within the improved public right-of-way for any residential subdivision with two 
or more lots, and any similar development or redevelopment where at least two-thirds of 
the developed contributing area is from single family or duplex residential structures 
on individual lots. Water quality facilities for the above mentioned land uses shall be 
located in a tract or right-of-way dedicated to the City. 
 
c. The City does not accept maintenance responsibility for private storm water quality 
systems.  Private systems include single family residential (not associated with a 
subdivision or multiple lot residential development), multifamily development, industrial, 
or commercial and all redevelopment for the above mentioned land uses. 
 
d. Maintenance requirements for the facilities are identified in the King County Manual. 
A maintenance plan shall be submitted to the City for approval along with the design 
and analysis calculations prepared for the construction permit application. The 
maintenance plan shall describe the maintenance activity and frequency of execution. 
 
e. For public facilities, the City will assume maintenance responsibility two years after 
final construction approval by the City and upon passing a City inspection to ensure the 
facility has been properly maintained and is operating as designed. The site 
developer/owner shall provide a maintenance bond to the City that shall remain in effect 
until the facilities are accepted by the City. 
 
f. The City reserves the right to perform maintenance on private facilities if those 
facilities are found to have the potential to have a negative impact on public facilities or 
water quality. The City will charge the owner for all expenses incurred from City 
performed maintenance. 
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Introduction 

This technical memorandum was prepared to assist the City of Corvallis with updating of the 
existing stormwater development standards.  The recommendations provided below should be 
considered as interim measures that should be implemented until a more detailed evaluation can be 
performed later in the stormwater master planning process.  However, the interim recommendations 
will improve the City's ability to manage both stormwater quantity and quality from new 
development or redevelopment. 
 
A more detailed analysis of the development standards should be based on citywide definition of the 
stormwater problems and potential solutions as determined from the master planning process.  The 
adoption of new development standards will have a major impact on future stormwater management 
within the city.  The standards will impact many different interest groups, including citizens, 
environmental groups, developers, builders, realtors, engineers, landscape architects, and city staff.  
City departments affected by the standards include planning, engineering, development assistance, 
legal, and operations/maintenance.  Private and public representatives should participate in the 
development of the modified development standards, policies, and ordinances in order to develop 
an effective stormwater management program. 
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Major Categories of Development Standards 

The major categories of stormwater development standards addressed by this technical 
memorandum include: 
 
  1. Design storm and method 
  2. Detention policy 
  3. Water quality policy 
  4. Acceptable types of water management facilities 
  5. Operation and maintenance requirements 
 
The above noted categories are discussed in the following sections and are represented in the 
recommended design standards at the end of this document. 

Design Storm and Method 

 Pipe sizing.  The Design Criteria Manual requires the use of the Rational Method for a 10-
year storm event.  Most cities use either a 10-year or a 25-year design storm for sizing drainage 
facilities.  The decision is based on the level of flood protection desired by the community along 
with the cost of providing the additional level of protection.  Modifying the design criteria with a 
longer return period (i.e., 25-year) design storm would create a situation where the collection systems 
in the newly developed areas of the city would have greater capacity than older downstream sections 
of the system, thus creating greater downstream flooding situations in both open channels and 
pipes.  We recommend that the city stay with the 10-year design storm using the Rational Method 
for most conveyance facilities. 
 
We recommend that additional guidance be provided with the use of the Rational Method.  The 
method should not be used for drainage areas larger than 25 acres or have times of concentration 
that exceed 100 minutes.  A hydrograph technique should be used for either of these situations.  
Flow routes should be identified for storms larger than the 10-year, up to and including the 100-year 
storm.  The City should adopt or establish runoff coefficients and an intensity-duration-frequency 
curve for use on projects within the City’s jurisdiction.  This approach would help provide 
consistency in the design of stormwater facilities.  
 
 Detention Facilities.  The design storm for detention facilities should be based on the 
10-year return event with 24-hour duration based on the standard SCS type 1A rainfall distribution.  
A hydrograph approach provides the most accurate rainfall model for this analysis.  The SCS TR-
55/20  method or the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph (SBUH) method are recommended options.  
We understand that most of the Corvallis development community uses the SCS method rather than 
the SBUH method; therefore, use the SCS method as the approved city standard.  We do not 
recommend the use of the Rational Method for designing detention facilities. 
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 Water Quality Facilities.  The design storm for water quality facilities should be based on 
two-thirds of the two year storm with a 24-hour duration.  This is similar to the design storm used 
by King County and is slightly more conservative than the storms used by City of Portland and the 
Unified Sewerage Agency.  The more conservative approach will better prepare the city for future 
TMDL, NPDES Phase II and Endangered Species Act requirements.  Water quality facilities should 
be designed using a hydrograph technique as recommended for detention facilities. 
 
 
Detention Policy 

The existing level of development throughout the city has altered the natural drainage characteristics 
of the major surface water systems.  These streams are under stress due to an increase in the volume 
and duration of stormwater runoff.  In addition, some of the older piped collection systems and 
culverts are becoming undersized as additional development generates increased flows and 
durations.  Detention and other types of stormwater management techniques are required to prevent 
these problems from getting worse. 

Water Quality Policy 

Urban development creates a wide range of stormwater management related problems, including 
higher flow rates and increased water pollution.  Surface water collects a variety of pollutants as it 
travels through the drainage system, including nutrients, suspended solids, organic matter, bacteria, 
hydrocarbons, trace metals, pesticides, thermal pollution and trash and debris.  Water quality 
facilities constructed in new and redeveloped areas will help lessen the negative impacts associated 
with increased urban development. 

Acceptable Types of Water Management Facilities 

Our letter dated May 13, 1999 identified five facility types that should be considered for immediate 
use for new development or redevelopment, including detention ponds, water quality ponds, 
sedimentation ponds, vegetated swales, and water quality inlets.  The King County Manual should be 
used as guidance for the basis of design of these facilities.  The City should consider the adoption of 
the other treatment facilities identified in the manual.  A toolbox of acceptable facilities would allow 
developers to customize the design of detention and water quality systems to best meet the 
constraints of the site. 

The City should consider developing a guidance manual for the design of stormwater quantity and 
quality facilities.  A custom manual would address the specific needs of the Corvallis community.  A 
manual specifically prepared for the City of Corvallis would provide the greatest ease of use for City 
staff and design professionals in the community.  A minimum of $75k would be required to produce 
such a manual.  The total effort required would be dependent on the level of detail provided by the 
manual.  Several of the manuals in use throughout the northwest cost many times that to produce. 

EXHIBIT X - 7
LUBA REMAND



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NO. 4 
November 10, 1999 
Page 4 of 9 
 
 

 
P:\15989\TASK4\DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS TM111099.DOC 

Operation and Maintenance Requirements 

Detention and water quality facilities require routine maintenance to ensure the desired performance 
of the facility.  The efficiency of most types of water quality facilities will drop significantly in the 
absence of routine maintenance.  The maintenance requirements identified in the King County 
Manual should be followed for these facilities.  Inspection of major stormwater facilities, including 
detention ponds, water quality ponds, vegetated swales, trash racks, etc. should be conducted 
annually.  The City should develop and manage an inspection program to ensure that the 
maintenance is being performed for both public and privately owned facilities.  The cost of the 
inspection program needs to be determined and an appropriate funding mechanism established for 
implementing the inspection program. 
 
Support of the inspection program needs to be written into City code.  The code needs to be 
modified to provide for enforcement actions to address maintenance deficiencies for privately 
owned facilities.  Using the King County model, the City would perform the maintenance and 
charge the owner if the owner did not perform the required maintenance within a specified 
timeframe. 
 
Facility access is a major complaint of many municipalities charged with maintaining storm water 
facilities.  Where possible an all-weather access road should be provided to the site.  This 
requirement is particularly important for those facilities requiring routine maintenance, such as, 
detention and water quality facilities.  The City shall ensure during design review that adequate 
access to the facility is provided through a maintenance easement or other form of permanent legal 
transfer of the right-of-access to the City.  

Proposed Changes to the Design Criteria Manual 

The following sections represent interim replacement or additional sections to the existing Design 
Criteria Manual for Public Improvements.  The changes affect Section IV.  STORM DRAINAGE.  Only 
the subsections shown below are modified.  
 
IV.  STORM DRAINAGE 
 
B.  Design Criteria 
 
1.  Conveyance Facilities 
 
 a. Capacity 

 1) Conveyance facilities shall be designed to convey and contain the peak runoff flow from 
the 10-year design event.  No surcharging of the system is allowed for the 10-year storm 
event.  Conveyance system capacity shall be determined for most conveyance facilities 
using the Rational Method. 
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  A hydrograph technique shall be used for designing facilities draining areas larger than 
25 acres or for sites that have a time of concentration longer than 100 minutes.  
Acceptable hydrograph techniques include the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) TR-55 or 
TR-20 methods.  The SCS Type 1A rainfall distribution for the 10-year, 24-hour storm 
shall be used with the hydrograph techniques. 

 
 2) The 10-year design shall be supplemented with an overland conveyance component 

demonstrating the safe passage of the 100-year, 24-hour SCS type 1A storm event.  The 
overland component shall not be allowed to flow through or inundate existing buildings. 

 
 3) Sufficient capacity shall be designed into the system to account for the future growth 

potential of the area served as identified in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 b. Sizing 

 1) Minimum pipe size for storm drain mains is twelve (12) inches. 
2) Minimum pipe size for lines leading from curb inlets or catch basins to the main lines is 

ten (10) inches. 
 

 c. Grades 

 1) All storm drains shall be designed at a grade that will produce a mean velocity when 
flowing full or half-full of at least two (2) feet per second. 

 
 d. Separation 

 1) New combined sanitary sewer and storm drain systems will only be permitted in the 
existing combined sewer areas of the city. 

 
2.  Detention Facilities 
 
 a. The maximum design storm for detention facilities shall be based on the 10-year return 

event with 24-hour duration based on the standard SCS Type 1A rainfall distribution.   The 
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) TR-55 or TR-20 are recommended.  The use of alternative 
hydrograph methods may be allowed, but require pre-approval by the City.  The use of 
alternative techniques may require additional development review time.  The use of the 
Rational Method for designing detention facilities is not permitted. 

3.  Water Quality Facilities 
 

a. The design storm for water quality facilities (vegetated swales, water quality ponds, 
sedimentation ponds, water quality vaults, etc.) shall be based on two-thirds of the 2-year, 
24-hour SCS Type 1A design storm. The analysis and design shall be based on a hydrograph 
method.  The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) TR-55 or TR-20 are recommended.  The use  
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of alternative hydrograph methods may be allowed, but require pre-approval by the City.  
The use of alternative techniques may require additional development review time.  The use 
of the Rational Method for designing water quality facilities is not permitted. 

K. Detention Facilities 

1.  When Required 

All new development and redevelopment shall require detention unless specifically exempted from 
this requirement.  When required, stormwater detention facilities shall be designed to capture run-
off so the run-off rates from the site after development do not exceed the predeveloped conditions, 
based on the 2-year through 10-year, 24-hour design storms. 
  
2. Exemptions 
 

a. Detention is not required for sites draining directly into Mary's River or the Willamette 
River. 

b. Detention is not required if infiltration methods can be demonstrated to be feasible.  A soil 
map or geotechnical report is required to document the infiltration rates of the soils in the 
area of the proposed infiltration facility.  Infiltration shall not be allowed in areas with slopes 
over 10 percent. 

c. Detention is not required for single family residences not developed as part of a planned 
development. 

d. Detention is not required for areas specifically identified as exempt (not requiring detention) 
in the Corvallis Stormwater Master Plan. 

3.  Standards 
 

a. Detention facilities shall be designed in accordance with criteria as established in the King 
County, Washington Surface Water Design Manual, September 1998 or the most recent final 
version. 

b. Parking areas should not be used as detention facilities except for larger storm events.  Up to 
6-inches of water depth is allowed to be detained in parking areas for storm events larger 
than the 10 year return event. 

c. Detention of storm water shall be limited to a single facility, rather than a series of smaller 
detention facilities, whenever possible.  Detention facilities may be designed as combination 
detention and water quality facilities.  Detention facilities may be designed "in-line" with 
water quality facilities. 

d. The detention facility must be designed to safely pass storms up to the 100-year, 24-hour 
event. 
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4.  Access and Maintenance Responsibility 
 

a. Detention facilities must be located on a site dedicated for public use.  Access tracts, 
easements or permanent right-of-ways are required when the facilities do not abut the public 
right-of-way.  The minimum width of an access easement is 15 feet.  All-weather road(s) 
shall provide maintenance vehicle access to the facility and the control structures. 

b. The City will assume maintenance and operation responsibility for detention facilities within 
the improved public right-of-way for any residential subdivision with two or more lots, and 
any similar development or redevelopment where at least two-thirds of the developed 
contributing area is from single family or duplex residential structures on individual lots.  
Detention facilities for the above mentioned land uses shall be located in a tract or right-of-
way dedicated to the City. 

c. The City does not accept maintenance responsibility for private storm water conveyance, 
detention, or water quality systems.  Private systems include single family residential (not 
associated with a subdivision or multiple lot residential development), multifamily 
development, industrial, or commercial and all redevelopment for the above mentioned land 
uses. 

d. Maintenance requirements for stormwater facilities are identified in the King County 
Manual.  A maintenance plan shall be submitted to the City for approval along with the 
design and analysis calculations prepared for the construction permit application. 

e. For public facilities, the City will assume maintenance responsibility two years after final 
construction approval by the City and upon passing an inspection by City inspectors to 
ensure the facility has been properly maintained, the vegetation clearly established, and the 
facility is operating as designed.  The site developer/owner shall provide a maintenance 
bond to the City that shall remain in effect until the facilities are accepted by the City. 

f. The City reserves the right to perform maintenance on private facilities if those facilities are 
found to have the potential to have a negative impact on public facilities or water quality.  
The City will charge the owner for all expenses incurred from City performed maintenance. 

L.  Water Quality Facilities 
 
1. When Required 
     

All new development and redevelopment are required to construct quality facilities to reduce the 
contaminants entering the storm collection and surface water systems.  The stormwater facilities 
shall be designed to remove 70 percent of the total suspended solids (TSS) entering the facility 
during the water quality design storm.  This policy may require the use of a combination of water 
quality facilities to achieve the designed removal rate. 

 

EXHIBIT X - 11
LUBA REMAND
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2.  Standards 
 

a. Water quality facilities shall be designed in accordance with criteria as established in the King 
County, Washington Surface Water Design Manual, September 1998 or the most recent final 
version. 

b. Acceptable water quality facilities include vegetated swales, water quality ponds, 
sedimentation ponds, water quality inlets, and infiltration facilities. 

c. The use of infiltration facilities is recommended where soil and slope conditions permit the 
use of this type of facility and the facilities do no have an adverse impact to adjacent or 
downhill properties. 

d. The use of multiple water quality facilities may be required to meet the performance 
standard.  Chapter 6 of the King County Manual identifies seven types of treatment facilities 
that will meet the performance standards. 

e. Water quality facilities must be designed to safely pass without damage to the facility flows in 
excess of the water quality design storm up to the 100-year, 24-hour event.  For some 
facilities, a bypass system will be required. 

3.  Access and Maintenance Responsibility 
 

a. Water quality facility access tracts, easements or permanent right-of-ways are required when 
the facilities do not abut the public right-of-way.  All-weather road(s) shall provide access to 
the facility and the control structure as required for vehicular maintenance access. 

b. The City will assume maintenance and operation responsibility for water quality facilities 
within the improved public right-of-way for any residential subdivision with two or more 
lots, and any similar development or redevelopment where at least two-thirds of the 
developed contributing area is from single family or duplex residential structures on 
individual lots.  Water quality facilities for the above mentioned land uses shall be located in 
a tract or right-of-way dedicated to the City. 

c. The City does not accept maintenance responsibility for private storm water quality systems.  
Private systems include single family residential (not associated with a subdivision or 
multiple lot residential development), multifamily development, industrial, or commercial 
and all redevelopment for the above mentioned land uses. 

d. Maintenance requirements for the facilities are identified in the King County Manual.  A 
maintenance plan shall be submitted to the City for approval along with the design and 
analysis calculations prepared for the construction permit application.  The maintenance plan 
shall describe the maintenance activity and frequency of execution.  

EXHIBIT X - 12
LUBA REMAND



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NO. 4 
November 10, 1999 
Page 9 of 9 
 
 

 
P:\15989\TASK4\DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS TM111099.DOC 

e. For public facilities, the City will assume maintenance responsibility two years after final 
construction approval by the City and upon passing a City inspection to ensure the facility 
has been properly maintained and is operating as designed.  The site developer/owner shall 
provide a maintenance bond to the City that shall remain in effect until the facilities are 
accepted by the City. 

f. The City reserves the right to perform maintenance on private facilities if those facilities are 
found to have the potential to have a negative impact on public facilities or water quality.  
The City will charge the owner for all expenses incurred from City performed maintenance. 

EXHIBIT X - 13
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XI - 1
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XI - 2
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XI - 3
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XI - 4
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XI - 5
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XI - 6
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XII - 1
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XII - 2
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XIII - 1
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XIII - 2
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XIII - 3
LUBA REMAND



EXHIBIT XIII - 4
LUBA REMAND



ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES COMMITTEE 
MINUTES 

December 18,2008 

Present 
Councilor Jeanne Raymond, Chair 
Councilor Dan Brown 
Councilor Bill York 

Visitors 
John Hoee-Johnstone, Corvallis Tourism 
Joan ~ e s s e l l .  ~ o w n t o k n  Corvallis Association 
Bruce Hecht, Oregon Natural Step Network 
Joleen Schilling, Corvallis Environmental Center 

Staff 
Jon Nelson, City Manager 
Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 
Nancy Brewer, Finance Director 
Kathleen Matthews, Community Dev Mgt Asst 
Karen Emery, Parks and Recretaion Director 
Steve Degehetto, Acting Recreation Director 
Mary Steckel, Public Works Administrative Divn Mgr 
Kathy Louie, Assistant to City ManagerICity Recorder 
Ellen Volmert, Assistant City Manager 
Carla Holzworth, City Manager's Office 

I. Economic Development 
Allocations First Quarter Reports 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

II. Funding Agreement Annual 
Report: Corvallis Environmental 
Center 

Ill. First Quarter Operating Report 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

Agenda Item Recommendations II Information 
Only 

Accept the First Quarter 
Operating Report for Fiscal Year 
2008-09 

V. Council Policy Review: 91-2.01, 
"Meeting Procedures" 

IV. Council Policy Review: 04-1.09, 
"Public Access Television" 

Incorporate the Committee's 
suggested changes and bring 
the updated policy back to the 
Committee for further review 

Affirm Council Policy 04-1.09, 
"Public Access Television" 

Chair Raymond called the meeting to order at 12:OO p.m. 

VI. Council Policy Review: 91 -3.01, 
"Appointment of Acting City 
Manager" 

VII. Council Policy Review: 91 -3.02, 
"City Compensation Policy" 

VIII. Other Business * 

Affirm Council Policy 91-3.01, 
"Appointment of Acting City 
Manager" 

Amend Council Policy 91-3.02, 
"City Compensation Policy" as 
recommended by staff 
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Page 2 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

I. Economic Development Allocations First Quarter Report (Attachment) 

Mr. Gibb reviewed the staff report and noted that Finance personnel found agency 
financial information to be in compliance. 

In response to Councilor Brown's inquiry, Mr. Gibb said Willamette Neighborhood 
Housing Services' reports are reviewed by Human Services Committee because they 
match up with other housing activities and programs already discussed by that group. 

John Hope-Johnstone, Corvallis Tourism (CT), thanked the Committee and Council 
for their work regarding funding for fairs and festivals. In response to Councilor York's 
inquiry, Mr. Hope-Johnstone said hotel numbers started to decline in large destination 
cities around October. While Corvallis is doing better than expected, he still 
anticipates declines. Mr. Hope-Johnstone noted that CT is taking advantage of 
package deals that offer reduced advertising rates. 

Joan Wessell, Downtown Corvallis Association (DCA), said the recent snowstorm 
slowed business activity downtown, but people are coming back out to finish last 
minute holiday shopping. The DCA has received positive comments about the 
outdoor musical entertainment it has been providing for shoppers. DCA is distributing 
"Thanks for Shopping Locally" signs for downtown businesses to display in their 
windows; a similar ad will be placed in the Gazette-Times to show merchant 
appreciation for keeping dollars local. The Downtown Directory has been updated 
and the new dentist's office will move into the old Fagan's Beauty School building in 
July. Ms. Wessell thanked the Committee and Council for dedicating funding to fairs 
and festivals. 

Bruce Hecht, Corvallis Chapter of the Oregon Natural Step Network (ONSN), said his 
office is seeking a new coordinator to fill Andrea Norris' vacancy. Dr. Hu Tao with the 
Chinese Environmental Protection Agency presented information in a public event at 
the Library in November. ONSN is working with the College of Business to co- 
sponsor another program in January; Country Natural Beef will discuss their 
sustainability efforts. Mr. Hecht said his organization has been marketing the 
Enterprise Zone and they are working on a local food processing business idea. 

The Committee unanimously recommends that Council accept the Economic 
Development Allocations First Quarter reports. 
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II. Fundinq Aqreement Annual Report: Corvallis Environmental Center (Attachment) 

Ms. Emery introduced Acting Recreation Director Steve Deghetto and Corvallis 
Environmental Center (CEC) Director Joleen Schilling. Mr. Deghetto reviewed the 
staff report. 

In response to Councilor York's inquiry, Ms. Emery said she will speak to Finance 
Director Brewer about whether including financial information in the report is useful, 
even thought it is not required. 

In response to Chair Raymond's inquiry, Ms. Schilling said the CEC has partnered 
with Oregon State University graduate student interns. Projects include the Farm to 
School program and the Edible Corvallis Initiative, which includes a youth garden 
component. More internship opportunities will be available for students interested in 
sustainable agriculture. 

The Committee unanimouslv recommends that Council accept the Corvallis 
Environmental Center's Funding Agreement Annual Report. 

Ill. First Quarter Operatinq Report (Attachment) 

Ms. Brewer said the City's first quarter finances were generally as staff expected. 
Exceptions include declines in the Development Services Fund due to a standstill in 
residential permits and lower Systems Development Charges (SDC) revenues. A 
continued decrease in SDC revenue will impact capital improvement programs and 
could delay future projects. Ms. Brewer explained that expenditures are higher than 
25% in the City Manager's Office due to insurance premiums being paid at the 
beginning of the year and in and Parks and Recreation due to summer program 
expenses. Capital projects are in the design and bidding phase for spring and 
summer construction. 

The Committee unanimouslv recommends that Council accept the First Quarter 
Operating Report for FY 2008-09. 

IV. Council Policy Review: 04-1.09, "Public Access Television" (Attachment) 

Ms. Steckel said the City's cable franchise agreement requires Comcast to provide 
funding for equipment purchases that support public, education, and government 
television channels. Ms. Steckel said the operating rules in Exhibit A meet the needs 
of the public and the City has an intergovernmental agreement with the 509J School 
District to manage public access channel 29. The station manager, Amy Hunter, has 
expanded programming and implemented an upgraded bulletin board that displays 
meeting and event information. Staff does not recommend changes to the policy. 
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In response to Councilor Brown's inquiry about using the bulletin board to show the 
Sustainability Coalition's calendar of events, Ms. Steckel said the bulletin board 
functions similar to a Powerpoint slide show that a traditional calendar. She indicated 
that the Sustainability Coalition's events could be accommodated on Channel 29 
through a non-calendar format. 

The Committee unanimouslv recommends that Council to affirm Council Policy 04- 
1.09, "Public Access Television." 

V. Council Policv Review: 91 -2.01, "Meeting Procedures" (Attachment) 

Ms. Louie said staff recommends two modifications to the policy. Updated language 
regarding meeting recordings is recommended in 2.01.025 to maintain flexibility and 
keep pace with changing technology. Compliance with State records laws will be 
maintained. Staff also suggests adding a new section, 2.01.033, that provides a 
suggested meeting script for boards and commissions chairs. The format is based 
on a simplified version used for land use hearings and will help ensure meeting 
procedure consistency. The script will also assist the Mayor with the upcoming 
training for new chairs. 

In response to Councilor York's inquiry, Mr. Nelson said Executive Session is used by 
other groups, including the Airport Commission and the Community Police Review 
Board. Use of the script is encouraged, but not mandated. 

Councilor Brown distributed a hand out (Attachment I )  with additional suggestions to 
improve constituent participation in City meetings. He said citizens have told him they 
are confused by meeting processes and procedures. Councilor Brown suggested 
focusing on audience needs, including introduction of those in attendance so 
Councilors and City staff are identified; explaining the purpose of the meeting, 
especially during quasi-judicial processes; and explaining the participation process so 
citizens understand public testimony procedures. Ms. Louie thanked Councilor Brown 
for his suggestions and said staff would be happy to review them for incorporation into 
the policy. Staff will also create a separate script for Standing Committee meetings. 

The Committee unanimouslv recommends that staff incorporate suggested changes 
and bring the updated policy back to the Administrative Services Committee for further 
review. 
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VI. Council Policv Review: 91-3.01, "Appointment of Acting City Manager" (Attachment) 

Ms. Volmert said the policy covers limited periods of time when an Acting City 
Manager is needed. Absence of the City Manager for more than 14 days requires 
Council action. The policy has worked well and staff does not recommend changes. 

The Committee unanimouslv recommends that Council affirm Council Policy 91 -3.01, 
"Appointment of Acting City Manager." 

VII. Council Policv Review: 91-3.02. "City Compensation Policv" (Attachment) 

Ms. Volmert said most City employees are governed by State collective bargaining 
law. The Council policy provides direction and guidance for exempt employee 
compensation. The policy was last updated in 2006 to include sustainability 
components. No major changes are recommended. 

Minor language changes are suggested to make the policy more clear and to better 
align it with overarching Council values. Examples include referencing State 
bargaining laws, stressing the importance of maintaining positive labor relations, and 
using the mean of comparitors to establish compensation guidelines, recognizing 
market forces may also impact compensation. 

The Committee unanimouslv recommends that Council amend Council Policy 91- 
3.02, "City Compensation Policy" as recommended by staff. 

VIII. Other Business 

Chair Raymond thanked Councilor York for his service on the 2007-2008 Council. 

The next regular Administrative Services Committee meeting is scheduled for 12 pm, 
Thursday, January 8,2009 in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room. 

Meeting adjourned at 1253 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jeanne Raymond, Chair 



DATE: December 9,2008 

TO: Administrative Sewices Committee ,,' 
FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development 

SUBJECT: First Quarter FY 08-09 Economic Development Program Review 

I. Issue 
Review and acceptance of the quarterly reports from the following economic development agencies: 
Corvallis Tourism, Corvallis-Benton Chamber Coalition, Business Enterprise Center, Downtown 
Corvallis Association, and Oregon Natural Step Network, as well as overall program summary. 

II. Background 
The City Economic Development Policy's (CP 96-6.03) primary purpose is to preserve and support 
community livability by encouraging economic stability and sustainable economic opportunities. To 
provide a stable funding source for activities to support this goal, 50% of the transient room tax (TRT) 
revenue collected in the previous calendar year is allocated for City sponsored economic development 
activity. Through the annual Economic Development Allocation process, eight entities were allocated 
non-dedicated (20% of TRT) economic development funds of $225,300. Corvallis Tourism was allocated 
a dedicated amount (30% of TRT) of $337,950. 

/ Corvallis Tourism Dedicated Funding 1 $337,950 / $84,487.50 1 
Amount 

Allocated 
Disbursed 

1" f uarter 

I i / Corvallis Chapter, Oregon Natural Step Network $7,300 1 $7,300.00 i 

Business Enterprise Center . 

Downtown Corvallis Associatioll $54,000 $54,000.00 I 

Corvallis Fall Festival ' 

$6,250.00 

1 da Vinci Days ' 1 $15,000 1 $15,000.00 1 

Corvallis-Benton Chamber Coalition I $1 8,250.00 

Total 1 
I 5563,250 / $203,662.50 / 

Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services ' 

1 Corvallis Fall Festival and da Vinci Days are monitored by the Parks and Recreation Department and reviewed by 
the Human Services Committee. 

2 WNHS's quarterly reports are evaluated by the Housing Programs Division and monitored through the Human 
Services Committee. WNHS was allocated funds for two programs - Housing and MicroBusiness. 

$43,500 $1 0,875.00 



All agencies entered into contractual agreements with the City of Corvallis. Two of the contracts are 
managed by the Parks and Recreation Department, with the remainder managed by the Community 
Development Department. 

Reporting to the Human Services Committee are Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services (WNHS), 
Corvallis Fall Festival and da Vinci Days. WNHS reports on a quarterly basis to Community 
Development Housing Division, and the event organizations provide annual reports through the Parks and 
Recreation Department. 

Quarterly reports are required to be submitted by Corvallis Tourism, Business Enterprise Center (BEC), 
Corvallis Chapter Oregon Natural Step Network (ONSN), Corvallis-Benton Chamber Coalition (CBCC), 
and Downtown Corvallis Association (DCA) for ASC review. Attached are copies of the first quarter 
reports as submitted by Corvallis Tourism, BEC, ONSN, CBCC and DCA. 

111. General Discussion 
Each agency meets goals identified in CP 96-6.03. Corvallis Tourism focuses their efforts on promoting 
Corvallis as a visitor/tourism/meeting location. CBCC and BEC direct their efforts towards business 
assistance, retention and development of existing businesses within the City and County. DCA works to 
make downtown Corvallis a vital commercial, cultural and social center. Oregon Natural Step Network 
encourages sustainable economic activities that reduce environmental impacts. All of the efforts listed 
above are geared toward making Corvallis more livable. 

Each agency will be provided with a copy of this report and invited to attend and address the Committee. 

IV. Financial Analysis 
Quarterly reporting requirements for FY 98-99 were modified so that only those agencies receiving more 
than 50% of their funding from the City are required to submit financial information on a quarterly basis. 
Corvallis Tourism is the only agency that meets that criterion. Financial statements submitted by 
Corvallis Tourism were reviewed by Finance Office staff and found to be in compliance with their 
agreement. A copy of the Finance staff review is attached. 

V. Action Requested 
That the Administrative Services Committee consider this report and recommend City Council approve 
acceptance of the first quarter report. 

REVIEW -ONCUR: REVIEW AND CONCUR: 

i\Tancy rewe Finance Director u 



CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

Finance Department 
500 SW Madison Avenue 

Corvallis, OR 97333 
541 -766-6990 
54 1-754-1 729 

MEMORANDUM 

October 28, 2008 

TO: Kathleen Matthews, Community Development 

FROM: Mindy Perez, Accounting 

SUBJECT: Corvallis Tourism Quarterly Report - Q1, FY08-09 

This review consists of inquiries and analytical procedures and i s  very limited in i t s  nature. The 
quarterly financial statements have not been reviewed by a Certified Public Accountant and are the 
representation of the management of Corvallis Tourism. 

During the first quarter of fiscal year 200812009, Corvallis Tourism reported revenues of $92,387 and 
expenditures of $93,387, resulting in a net loss of $1,000. This i s  $4,610 better than the Q1 budgeted 
net loss of $5,610. Corvallis Tourism maintains a strong cash position, with Net Assets of $51,800 only 
slightly below 4408. 

The City of Corvallis funded $84,488 of economic development funds to Corvallis Tourism in the first 
quarter of FY08109. This represents approximately 91% of total revenues for the quarter. Corvallis 
Tourism has accounted for this funding appropriately. 

Nothing has come to  my attention in this review that would be cause for further review or concern. 
Acceptance of the Corvallis Tourism annual report i s  recommended. 

C:\Documents and Settings\matthews\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK4EO\co~allis tourism ql09.doc 
Page 1 of 1 
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Cowallls, Oregon Convention & Visrtors Bureau 

First Quarter Repor$ 2008/2009 
(Jab-Sept 2008) 



'.C%. ' ?.-q, p Corvallis, Oregon Convention & V~sltors Bureau 

Quarterly Report 

Table of Contents 

Corvallis Tourism Monthly Statistical Reports 

Balance Sheet 

Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual for Quarter & Last Yr  
Comparison 

Check Register for Quarter 

Bank Statements for Quarter 

Work Plan Completion Report 
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CCVB ADVERTISING STATISTICS 2008-2009 

Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar A P ~  May June 
I Our Advertising I I I I I I 1 2009 1 1 Totals 

Good Housekeeping htt~://www0.adhost.c0mlq/o/~ood.visitcorvallis 
Hits 

Visits 
Total Unique Sites 

Sunset Magazine htt~:l/www0.adhost.comls/u/sun.visitcorvallis Totals 
Hits 

Visits 
Total Unique Sites 

Madden http:llwww0.adhosf.com/plr/pre.visitcorvallis Totals 

1,881 
. 499 

122 

Travel 50 http:l/www0.adhost.com/tlr/travel.visitcorvallis Totals 

13,344 
3,665 

919 

Hits 4,996 
Visits 1,509 

Total Unique Sites 383 

Hits 
Visits 

Total Unique Sites 

Website Users ' Totals 
CCVB site http://stats.visitcorvallis.coni 

2,894 
793 
265 

8,929 
2,391 

657 

3,487 
912 
21 3 

Hits 
Visits 

Total Unique Sites 

Oregon birding Irtll) i istclts ~)leclo111~11 [IIIILI LJI q Totals 

4,597 
1,240 

280 

Hits 
Visits 

Total Unique Sites 

1,547 
448 
114 

3,575 
1,000 

312 

3,751 
916 
256 

340 
4 
3 

253 
3 
2 

1,032,407 
24,110 
14,165 

6,322 
1,740 

50 1 

1,867 
479 
132 

265 
190 
129 

- 
- 
- 

893,066 
20,725 
12,327 

252 
175 
125 

87 
1 
1 

- 

' 

1,925,473 
44,835 
26,492 

230 
168 
124 

747 
343 
249 



CCVB ADVERTISING 'ATISTICS 2008-2009 

ReservationslRoom Nights htt~://~artners.travelhero.com/affiliates/secure/loain.cfm 
Best Western 73668 Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 39,814.00 Feb Mar A P ~  May June Totals 

'~eservations 
Room Nights 
Est. Revenue 

Printed: 10/2/2008 

$30 00 
$48 00 

$2,986 87 

v 

Reservations 
Room Nights 

Budaet Inn 73679 

3 
5 

$559.95 

Reservations 
Room Nights 
Est. Revenue 

Days Itin 73673 

o 
0 

5 
8 

$864.92 

8 
12 

$751 93 

Reservations 
Room Nights 
Est. Revenue 

Est. Revenue 

o 
0 

2 
3 

$379.97 

11 
16 

$973.96 

17 
38 

$3,337.00 

Tot. Res. 62 48 5'1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 161 
Tot. RN 174 85 98 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 357 

TOTAL $ $13,207.23 $7,366.23 $8,845.51 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $29,418 97 

$0.00 

11 
2 0 

$1,260 98 

Econolodge 73675 

$0.00 $0.00 

o 
o 

- 

9 
13 

$1,085.00 

Reservations 
Room Nights 
Est. Revenue 

$0.00 

0 
0 

-- 

8 
25 

$1,665 00 

10 
39 

$2,399.71 

10 
16 

$1,804.84 

34 
76 

$6,087 00 

I-lilton Garden Inn 144499 

9 
19 

$1,369 91 

Reservations 
Room Nights 
Est. Revenue 

12 
19 

$1,504 04 

4 
10 

31 
7 7 

$5,273 66 

I loliday Inn Express 132304 

8 
13 

Reservations 
Room Nights 
Est. Revenue 

$1,358 00, $1,837.00, $3,068 00 

12 
22 

6 
22 

$2,742.00 

24 
45 

I 

Super 8 73674 

, $6,263 00 

1 
3 

$312.00 

Reservations 
Room Nights 
Est. Revenue 

2 
5 

$672 00 

Galaxie 73822 

14 
48 

$2,058 64 

5 
13 

$923.44 

9 
3 0 

$3,726 00 

4 
4 

$295 52 

2 3 
65 

$3,277 60 
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10115108 
Cash Basis 

Corvallis Tourism 

Balance Sheet Prev Year Comparison 
As of September 30,2008 

Sep 30,08 Sep 30,07 $ Change % Change 

ASSETS 
Current Assets 

CheckinglSavings 
Checking 
Money Marketing Account 

Total CheckinglSavings 

Accounts Receivable 
Accounts Receivable 

Total Accounts Receivable 

Total Current Assets 

Fixed Assets 
Accumulated Depreciation 
Office Equipment & Furniture 

Total Fixed Assets 

TOTAL ASSETS 

LIABILITIES & EQUITY 
Liabilities 

Current Liabilities 
Other Current Liabilities 

Corvallis 150th Birthday 
Contingency 
Event Assistance 
June Birthday Picnic 
Newspaper & Radio Advertising 

Total Corvallis 150th Birthday 

Cotvallis Book Sales 
Oregon Business Magazine 
Payroll Liabilities 

Total Other Current Liabilities 

Total Current Liabilities 

iota1 Liabilities 

Equity 
Net Assets 
Net Income 

Total Equity 

TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 



2 3 1  PM 

1011 5/08 

Cash Basis 

Corvallis Tourism 

Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual 
July through September 2008 

Income 
Beginning Fund Balance 
City of Corvallis 
Co-op Advertising Revenues 
Co-op Promotions lncome 
Commissions 
Corvallis Travel Store 
Information packets 
Interest lncome 
Membership 
Relo Packets 
Souvenir lncome 
Ticket Sales 

Total lncome 

Expense 
Administration 
ConferenceslEducation 
Direct Mail 
MarketinglAdvertising 
MarketinglDues 
MarketinglEnterkainment 
Marketingllnternet 
MarketinglPost.Ship 
MarketinglPrinting 
MarketinglPromotions 
MarketinglPubiic Relations 
MarketinglResearch 
MarketinglSales Trips 
MarketingKelephone 
MarketingNisitor Services 
Personnel 

Total Expense 

Net Income 

Jul - Sep 08 Budget $ Over Budget % of Budget 



2008-2009 Work Plan 

/ w=working / x=action month /c=completed / N=Not done 

I / 
I 

I 
I i 1  

1 1  

SECTION 

Group 
ACTIVITY J / A  

G1 
62 
G 3 
G4 
G 5 
G 6 

G 7 
G8 
G9 
G 10 
G l l  
612 
G 13 
G 14 

SECTION 

Leisure 
L1 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L5 
L6 
L7 
L8 
L9 
L10 
L11 
L12 
L13 
L14 
L15 
L16 
L17 
L18 
L19 
L20 
L2 1 

L22 
L2 3 

S I O  

MPI Advertising 1 
SGMP Advertising 
Quarterly Meeting e-news 
New Meeting Brochure 
Conference Template 
Monthly Members Report 
Meeting Trade Shows 
Monthly Sales Reports 
Quarterly Sales Missions 
Meeting Managers Toolbox 
Client Site Inspections 
Develop Low Season Action Plan 

1 
Improve RFP on-line download 

ACTIVITY 

Birding Brochure 
Purchase Binoculars 
Audbon Advertising 
Corvallis Restaurant Week 
YouTube Interviews 

J J N 

I 
c 

1 

J I A  

14 

F I M / A / M  D 

c 

c c  

Historic Brochure Printing 
Launch New Website 5 - 1  

Promote the Scene 

x 

x 

x 

I c  
c 

x 

1 

x 

I 

Trolley Tours / C  

x 

c 

n x  

s 

C 

x 

/ C  

I~ 

x 

n n x  

x 

, x  
x 

o 

c 

I x  

I I 

x 
x 

x 

J 

I X  
X X / X X  

1 

I 1  

x x  
x 

c 
x 

N 

Launch Online Gift Shop 
E-Brochure 
New Destination Guide --- 
Advertising I 

KEZl Festival Campaign 
On-Line Ticket Sales 
Launch 2nd Phase of Site 
Obtain DMAl Certification 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

, 

x 

c / X  

X i  

x x  

x x  

----- 

x 

x x x x  

x / 

1 

D / J  

r 
c c c  
c c  

I 1  I 

x 

x x x  

F 

c 

I l l  

1 1 / X  

M A  

1 ! X I  
X I  / I x  

c 

1 

x 

Launch GoSeeCorvallis / / C  

M 

/ /  

x 

X / X  

I 

x Launch Oregon Bike tours 
Google Adword Campaigns 
Hold Festival & Events Meeting 
Festival Surveys 

/ X  x x / X  

( I x  
c /c 

c c c  



2008-2009 Worl: Plan 

- - 

I 
I 1 1 ;  1 1  I 

SECTION /ACTIVITY IJ I A  IS  1 0  IN D / J  IF IM \A IM / J  

1 I /  1 
x 

I 

1x1 

Public Relations 
P 1 /upgrade Media Page 

1 1 '  
1 1  i  

X /  / 
l i  

X  

P2 
P3 

I X  
c 

Upgrade Photogallery 
Create Pubiicity Hooks 

X  1 

x 

1 x 1  
P5 
P6 
P7 

x Meeting Magazine Articles 
Speaking Engagements 
Tourism Awards Luncheon 

P8 
P9 
PI0 

X /  / X  j / x  / 
! x  

X I x  
1 

Quarterly Style E-Newsletters 
Restaurant Week Publicity 
Update Media List 

x 

C /  X  

3 

X  

P I 1  

P12 
PI3 

- 
X /  I 

1 1  
! X i  

x / x x  

x ! 

I 

X 

-- 

Maintain entry into GoSee 
Maintain entry into Social Network 
Microsite support campaign 

1 
I 

X  

_- x 

x 

X  

I I 
C I C  

----- 

x 

/ I X  

/ / X  

' X  

/ X  

1 

PI4 
Sports Commission 
S 1 
52 
S3 
54 
S5 
S6 

I I 
I I 

I 

x 

X 

Update Sports Data Base 

SECTION 
Visitor Services 
V1 
V2 
V3 

x 

X 

S7 

Re-design e-newsletter 

Create as separate identity 
Obtain proper backing 
Sales Blitz of OSU Coaches 
Peak to Corvallis Rally Org 
Sports Equipment Sponsors - -  

/ / I  

/ / 

1 1  -- 
ACTIVITY 

Have visitors contribute to GoSee 

J / A  

1 

V4 / ~ o d ~ i n ~  Availability Report Weekly / 1 

I 

Disseminate leads to membership / / 
,Maintain Satelite Stations Monthly 1 / 

S 0 

c x  
c x  / V5 

I 
M / A  /M / J  

I I 
N ID 

X / X  

X I X  
x 

x x  

Relocation Boxes 

V10 
V11 
V12 
V13 
V14 
Administration 
A1 

J / F  

C  

X 

x 
x 

x 

V6 
V7 
V8 
V9 

L l  

x x j x  / x / x  jx 

x x x  
x x  

1 

x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

/ X  

Expand distribution by 5 new outlets 
Luggage Tags 
Monthly Statistical Report 
Website Surveys 
Obtain 7 Train new volunteers 

Obtain DMAl Certification 

c / x  / x  / x  

X  jx 
x / x  / X  

C X / X ~ X , X X X  

X / X X X  

x 

C C X X X , X X  

1 / 
/ /  

c / c  / c  
In 

/ I X  
c -- 

Table Tent Cards / / c  
Visitor Profile Study / / 

A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 

X  

x / x  / x  

/ 1 l x  
I /  

All volunteers Q Certified 
Free dessert coupons 

Membership Renewal I I 
I 

x 

X / X  

1 

I 

1 X X / X / X  

/ X I /  

Paint interio of offices 1 1 

I 

x 

x 
x 

x x  

x 

Membership Satisfaction Survey 
Board Ballot 

x j x b l  \ I 

x 
x 

l c  I 

1 1  
I t  
TI 

x /x  / x  
x / x / x  

' C  ! X  / x  

/ / I 1 / / / /  

x 

I 
! 1 

x / x  

I 
I 

/ X  I I 



2008-2009 Work Plan 

SECTION 

WVVA 
w1 
W2 

/ / / j  
A 'S 1 0  N ID  

/ 
ACTIVITY 

Membership 

W3 1 Bookeeping 

! ! I ! /  
J F IM  ;A  / M  I J  

I '  I i /  
J 

x / X  / X  

WVVA Phone 

c Ic x / X  / X  c / X  / X  / X  

x x  C / C  x c x x  / X  x x I X  



The Business Enferprise Cenfer, Inc. 

Mid-Willamete Valley's 
Business Accelerator 
"Success Starts Here" 

December 3.2008 

City of Corvallis 
Attention: Kathleen Matthews 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339-1 083 

Dear MS. Matthews, 

In accordance with the reporting requirements of the funding agreement between the 
City of Corvallis and The Business Enterprise Center executed on July 1, 2006, please 
accept the following as a summary of the activities for the first quarter of FY 08 - 09 (July 
- September 2008). 

The Business Enterprise Center (BEC) continues to fulfill it's mission: "To stimulate and 
support the development of emerging businesses resulting in the creation and retention 
of jobs in the region". The BEC is achieving this by engaging in the following activities. 

Providing advisory team for each resident and affiliate client of The BEC. Our advisory 
teams are comprised of one mentor who is on our board of directors and two advisors 
who may or may not be members of The Bec's board of directors. The advisory teams 
meet regularly with "their mentee businesses" . The team guides the new business 
through the start-up and growth process and then on to identifying potential funding 
resources as appropriate. 

During the last quarter we served 15 businesses, either as residents or affiliates - two 
"graduated" from The BEC and have opened offices in Corvallis and have hired 
additional staff. 

The BEC has provided training for residents and the business community through our 
brown bag seminars and SCORE workshops each month. 

We have continued our efforts to recruit new businesses to The BEC and our community. 

Through a grant from Benton County we have hired an Executive Director who started 
at the beginning of the 2nd quarter. 

Thank you for your continued support of local entrepreneurs & economic development! 

Regards, 

Kathleen Hutchinson, 

Executive Director - Business Enterprise Center 
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Cowallis Economic Development 
for June-Aug, 2008 

John Sechrest 

Executive Summary 
The summer of 2008 was a busy summer for outreach and 
connections. Several significant changes occured over the summer, 
including the hiring of a director for the BEC, a commitment to the 
Willamette Angel Conference, and progress on the available 
industrial land inventory. 

Introduction 
Following the Start, Move, Grow model for approaching economic 
development, a majority of the efforts are focused on the "Start" 
side of the discussion. Using the Cowallis Business Ecosystem 
diagram (attached) as a guide, we made progress in all aspects of 
the process: 

e Outreach 
e Business Facilitation 
e Funding 
s Acceleration 
e Clusters 

OUTREACH 
An ongoing program of connecting to Economic Development 
efforts around the Northwest and within the community continued. 
The Greenlight Portland project is a project worthy of paying 
attention to. 

Outreach efforts included: 
e CHS Student meeting 

s Greenlight Portland 

Oregon Business Plan 

David Kenny of BEST 
Eugene Smartups 

e Ignite Portland 

Seattle Live Pitch 



e OSU engineering 
e Corvallis Co-Working 

e City Club - Town and Gown 

e Corvallis Entrepreneurs Forum 

ENTREPRENEUR SUPPORT 
Met with 17 entrepreneurs looking at business startups in one on 
one meetings 

BUSINESS FACILITATION 
SWOT Business Facilitation met regularly through the quarter, 
seeing four proposals. 

Biodiesel Plant 

ADASA - RFID 

Zaps Technologies 
- Water Quality Monitoring 

Alpzite 
- Pet Tracking device 

FUNDING 
After evaluating several possible projects for the year, the 
Economic Development committee at the Chamber of Commerce 
selected the Willamette Angel Conference as the primary task of 
the year. After several weeks of due dilligence to evaluate if it 
would be possible to run an effective event, the committee 
concluded that it was would be possible to create an Angel 
Investing Conference to be held in Corvallis at the CH2M Alumni 
Center on May 14'~. 

The Conference will provide a venue for local investors and local 
entrepreneurs to connect. It will have an award of a $150,000 
investment to the best company presentation. The conference also 
provides a center of focus for several other activities that will 
amplify the Corvallis Business Ecosystem process. Classes for new 
investor and for budding entrepreneurs will be targeted for the first 
quarter of 2009. This is targeted as being a regional conference 
that will engage the surrounding six counties. More information is 
available at http://www.willametteconference.com 



ACCELERATION 
Over the summer, the Business Enterprise Center started recruiting 
for and hired a new director. Kathleen Hutchinson has previous 
non-profit experience and brings a great deal of energy to the 
position. 

CLUSTERS 
Cluster support activities continue. There were regular meetings of 
the Etailing peer support group. The EVP 12.2 Sustainable 
Industries Cluster support effort continued to meet, drawing up 
plans for additional actions that could be taken. A series of 
meetings to connect with potential partners was outlined. 

In collaboration with the Benton County Wine Association, we 
provided support and guidence for the creation of a Wine Industry 
Poster 
(attached). 

AIRPORT INDUSTRIAL PARK MANAGEMENT 
Discussions with 3 companies about land at AIP 
. No specific progress was made. Two companies were not eligable 
for the Enterprise Zone. Over the summer, all of the buildings at the 
AIP are leased and unavailable for new prospects. There were 
discussions over the summer around a build to suit program. 

RECRUITMENT 
Several recruitment leads were provided by the OECDD program. 
The projects remain heavily dominated by Solar requests. The 
requirements to provide more than 10MW of power makes 
responses difficult. 

Project BOSS - BioScience/Pharmacutical 

Project MIT - Solar - Silicon manufacturer 



Project Ferro - Solar manufacturer 

Project Redbird - Food processing 

Project Pine - Solar - 63MW growing to 90MW 

Project Go - Manufacturing and Distribution - 12MW 

Food Processing project - (unnamed) 
recieved 8/26 2:14pm, response due 8/27 4:OOpm 

ADVOCACY 
Provided support for two companies applying for Angel Funding in 
the Portland Angel Community 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
Over the summer months, an intern was able to make significant 
progress on an available lands inventory and a collecting data 
about traded-sector companies. The Land inventory and company 
data connect to EVP goals 5.1 and 5.3 

The Benton Corvallis Enterprise Zone 
became official in June. A few inquiries about the zone came in, but 
no applications were made to the program. 

Significant energy was put into supporting the Corvallis 
Sustainability Coalition 
efforts to provide a public process around sustainability 





To: Ken Gibb 
From: Bruce Hecht 
Date: November 20,2008 

Subject: Oregon Natural Step Network Econonlic Development Grant I st Quarter Report FY08 - 09 

Finances: 
During the period from July lst, 2008 to October 15th, 2008 we completed 50 hours of labor and had 
$176.21 of expenses for copies, journals, office supplies, and event fees. At our contract-billing rate we have 
spent $1 176.21 for work associated with our submitted plan this quarter. Year to date expenditures are 
$1 176.2 1 or 18% of total grant monies with 25% of the contract period completed. 

Staffing Update: Unfortunately Andrea Norris has decided to leave the position of coordinator for the local 
chapter of The Natural Step. Andrea was working two other jobs that recently increased their responsibilities 
and felt like she was unable to devote the time necessary to The Natural Step position. We wish her 
continued success. Bruce Hecht and Maureen Beezhold are working to determine next steps for the 
organization. 

Here is an update on our work in alignment with our submitted plan: 

Support retention, expansion and development of professional service, conzmercial and manufacturing 
firms that are compatible with the community and that provide for a diverse ecorzomic base. 

c The 12.2 Sustainable Business Cluster Prosperity That Fits team continues to be led by ONSN. Items on 
the team's agenda include meeting with regional sustainability experts for guidance, connecting with the 
Corvallis Sustainability Coalition economic work group to leverage our work together, developing a 
marketing plan for our Sustainable Enterprise Zone and convening a local food cluster. 

Support programs, projects and activities, wiziclz encourage local spending, thereby sustaining tlze local 
economy. 

We continue to start Northwest Earth Institute (NWEI) courses at a rate of about 6 per quarter including 
Choices for Sustainable Living, which promotes supporting local business and Menu for the Future 
which promotes local food purchasing through farms and markets. 

Support education and training programs that enhance the availabili f y  and productivity of the local work 
force. 

We have scheduled two Fall events, "Blue Skies for the Beijing Olympics: A Look at the Big 
Sustainability Issues in Modern China" Presented by Dr. Hu Tao, Chief Economist of the Policy 
Research Center, State Environmental Protection Administration of China and a co-sponsored event with 
the OSU College of Business presented by Country Natural Beef and their sustainability efforts. 

Support Bnancial and teclenical assistance programs tlz at are available to business startulps, small 
business development, local product development and environmentally responsible modernization 

Because of the loss of Andrea as coordinator we have been delayed on engaging a business advisory 
team. We plan to work with the local business and sustainability community over the next month to 
determine a direction for this specific project. 

Facilitate parttzerships witlz public, non-profit, educational and private sector organizations to maximize 
tlze effectiveness of economic development resources. 



We continue to participate in efforts to ensure the success of the Corvallis Sustainability Coalition (CSC) 
by participating as part of the Health / human services workgroup and the executive committee. 

e We participated all three days at DaVinci Day's Green Town area providing information regarding The 
Natural Step Framework as well has making available a hands on Ecological Footprint computer 
calculator. 

Next Quarters Focus 

e Continue to move forward the sustainable business cluster action item (12.2) from the Prosperity That 
Fits plan. 
Continue to support the Corvallis Sustainability Coalition in its efforts to develop a community wide 
sustainability initiative. 

a Regroup regarding the leadership and direction of the organization with support fiom the local business 
and sustainability community. 

e Execute our Fall events 

Sincerely, 

Bruce Hecht 



460 SW Madison, Suite 9 
Corvallis 88 97333 

PO Box 1536 
Cowallis OR 97339 

(541) 754-6624 
FAX (541) 75s-4723 

www.downtowncorvallis.org 

Amy Childers, President, 
Starbucks 

Jerry Groesz, Vice-President, 
1" American Title 

Les Boudreaux, Treasurer, 
 ownt town Property Owner 
Deanna Carr, eo-Treasurer, 

Elements Building 
John Coleman, Secretary, 

Coleman Jewelers 
Robin Brown, 
Brown House 

Cloud Davidson, 
Clloard 9Dovsnnward Dog 

Rob Gandara, 
Pipemakers Union 
Catherine Holdorf, 
Sibling Revelry 

Mr. Cary Stephens 
Barnhisel, Willis, Bnrlow & Stephens 

Scott Stoller 
Benton County Fairgrounds 

Staff 
Joan Wessell, 

Executive Director 
joan@downtowncorvailis.org 

Sarah Johnson, 
City Planning 
Trish Daniels, 
City Council 
Dave Henslee, 

Corvallis Police Department 
Dianna Simpson, 

Benton County Sheriff 
Corvdlis Tourism 
Corvallis Chamber 

ASOSU 

Date: October 15,2008 , I 
ab: Administrative Services Cornmitt 
From: Joan VVessell, Executive Director 
Subject: First Quarter Report BY 2008-200 

Ths report includes updates on the following ~ o w n f i w n  Corvallis 
Association projects: Downtown Image Marketing Campaign, 
Economic Enhancement, Red Whte & Blue Riverfront Festival 2008, 
Holiday Pole Ornaments, DCA Website Enhancement and Economic 
Improvement District. 

The Downtown Corvallis Association continues efforts to produce 
quality programs and events in response to requests fiom the City, and 
Corvallis area citizens, always in keeping with DCA's mission: "to 
iinprove and promote the aesthetic and cultural vitality of Downtown 
Corvallis as a regional center". DCA's first quarter was fruitful and 
productive with efforts focused on supporting and enhancing the local 
economy and enhancing Downtown Corvallis, the heart of our 
comnunity. 

The Downtown Corvallis Association continues developing programs 
to introduce and continue drawing OSU faculty, students, and staff to 
Downtown. The DCA maintains connections with representatives 
from various OSU departments to strategize for ways to attract the 
OSU population to Downtown Corvallis. In addition to currently 
working with OSU Alumni Association to bring back the traditional 
Homecoming parade, the DCA recently sponsored another successful, 
'LA Slice of Downtown Corvallis 2008", welcoming OSUYs new and 
transfer students Downtown during New Student Week with free food 
samples, music, "Beaver BTNGO". 

To effectively market Downtown 
Corvallis, the DCA utilizes "branding" and "top of mind awareness" 
strategies with. frequent repetition in various media, to targeted 
audiences, to encourage people to th~nk of Downtown for dining, 
shopping, meetings and entertaisment. The DCA markets Downtowi~ 
on radion, televion, YouTube, the DCA's website, Corvallis City 
Guide, local and regional print media, the DCA's D o m t o m  
Directorylhstoric walking map, and the "Experience Corvallis" 
brochwrelmap (a collaborative effort of the DCA, dsiVinci Days, Fall 
Festival, and the Benton County Fair). The strategic and 
complementary mix of print and broadcast media conveys the 
Downtown message to a broad range of potential custolners and users 
of the countless amenities available in Downtown Corvallis. 

"To improve and promde the economicj aesthetic and cultural vitality of Downtown Gorvallis as a regional center" 



D o m t o m  Economic Enhancement: Throughout the year, the DCA offers business 
education opportunities to cormnunity entreprenuers, including an informative five-six 
part seminar series. After surveying DCA Members, seminar topics are selected by 
Economic Enhance Committee members. The series is developed through a partnershp 
between the DCA and Linn-Benton Community College Small Business Development 
Department's Alan Fudge, who helps secure speakers. Through the seminars, the DCA is 
able to deliver business development strategies to strengthen Corvallis' business 
community. In an effort to draw a larger crowd and provide beneficial training for 
Corvallis businesses, registration fees are kept low and discounts are offered to those 
registering for the entire series. DCA's 2009 5-part seminar series, titled "Staying Alive 
in 2009" will run from January 27 through March 3. This series will focus on how to 
strengthen your business through the current market condition. Seminar titles will 
include: "Keep Your Best Customers (customer retention strategies)", "Delivering 
Legendary Service", "Hunker Down & Stay Smart", "Energize Your Workplace", and 
"How to Make Tough Employee Decisions". 

DCA's Economic Enhancement Committee continues contacting and recruiting 
businesses to complement existing Downtown businesses, inarketing Downtown 
vacancies and coordinating efforts with cominercial Realtors and property owners to help 
maintain a healthy mix in Downtown Corvallis. Committee recruitment efforts include 
paying visits to prospective tenants, hand~delivering and mailing recruitment packets to 
targeted businesses, srnd conducting preference surveys cf c ~ : ~ u n i t y  members. 

The DCA's Executive Director continues working in collaboration with LBCC Small 
Business Development Department, WNHS MicroBusiness, CIBA, and the Chamber on 
a Business Mentoring program to help strengthen the business acumen of entrepreneurs 
in Corvallis and surrounding communities. The program provides Inentoring to startup 
business owners wishing to expand their business knowledge, resource base and 
networlung opportunities. 

Red White & Blue Riverfront Festival 2008: For the 2007 and 2008 Festivals, the 
DCA honored the city's request to drop the admission fee for DCA's largest fundraiser of 
the year. Although Festival organizers were concerned that the move might be 
problematic, we were pleasantly surprised, that through generous sponsorshps and gate 
donations from most attendees, Festival earnings, although lower than when there was an 
entry fee, were respectable. The venture was a leap of faith that the co~nmunity would 
support the Festival through their generous donations and sponsorship of the event. Tn 
an effort to continue offering the Festival without a gate, the RW&B Committee will 
solicit both individual and business/corporate sponsors for the 2009 Festival. Tn a move 
to attract a broader audience and greater variety of musical talent, in 2008 the Coinmittee 
voted to change the name of the event to "Red White & Blue Riverfront Festival". 
In support of the DCA and Downtown enhancement programs, Members of the 
Downtown business community generously donate isignificant hours to this DCA= 
sponsored event. 



Domtown Holiidav Pole Ornaments: The beautiful new snowflake Holiday Pole 
ornaments have been warmly received by the community, and their presence enhances 
the community's Holiday environment. Prior to Thanksgiving, the snowflalres are 
installed in Downtown and along 9th Street in early November, and remain in place 
through the first of the year. Besides adding a special elegance to Corvallis through the 
Holidays, the snowflake lights provide additional security by casting soft lighting on 
streets and sidewalks during darker winter nights. 

DCA Website Enhancement: The DCA is pleased with with progress on development of 
DCA's new website. We are working with web-design tecbcians Jeff Jimerson, of 
Madison Avenue Collective and Rebecca Badger, of Edge Design under the capable 
Qrection of web-design specialis Micah Dougherty, owner of Mighty Refreshing. 
Anticipated completion date is earlyzmid November. 

Economic lm ~rovernen t District: The Downtown Corvallis Association is satisfied 
with the 54% collection rate from billing for 2007-20 11 Economic Iinprovement District. 
The E D  provides the DCA with stable funding, which allows the organization to 
continue to focus on nurturing and maintaining a robust, vibrant and healthy Downtown 
commercial and residential district. The DCA is grateful to City staff for assistance with 
collection/distribution of E D  funds. 



MEMO 
To: Administrative Services ~ p 6 m i t t e e  

Karen Emery, Director j@ 
Frorn: Steve DeGhetto, Recreation Division Manager AIC 
Date: October 13, 2008 
Subject: Corvallis Environmental Center 2007-2008 Annual Re~o r t  

Issue: 
To review and recommend the City Council accept the annual report from the Corvallis 
Environmental Center (CEC) in compliance with the FY 2007-2008 funding agreement. 

Background: 
The City Council approved a funding allocation of $1 5,000 to CEC in FY 2007-2008. 
According to the agreement between the City and CEC, the funds were to be applied to 
the cost of nature education programs to Corvallis residents that compliment the Parks 
and Recreation program, serve as leverage to obtain grants, and provide staff a living 
wage. 

Discussion: 
The CEC annual report and financial statements reflect a net income of $14,362 at the 
end of December, 2007. The $15,000 allocation from the City is 12.5% of its total 
income. 

The following are highlights from FY 07-08: 
0 Expanded Avery House Nature Center's early childhood environmental 

education programs 
0 Increased enrollment in both youth and adult nature education classes at 

Avery House Nature Center by 20% 
0 Participated in Kid's Day for Conservation and create an interactive 

nature-based learning activity 
Provided opportunities for the Youth Volunteer Corps to work at the youth 
Garden project and learn about sustainable agriculture 

0 Hosted EarthFaire and Procession of Species 
Created the Youth Garden Project's new Farm to School project. This 
program is aimed at increasing the amount of local foods available for 
Corvallis school breakfast and lunch menus 
Produced an Eco-Film Festival 



Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the Administrative Services Committee recommend City Council 
accept the CEC FY 2007-2008 annual report, as written. 

Review and Concur: 

fl S. Nelson, City Manager Nancy B ew r, Finance Director 0 
Attachments: Financial Review, Finance Department 

CEC Annual Report 
CEC FallNVinter Newsletter 
Funding Agreement, City of Corvallis and CEC 



CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

MEMORANDUM 

Octaber 28, 2008' 

Finance Department 
500 S W  Madison Avenue 

Corvallis, OR 97333 
541 -766-6990 
541 -754-1 729 

TO: Alice Renner, Parks and Recreation 

FROM: Cynthia Chavez, Accounting 

SUBJECT: Review of Corvallis Environmental Center Annual Report, FY 2007 

After thorough review of the services contract between the City of Corvallis and Corvallis 
Environmental Center, there are no contractual provisions that currently exist that require CEC to 
furnish financial statements to the City. This review i s  done per the request of Alice Renner after 
receiving annual financial statements from Corvallis Environmental Center. 

This review consists of inquiries and analytical procedures and i s  very Limited i n  i t s  nature. The annual 
financial statements have not been audited or reviewed by a Certified Public Accountant and are the 
representation of the management of Corvallis Tourism. 

During the fiscal year 2007, Corvallis Environmental Center reported revenues of $1 17,561 and 
expenditures of $104,422, resulting in a net income of $13,139. Corvallis Environmental Center 
maintains a strong cash position, with unrestricted Net Assets of $36,777. 

Per verification of financial records, the City of Corvallis has funded $55,000 over a period of 3 years to  
Corvallis Environmental Center as follows: $20,000 on in  August 2006, $20,000 in July 2007 per 
addendum 1, and 15,000 in August 2008 per contract addendum 2. The City has provided CEC with 17% 
of i t s  annual income for year ended December 31, 2007 and CEC has accounted for this funding 
appropriately. 

Nothing has come to my attention in this review that would be cause for further review or concern. 
Acceptance of the Corvallis Environmental Center annual report i s  recommended. 
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Stephen DeGhetto 
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1310 SW Avery Park Dr. 
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RE: Annual Report on use of City Funds 

September 19,2008 

Dear Stephen, 

The Corvallis Environmental Center (CEC) would like to thank the City of Corvallis 
for its continued iinancial suppoa of our programs during 2007/2008. The City's 
valuable contribution makes it possible for the Corvallis Environmental Center to 
continue its efforts to provide learning opportunities and resources for our community 
to pursue ecologically, socially, and economically sustainable practices. 

Recognition of the City's support was graciously acknowledged in our Fall/Winter 2008 
newsletter (enclosed). 

Throughout 2007/2008, the Corvallis Environmental Center used City funding to: 

Expand Avery House Nature Center's early childhood environmental education 
programs. This included preschool classes, parent involvement with exploration 
of local natural areas, and plans for a new outdoor educational play area; 

e Increase enrollment in both youth and adult nature education classes at Avery 
House Nature Center by 20%; 

e Allow Avery House Nature Center to participate in IQds Day for Conservation 
and create an interactive nature-based learning activity; 

Launch the Youth Garden Project's new Farm to School project. This program 
is aitned at increasing the amount of local foods available for Corvallis school 
breakfast and lunch menus; 

e Host &a Sandberg, a junior in Civil Engineering at Tuft's University, as an 
intern for the Youth Garden Project; 

e Provide opportunities for the Youth Volunteer Corp to work at the Youth 
Garden Project and learn about sustainable agriculture; 

P.O. Box 2189,214 SW Monroe Ave. Corvallis, OR 97339 
(541) 753-921 1 www.corvallisenvironmentalcenter.org 



e Support the Resource Efficiency Program through outreach and education materials 
in conjunction with Energy Trust of Oregon; 

e Incorporate the Corvallis Community Gardens as a new program of the Corvafis 
Environmental Center; 

- Focus on outreach and education activities that included: 
e Distribution of a monthly e-calendar of local sustainability events to 400+ local 

residents. Calendars contained between 15-25 local and regional events, and many 
were free; 

e Signrhcant progress on the Willamette River Water Quality Map, a map of our 
watershed. The map listed point-source permittees, Oregon Water Quality Index 
scores, mixing zones, 303 (d) information, and impermeable surfaces, among many 
other details. The final version is available in print through the CEC and online at 
htt~://water.ore~onstate.edu/~roiects/willwq.htm. To date, map orders include 
City of Portland Bureau of Environmental Services, middle and hgh school 
teachers throughout the Willamette Valley, Oregon State University, and public 
service organizations; 

e The Annual February Eco-Film Festival, which celebrated with five Fridays in 
2008's Leap Year. Our movies were shown to audiences of 60-1 10, and each 
screening was followed by an informal discussion. Friday, February 22's festival 
was a showing of four short films, and two of the filmmakers were able to attend 
and answer questions afterwards; 
The loLh annual EarthFaire celebration in downtown Corvallis. This year's event 
included 35 organizations focused on sustainability and environmental issues; 

e Coordination, in partnership with the City of Cornallis, of the annual Procession 
of the Species; 

e Partnering with Northwest Earth Institute to create 'Your Green Home" for 
daVinci Days' "Green Town;" 

e Representing the CEC on the steering committee of the Corvallis Sustainability 
Coalition and participating in the Town Hall Meetings. 

In closing, the City's financial support allowed the Corvallis Environmental Center to 
provide public outreach and education through our downtown office. Many out of town 
visitors routinely mention, "I wish we had a downtown environmental center like this one in 
OW home town!" 

On behalf of the Corvallis Environmental Center and its board, thank you for your 
continued support! 

Sincerely, 

Joleen Schilling, Director 
Corvallis Environmental Center 

P.O. Box 2189,214 SW Monroe Ave. Corvallis, OR 97339 
(541) 753-921 1 www.corcrallisenvironmenta1center.org 



09/09/08 

Cash Basis 

Corvallis Environmental Center 
Year-to-Date lncome & Expenses 

January through December 2007 

lncome 
Donations 
Grants 
Contract lncome 
Program Fees 
Rent lncome 
Special Events 
Sales 
Interest lncome 

Total lncome 

Expense 
Fund Transfer 
Accounting Fees 
Bank Service Charges 
Contract Services 
Displays & Exhibits 
Dues & Subscriptions 
Equipment Rental & Maintena ... 
Insurance 
InternetIWeb expenses 
Miscellaneous 
Payroll Expenses 
Postage 
Printing & Reproduction 
Rent 
Small Equipment 
Supplies 
Telephone 
Training 
Transportation 
Utilities1 Occupancy 

TOTAL 

Total Expense 

Net lncome 



Distdbution of City of Cornallis Funds Received by the 
Corvallis Environmental Center in 2007 

- -- - - -  - - - ---- 
Garden Project EarthFaire and Procession 

O Eco-Film Festiml General Outreach -1 















CONTRACT ADDENDUM #2 

This contract addendum, dated the 1st day of July 2008, amends the contract entered into 
on June 14, 2006 between the City of Cowallis, a municipal corporation of the State of 
Oregon, hereafter called "CITY" and The Corvallis Environmental Center, an Oregon not 
for profit corporation, hereafter called "CEC." 

1 The City and CEC agree to modify the original contract as follows: 

Modify the notifications line: 
Cowallis Environmental Center 
Attn: Joleen Schilling 
PO Box 21 89 
Corvallis, OR 97339-21 89 
541-753-921 1 

Extend TERM 

1 . I  Contract is extended July I, 2008 through June 30, 2009. 

Modify REPORTS: 

2.3.2 CEC agrees to provide the City an annual report corresponding to 
the term of this addendum, by September 1, 2009 regarding the 
amount and kinds of services provided to the cornmirniiy as 
measured through the CEC's progress toward achieving the goals 
of their request submitted to the City and approved by City Council. 

Modify DISBURSEMENT OF FUNDS: 

3.1 The City agrees to pay to the CEC the sum of $15,000, to be  
applied to the cost of the programs as described in the Scope of 
Service. 

In the event that funds from this Program cease to exist, either 
because of fiscal constraints or City Council action, and/or 
replacement funding is not available through Federal or State 
Agencies, it is understood that the City of Corvallis will use no other 
monies to provide this grant without specific City Council 
authorization. 

3.2 City agrees to disburse monies corresponding to this Addendum 
within 30 days of both CEC and City signing the Addendum. 

2 All other terms and conditions in the original agreement remain as originally 
identified. 



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have herewith executed their signatures. 

CITY OF CORVALLIS: 

Approved as to Form: 

CORVALLIS ENVIRONMENTAL 
CENTER: 

Contract Addendum - City and Corvallis Environmental Center 

Joleen %-6q', \\in9 i 

Printed name and title 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS and CORVALLIS ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER 
FUNDING AGREEMENT 

This funding agreement, hereinafter referred to as the "Agreement", dated this 14th day of June, 2006 is made 
and entered into by and between the CITY OF CORVALLIS, a municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to 
as the "City" and THE CORVALLIS ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER, a 501 (c)3 Oregon non-profit organization, 
hereinafter referred to as the "CEC". 

All notifications necessary under this contract shall be addressed to: 

City of Corvallis 
Attention: Karen Emery 
131 0 SW Avery Park Dr 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
Telephone: 541.754.1703 

Corvallis Environmental Center 
Attention: Tracy Noel 
PO Box 21 89 
Corvallis, OR 97339-21 89 
Telephone: 541.753-921 1 

RECITALS 

A. The City of Corvallis desires to provide financial assistance to the Corvallis Environmental Center for a 
period of one year so that the Corvallis Environmental Center may provide indoor and outdoor 
environmental educational activities and staffing. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the following promises, covenants, and conditions, the parties hereto 
agree as follows: 

I TERM: 

1 .I This agreement shall be effective from July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2007. 

1.2 If this agreement crosses fiscal years, funding for future years is contingent upon the City Council 
adopting appropriations. 

2 GRANTEE OBLIGATIONS: 

As a condition of receiving this grant, the CEC agrees to undertake each of the following activities (the 
"Program") during the entire term of this Agreement: 

2.1 Scope of Service: 

2.1 . I  Provide indoor and outdoor nature education classes and programs to Corvallis residents 
targeting pre-K-12 and adults. 

2.1.2 Provide educational programs and activities addressing sustainability. 

2.1.3 Provide nature education programs, classes and activities that compliment the Parks and 
Recreation program. 

2.1.4 Work cooperatively with other agencies who provide environmental and sustainability 
education. 

2.1.5 Leverage the City's contribution to assist in obtaining grants. 

2.1.6 Acknowledge the City's contribution through Parks and Recreation in CEC publications, as 
appropriate. include in the annual report how this was completed. 

2.1.7 Provide staff a living wage. 

2.1.8 Provide an annual report by March 1" of each year describing how the scope of service was 
accomplished for the previous Fiscal Year. 
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2.2 CEC Administration: 

2.2.1 Handle all organizational administrative duties and pay all bills. 
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2.2.2 Provide policies and guidelines for proposed programs and projects, including eligibility and 
program requirements, as may be requested by the City. 

2.2.3 Hire staff and train volunteers to perform the duties of the CEC. 

2.2.4 Maintain personnel policies for CEC employees and volunteers which include a statement 
that the CEC will not discriminate against any applicant or employee on the basis of age, 
race, color, sex, familial status, marital status, religion, physical or mental disability, national 
origin or ancestry, source of income, or sexual orientation. 

2.2.5 Obtain and maintain all required licenses, registrations, accreditations, and inspections from 
any and all agencies governing the operations of the CEC. The CEC shall ensure that its staff 
and volunteers shall also obtain and maintain required licenses, registrations, accreditations, 
and inspections from all agencies governing the CEC's operations hereunder. 

2.2.6 Maintain in good standing the status of the CEC as a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit corporation, 
without suspension by the Oregon Secretary of State or Internal Revenue Service. Any 
change in or suspension of such status shall be reported immediately to the City. 

Without prejudice to any other provisions of this agreement, the CEC shall, where applicable, 
maintain the confidential nature of information provided to it concerning participants in its 
various programs in accordance with the requirements of federal and state law. However, 
the CEC shall submit to the City all records requested, including audit, examinations, 
monitoring, and verifications of reports submitted by the CEC, costs incurred and services 
rendered hereunder. All CEC disbursements of funds provided by the City pursuant to this 
agreement shall comply with applicable laws, rules, and regulations pertaining thereto. Any 
such disbursement which is inconsistent with such standards shall be refunded to the City 
within thirty (30) days of notice by the City or may be withheld from future disbursements to 
the CEC by the City. 

Reports: 

2.3.1 CEC agrees to keep monthly records of all statistics requested by the City with respect to the 
persons and families benefitted by the CEC in the performance of its obligations under this 
agreement. 

2.3.2 The CEC agrees to provide to the City an annual report on September I ,  2007 regarding the 
amount and kinds of services provided to the community as measured through the CEC's 
progress toward achieving the goals of their request submitted to the City and approved by 
City Council. 

2.3.3 All accounting records and evidence pertaining to all costs of the CEC and all documents 
related to this agreement shall be kept available at the CEC's office or place of business for 
the duration of the agreement and thereafter for three (3) years after completion of any audit. 
Records which relate to (a) complaints, claims, administrative proceedings or litigation arising 
out of the performance of this agreement, or (b) costs and expenses of this agreement to 
which the City or any other governmental agency takes exception, shall be retained beyond 
the three (3) years until resolution of disposition of such appeals, litigation, claims, or 
exceptions. 

2.3.4 The CEC shall provide for an independent financial and compliance audit or a financial 
review performed by an independent accounting firm annually for any fiscal year in which City 
funds are received under this Agreement. The results of the independent audit or financial 
review must be submitted to the City with the annual report. 

2.3.5 In the event the CEC does not make the above-referenced documents available to the City 
of Corvallis, the CEC agrees to pay all necessary and reasonable expenses incurred by the 
City in conducting any audit at the location where said records and books of account are 
maintained. The City and its authorized representatives shall, at all times, have access for 
the purpose of audit or inspection to any and all books, documents, papers, records, property, 
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and premises of the CEC which in any manner relate to or affect City-funded CEC programs, 
activities and property. The CEC's staff shall cooperate fully with authorized auditors when 
they conduct audits and examinations of the CEC's City-funded programs. If indications of 
misappropriation or misapplication of the funds of this Agreement cause the City to require 
a special audit, the cost of the audit shall be deducted from the amount of the Grant. Should 
the special audit confirm misappropriation or misapplication of funds, the CEC shall 
reimburse the City the amount of the misappropriated or misapplied funds. 

2.3.6 The CEC also warrants that it will comply, as applicable, with: 

2.3.6.1 Requirements relating to equal employment opportunities. 

2.3.6.2 Requirements forbidding interests in this agreement by City and local officials. No 
employee or representative of the City of Corvallis, no designee or agent, and no 
other public official who exercises any functions or responsibilities with respect to the 
Program during hislher tenure or for one year thereafter, may have any interest, 
direct or indirect, in this Agreement or in the proceeds of any contract or subcontract 
for work to be performed in connection with the Program assisted under this 
Agreement. 

3 DISBURSEMENT OF FUNDS: 

3.1 The City agrees to pay to the CEC the sum of $20,000, to be applied to the cost of the programs 
as described in the Scope of Service. 

In the event that funds from this Program cease to exist, either because of fiscal constraints or City 
Council action, and/or replacement funding is not available through Federal or State Agencies, it 
is understood that the City of Corvallis will use no other monies to provide this grant without specific 
City Council authorization. 

3.2 The City agrees to disburse funds to the CEC within thirty days of signing the Agreement. 

3.3 The CEC acknowledges that the cost of performing the activities required by this Agreement may 
exceed the amount of this grant, but agrees that any costs it incurs above and beyond the amount 
of this grant shall be its sole responsibility and shall not be the responsibility of the City of Corvallis 
or any person or entity affiliated with the City. 

3.4 No funds provided to the CEC by the City under this agreement, or by the City under any other 
agreement or arrangement, shall be deemed by either the City or the CEC to be eligible for 
consideration or use as a matching cash contribution for any other City funding not anticipated 
within the scope or time frame of this agreement. 

4 LIABILIm: 

4.1 CEC shall indemnify, protect, defend, and hold City, its officers, agents, volunteers, and employees 
harmless against any actions, claim for injury or damage and all loss, liability, cost or expense, 
including court costs and attorneys fees, growing out of or resulting directly or indirectly from the 
performance of this contract, except for that resulting from the sole negligence of the City. 

4.2 The CEC shall provide insurance as indicated: 

4.2.1 Workers' compensation insurance in compliance with ORS 656.017, which requires subject 
employers to provide Oregon workers' compensation coverage for all their subject workers. 

4.2.2 General Liability insurance with a combined single limit, or the equivalent, of not less than 
$500,000 each claim, incident, or occurrence for Bodily Injury and Property Damage. It shall 
include contractual liability coverage for the indemnity provided under this contract, and shall 
be in a form at least as broad as Commercial General Liability IS0 form CG 0001. It shall 
provide that City and its officers and employees are Additional Insureds, but only with respect 
to the CEC's services to be provided under this agreement. In addition, policies must not 
specifically exclude coverage for sexual abuse and molestation. If sexual abuse and 
molestation coverage is excluded under Contractor's Commercial General Liability coverage, 
evidence of separate sexual abuse and molestation coverage and the limits of that coverage 
must be shown in the form of an insurance certificate, and be provided to the City prior to the 
execution of any agreement. 
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4.3 Each insurance endorsement shall state that coverage shall not be suspended, voided, or canceled 
by either party, reduced in coverage or in material limits except after thirty (30) days prior written 
notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, has been given to City. 

5 GENERAL PROVISIONS: 

5.1 Termination: 

5.1.1 The City may terminate this Agreement upon five (5) days written notice to the CEC for failure 
of the CEC to fulfill its obligations under this Agreement, if such violation remains uncured 
afterfive (5) days from the CEC's receipt of such written notice. All City-provided funds which 
have not been expended or irrevocably committed at the termination or expiration of the 
Agreement shall be promptly refunded to the City. 

5.1.2 In the event this agreement is terminated prior to completion of the tasks identified in the 
agreement, the City's funding will be applied pro rata to the work completed. The CEC shall 
return any pro rata share of funds which have been provided in excess of those expended 
to provide services. In the event that more services have been provided than funded, the City 
will pay The CEC for the pro rata share of services provided. 

5.1.3 In the event CEC should be dissolved for any reason, any unexpended funds provided under 
this contract, or otherwise identifiable assets that were purchased with funding provided 
under this contract, shall be assigned to the City. 

5.2 Independence: The CEC is an independent organization and entity pursuant to this Agreement and 
shall not, in any way, be considered to be an affiliate, subsidiary, officer, agent or employee of the 
City. The CEC agrees that the City shall not be liable or responsible for any benefits, including, but 
not limited to, worker's compensation, disability insurance, retirement benefits, life insurance, 
unemployment insurance, health insurance or any other benefits which the CEC may be required 
by law or contract to provide to its employees, officers, agents, or contractors. The CEC agrees that 
it shall not sue or file a claim: petition or application therefore against the City of Corvallis or any of 
their officers, employees, agents, representatives or sureties with respect to such benefits. The 
CEC shall not have any authority to bind the City or to make any representations or warranties to 
accept service of process, to receive notice, or to perform any act or thing on behalf of the City 
except as authorized in writing by the City. 

5.3 Service: Service of summons and complaint on the CEC shall be deemed complete five (5) days 
after the date that the City Attorney deposits the summons and complaint in the U.S. Mail, postage 
prepaid, to the CEC at the CEC's address as set out above. Other notices and communication sent 
to the parties shall be deemed to have been received five (5) days after the notice or 
communication has been deposited in the U.S. mail. 

5.4 Authority of Signatories: The CEC and the CEC's signators represent that the signators hold the 
positions set forth below their signatures and that the signators are authorized to execute this 
Agreement on behalf of the CEC and to bind the CEC hereto. 

5.5 Attorney Fees: If any action or proceeding is brought by either party against the other under this 
Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to be reimbursed by the losing party for its 
reasonable attorney's fees and costs. 

5.6 Assignability: If the CEC attempts to assign or transfer any interest in this agreement, whether by 
assignment, delegation, or novation, without the prior written consent of the City, this agreement 
shall be void. 

5.7 Prevailing Law: This agreement is to be governed by, and construed in accordance with, the laws 
of the State of Oregon. 

5.8 Venue: Any disputes about the terms of this agreement will be brought before the Benton County 
Circuit Court. 

5.9 Waiver: Waiver of any breach of any provision of this contract by either party shall not operate as 
a waiver of any subsequent breach of the same or any other provision of this contract. If any 
portion of this Agreement is held to be invalid under any applicable statute or rule of law, then such 
portion only shall be deemed invalid. 
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5.1 0 Compliance with federal and state laws: The CEC shall have sole responsibility to comply with all 
applicablefederal and state laws, rules and regulations concerning environmental issues in carrying 
out activities funded under this agreement. If any acts or omissions of the CEC should lead to 
liability or government enforcement action against the City, the CEC shall be required to defend 
such action and to indemnify the City for all costs incurred including without limitation any costs of 
required response actions and attorney fees. The City of Corvallis will not assume responsibility for 
compliance with federal or state environmental requirements relating to the CEC's performance 
under this contract, but will cooperate to the extent practical and consistent with Council Policy. 

5.1 1 Discrimination: The parties agree not to discriminate on the basis of race, religion, sex, color, 
national origin, family status, marital status, sexual orientation, age, source of income, or mental 
or physical disability in the performance of this contract. 

5.12 Extent of Contract: This contract supersedes any prior or contemporaneous oral or written 
agreements or understandings entered into by the parties. No modification of this Agreement shall 
be valid unless set forth in writing and signed and dated by both of the parties to this Agreement. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed on the dates 
hereinafter respectively set forth. 

CITY OF CORVALLIS CORVALLlS ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER 

BY 
Jon S. Nelson, City Manager 

Date of Execution: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

City Attorney 
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Tracy Noel, Director 

Date of Execution: 

By: 

David Zahler, President 

Board of Directors 

Corvallis Environmental Center 

Date of Execution 
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MEMORANDUM 

December 2,2008 

TO: Administrative Services Committee 

FROM: Nancy Brewer, Finance Directo 

SUBJECT 
* 

First Quarterly Operating Report 

11. Issue 

To review and accept the First Qual-tel-ly Operating Report for FY 08-09. 

11. Discussion 

The First Quarterly Operating Report has been published on the City's web site and is available for review. 
Operating revenues in the first quarter were at 14.58% of budgeted total revenues, which was reasonable based on 
property tax revenue not anticipated until November. Operating expenditures were also on target at 22.9% of the 
amended budget. 

Assessed value for the 2008 tax year is 15 basis points higher than anticipated, and will lilcely result in around 
$30,000 Inore in property tax revenue that the adopted budget anticipated. As usual, there are no current year 
property tax revenues received in tlie first quarter. Most of the revenue is received in the second quarter. The 
Develop~nent Services Fund is continuing to show declining balances as residential development is at a virtual 
standstill. Staff is taking action to reduce expenditures and ensure that the fund remains viable. The lack of new 
residential develop~nent is also leading toward Systems Development Charge (SDC) revenue being below 
anticipated levels. As noted with the Fourth Qua-terly Operating Report, SDC revenue is used for infiashxcture 
projects associated with expanded capacity; reduced revenue streams may lead to delays in i~uple~nenling some 
capital projects. In all other cases, all funds are performing as expected at the end of the first quarter. 

Depa~tmental expenditures are generally on target. The City Manager's Office budget is 38.37% expended based on 
insurance pre~niu~n spending being weighted to tlie first quarter for the Risk Management Fund. Parlcs & Recreation 
seasonal spending for summel- activities explains the fact that this department is over 28% expended by the end of 
September; this min-ors prior year experience. 

The Capital Project budget is 12.73% expended at the end of the first quarter, with tlie major construction season 
winding down. Major projects that are at or near co~npletion include Walnut Boulevard (Street Reconstruction) and 
the Storm Drain Replacement and Rock Creek Backwash Tanlc Replacement. 

The Quarterly Operating Report also includes an update on the status of City Council Goals as of September 30, 
3008. 

111. Requested Action 

Review the First Quarterly Operating Report, and recommend the City Council accept the report. 

Attachments 
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November 1 9,2008 

City Manager, Mayor, and City Council 
City of Corvallis 
501 S.W. Madison Ave. 
Corvallis, OR 97330 

RE. Fiscal Ihar 17008-09 I" Oltnrter Operatit7,p Report 

I am pleased to present the City of Corvallis' First Quarterly Operating Report for the 2008-09 Fiscal Year. The Quarterly 
Operating Report provides the Budget Coniniission and City Council witli inforillation about how the quarter ended. 

This Quarterly Operating Report begins witli highlights ofthe City's total budget which is followed by a reader's guide to the 
income statement. 

The Financial Info~mation section su~nmarizes the revenue and expenditure performance for each of the operating funds in an 
income statement format that includes operating and non-operating revenues, expenditures and total fund activities. There is 
an income statement combining all property tax fi~nds at the beginning of that section of the report. 

The status of the City's finances was generally as expected at the end of the first quarter. Year-to-date operating revenues of 
$12,732,149 are at 14.58% of the Amended Operating Revenue Budget of $87,299,785. Non-operating revenues which 
include transfers and proceeds from sale of fixed assets totaled $3,943,040 or 32.37% of the $12,182,445 Amended Non- 
Operating Budget. The Amended Budget reflects the adopted budget, plus any amendments approved by the City Council 
via resolution during the course of the fi scal year. Significant revenue highlights include: 

Property taxes totaled $121,108 for the first quarter which equals 0.59% of the budgeted property tax revenue. Current 
year property taxes are primarily collected in the second quarter of the fiscal year. The FY 08-09 result year-to-date is in 
line with last year's delinquent collections for the first quarter of the year. 
Licenses, Fees and Permits totaled $1,319,533 which represents 17.97% of the amended budget and is a lower dollar 
amount than collected over the same period in FY 07-08 based partly 011 Development Services fees remaining under 
target still this year due to the slowing of residential construction in the latter part of FY 07-08. Franchise fees, which are 
the largest portion of this category, are ahead of last year's collections year-to-date, and generally at targeted levels. 
Charges for Services were $9,650,716 which represents 24.40% of the amended budget. These revenues are vely 
slightly lower than in the first quarter of FY 07-08, but on target with expected receipts year-to-date. 
Intergovernmental revenues are below target but comparable to last year's first quarter actuals at $581,120 or 4.36% 
year-to-date. The receipt of grant monies tends to be volatile and highly dependent on timing of related expenditures. It 
should be noted that the majority of these revenues tend to be collected late in the fiscal year. 

9 Interest earnings totaled $321 ,I 01 wl~ich represents 20.97% of the budgeted interest and is nearly $200 thousand lower 
than received over the same period in FY 07-08, due to the significant and continued decline of interest rates. 

Operating expenditures for all funds totaled $1 7,690,913 or 22.92% of the Amended Operating Expenditure Budget. Non- 
operating expenditures, which include capital projects, transfers, debt service, and contingency, totaled $6,551,202 or 20.33% 
of the $32,234,245 Amended Non-Operating Budget. In total, expenditures for the first quarter were $24,242,1 15 or 22.16% 
ofthe $109,402,880 budgeted compared to 23.39% at the same time last year. The total dollars expended is marginally lower 
than in FY 07-08 due primarily to a lower volume of capital project spending and related transfers this fiscal year-to-date. 
Expenditure highlights include: 

o Personal services totaled $10,269,633 or 24.87% of the amended budget of $41,295,960 and is right on target as well as 
in line with spending in FY 07-08, t l~ougl~ Inore than $600,000 higher due to cost of living increases. 
Supplies and Services totaled $7,335,654 or 22.1 8% of tlle amended budget of $33,079,999 . The percentage spent thus 
far in FY 08-09 is very comparable to the amount spent in the same period in FY 07-08. 
Capital projects totaled $1,388,277 or 12.73% of the aniellded budget of $10,902,090. Capital projects expendit~tres 
tend to fluctuate year-over-year, frequently coming in under budget based on savings and/or deferrals due to 
prioritization of resources and worl<plans or delay in grant or other funding awards. See the Capital In~provenient 
Program section for more info~mation on the status of capital projects. 

* Debt service payments totaled $1,219,885 or 16.39% of the amended budget of $7,443,1 10. The amount spent this year 
is very close to the same period in FY 07-08 due to 110 new debt issuances, refundings or payoffs having occurred. 
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e Transfers totaled $3,943,040 or 32.37% of the amended budget of $12,182,445. The majority of the transfers are 
related to capital projects. See the Capital Improvement Program section for information on the status of capital projects. 

A table comparing year-to-date actuals to budget for all funds in both FYO8-09 and FY07-08 is shown below: 

REVENUE 
AMENDED UNAUDITED FY 08-09 % AMENDED Y-T-D FY 07-08 % 
BUDGET FY 08-09 RECIEXPEND BUDGET FY 07-08 RECIEXPEND 

Budgeted Fund Balance $40,494,356 

Property Taxes 
Other Tax 
LicenseslPermits 
Charges for Service 
Intergovernmental 
FinesIForfeitures 
Miscellaneous 
Other Financing Sourcesfrransfers in 
TOTAL CURRENT REVENUE 

EXPENDITURE BY DEPARTMENT 

City Manager's Ofice 
Community Development 
Finance 
Fire 
Library 
Park & Recreation 
Police 
Public Works 
Non-Departmental 1,745,410 466,497 26.73% 1,758,940 437,711 24.88% 
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES $77,178.635 $17,690,912 22.92% $74,254,516 $17,275,185 23.26% 

Debt Service $7,443,110 $1.21 9,885 16.39% $7,533.710 $1,196,987 15.89% 
Capital Projects 10,902,090 1,388,277 12.73% 11,197,000 1,705,242 15.23% 
Transfers Out 12,182,445 3,943,040 32.37% 12,338,665 4,824,329 39.10% 
ContingenciesIReserves 1,696,600 0 0.00% 1,584,350 0 0.00% 
TOTAL ALL EXPENDITURES $109,402,880 $24,242,114 22 16% $106,908,241 $25.001.743 23.39% 

CURRENT REVENUES LESS 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES ($9,920,650) ($7,566,926) ($11,397,220) ($6,870,681) 

This Quarterly Operating Report also includes an expenditure summary by classification for each department, perfoniiance 
indicators by department, a Vacancy Report, a Capital ltiiprovement Progratii sutiimary and an update of City Council Values 
and Goals. 

As always, if you have questions or concerns about the information in this report, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
(541) 766-6990 or via e-mail at nancy.brewer@,ci.corvallis.or.us. 

Nancy Brewer 
Finance Director 
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THE CITY'S BUDGET HIGHLIGH'kS 

REVENUES 

A total of 16.76% of budgeted revenue has been collected as of the end of the first quarter. Of this amount, operating revenue 
is 14.58% collected and 32.37% of  non-operating revenue has been collected. 

Property Tns Rei~enztes - 0.59% collected. Property taxes provide about half of  the operating revenue for General Fund 
supported programs. Property taxes are found in the General, Parks and Recreation, Fire and Rescue, Transit, Library and 
General Obligation Debt Service Funds. The majority of the property tax revenues are received in tlie second quarter. 

Otl7et. Tases - 16.54% collected. Transient Room Taxes are taxes on hotel and motel occupancy and reflect their usage rate. 
The City currently levies a room tax of 9% of the roolii costs on all transient lodging in the City limits. Receipts in this 
category are a bit lower than normal year-to-date due to a combination of a late OSU school year start, including a later home 
game schedule as well as tlie recent economic downturn. It is currently anticipated that collections will recover by fiscal year- 
end to budgeted levels. 

Licer7se. Fees R. Pe1.177its - 17.97% collected. Franchise Fees provide approxiniately 39% of the operating revenue in the 
General Fund. In addition to right-of-way fees charged to local utility companies, franchise fees are also assessed against and 
paid for by the City's water, wastewater, and storrn water utilities. Revenues for parlis, sound and camping permits are 
received in the Parks & Recreation Fund, and tend to be seasonal in nature. Building permit revenue is recorded in tlie 
Develop~iient Services Fund. Parliing lot space fees and residential parking perniits are received in the Parking Fund while 
transportation maintenance fees and right of way per~iiits are received in the Street Fund. 

C%arps foi  Services - 24.40% collected. General Fund charges include develop~nent review charges and rental charges for 
City owned buildings. Tlie Parlis and Recreation Fund generates revenue from recreation programs and Syste~ii 
Development Charges (SDC's). Charges for Police and Fire 91 1 services are received in the 91 1 Emergency Fund. Water, 
sewer and drainage user fees and SDC's are received in tlie Water, Wastewater, and Storm Water Funds. The Airport Fund 
receives revenues for hangar rentals, fuel sales, and seed crops. The Internal Service Funds (Technology and 
Comm~inications, Adniinistrative Services, Fleet, Facility Maintenance, and Risk Management) receive payments for services 
provided to other city departments. It should be noted that so far in FY 08-09 Systeni Develop~nent Charges in all funds are 
coming in considerably lower than anticipated d ~ t e  to the lack of  new constriiction with the current economic downturn. 

Intergoi~el-r7t17et7t~1l- 4.36% collected. State sharing revenues include cigarette, liquor, 9-1-1 and highway taxes and currently 
niake up approxiinately 33.79% of  amended budget intergove~~lmental revenues. Benton County Intergovern~nental funds for 
Library S L I ~ ~ O I ~  malie lip approximately 17.55% of intergovernmental revenues and are no~mally received in the second 
quarter since they are tied to property tax turnovers. Projected grant revenue makes up nearly 44.85% of tlie 
intergovern~i~ental revenue amended budget. Tlie receipt of grant monies tends to be volatile and highly dependent on timing 
of related expenditures; this accounts for lower than target revenues collected to date. The remaining 3.81% of budget is for 
other revenue iteins such as 91 1 system cost share fi-om other govenl~nent agencies. 

Fit7es uti~i fitfeitzrr.es - 19.35% collected. Revenues include fines imposed through Municipal Court for traffic and parking 
violations, l ibra~y fines and violations of the Uniform Fire Code. Revenues are also derived from property damage restitution 
payments, asset seizures and forfeitures through court action. Fines and forfeitures are mainly found in the following funds: 
General, Parking and Library. Municipal court fines are also lower than ~ ~ s u a l  for tlie first quarter due to a combination o f  
Police Officer vacancies and tlie previously noted late start to OSU home games and s t ~ ~ d e n t  arrivals. 

:l~liscell~tieoz~s Reilet7zres - 15.05% collected. Miscellaneous revenues include donations, housing and assessment loan 
repayment proceeds, business energy tax credits for transit, gifts/contrib~~tions, insurance proceeds, bad debts recovered and 
investment interest revenues. Interest revenues represent approximately 37% of the total miscellaneous revenue budget and 
are currently over 52% of actual miscellaneo~is revenues collected year to date. 

Oti7er. Fit~at~citig Soztrces - 32.37% collected. Other Financing Sources consist mainly of "interfund" and "intrafund" 
transfers that are primarily for capital construction projects and debt service requirements. The FY 07-08 budget included 
budget for a batik loan to support the proposed purchase of  the Pacific-Power street light system. At tlie end of  the second 
quarter, City Council detel-mined that the acquisition plan would not proceed, so 110 loan or associated transfers occurred after 

First Quarter Operating Report Page 1 of 3 City of  Corvallis 



all. The Capital l~nprove~nent Program section presents an analysis by project and information on year to date expenditures 
related to transfers. 

EXPENDITURES 

The City's total budget was 22.16% spent at the end of the first quarter, with operating expenditures at 22.92% of the 
operating budget and non-operating expenditures at 20.33%. 

The following information su~nrnarizes first quarter FY 08-09 expenditures by classification and identifies any significant 
variances: 

bVages atzd Bene$ts* - 24.87% spent. Includes a~no~lnts  paid to both permanent and temporary City enlployees, including 
personnel substituting for those in permanent positions. 

Ser.itices R Szrpplies* - 22.18% spent. Includes amounts paid for supplies used in operations and services rendered by 
organizations or personnel not on the City's payroll, including repair and maintenance-related services, professional 
contractual services and utilities. 

Capital Ozrtlay* - 3.06% spent. Most capital outlay purchases consist of machinery, equipment and vehicles over $5,000. 
Expenditures in this category are typically lower in the first part of the year based on cash flow management and the time it 
takes between order and delivery for large vehicles. In both FY 08-09 and FY 07-08, the percentage spent in this category is 
particularly low in the first quarter. For FY 08-09, this is due to the budgeted acquisition of an aerial ladder Fire Engine at 
$714,000 not yet acquired. In FY 07-08 it is due to a budgeted $1.4 [nillion street light acquisition (representing about 33Y0 of 
the total capital outlay budget) that did not proceed. 

Capital P~.ojects - 12.73% spent. Capital Projects occur in the Capital Construction, Water Construction, Wastewater 
Construction, Storm Water Construction and Airport Construction Funds. The Capital lniproven~ent Program Section 
presents an analysis by project and information on year-to-date expenditures. 

Debt Set-vice - 16.39% spent. Budgeted debt service payments of $1,995,5 10 are supported by specific property tax levies. 
Debt service incurred in support of enterprise operations (Water, Wastewater, Storm Water and Airport) totals $3,361,320 
and is paid from revenues derived from charges for services within each fund. Pension obligation bond annual debt service of 
$2,086,190 is primarily funded by current revenue proportionate to each City Fund's respective PERS liability. 

Tra17sJlir.s - 32.37% spent. Transfers represent Intra-fund and Inter-fund transfers for capital projects and debt service 
contributions. These can fluctuate depending on the progress of construction projects. 

* See the following table for a suliimary of operating expenditures by Department. 

OPERATING EXPENDITURES BY DEPARTMENT 
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PROPERTY TAX FUNDS COMBINED* 

AMENDED 1st  Quarter  1lNALlDlTED FY 08-09'X) 1st Quarter Y-T-D FY 07-08 'X, 
RE\'ENLIE BLIDGET F\' 08-09 FY 08-09 RECIEXPEND FY 07-08 FY 07-08 RECIEXPEND 

Budgeted Fund Balance $10,275.426 

PI-ope@ Taxes 
Otller Tax 

LicensesIPennits 

Charges fol- Service 
Intergoveni~ne~~td 

FineslForfeitures 

Other Financing Soul-ccs 0 0 0 0.00% 13.841 13,841 0.93% 
T O T A L  CLIRRENT RE\'ENLIE $36,177,775 $3,040.726 $3,040.726 7.96% $2,789,749 $2,789.749 7.51% 

Community Developliient 

Filiance 

Fire 
Libraly 

Parks and Recreation 

Police 
Pirblic Works 

Non-Departmentai 
T O T A L  OPERATING E S P E N D l T l l R E S  

Debt Sel-\'ice 

Transfers 

Co1lri1lgenciesIRese17es 727.050 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 
TOTAL 4 L L  ENPENDlTLiRES $43,485,405 $9,776,661 $9,776,661 22.48% $9.237.059 $9,237,059 22.34% 

C U R R E N T  R E V E N l l E  LESS 
T O T A L  EXPENDITURES ($5,307,630) ($6,735,935) ($6.735.935) ($6,447,310) ($6,447.310) 

V ~ n c l ~ ~ d e s  General. Parks & Recreation, Fire Br Rescue, Transit and Library Funds 

Bud~eted  vs. YTD Actuals 

(0 Non-Op Expendrtures ' 
' O O p e r  Expend~tures 3 

+Current Revenue 

FYO8-09 Bgt 

First Quarter Operating Report 
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MEMO DUM 

TO: Ad~ninistrative Seivices Co~lllnittee 

FROM: Steve Rogers, Public Woi-1cs D i r e c t o e  

DATE: October 27, 2008 

SUBJECT: Council Policy CP 04- 1.09 Public Access Television 

ISSUE 
The Public Access Televisioll Policy is reviewed bi-axlually by Ille Public Worlcs Department and is 
updated as appropriate by the City Council. 

BACKGROUND 
T11e Public Access Television Policy was adopted in Septenlber 2004 to establish guidelines related to the 
operation of a City of Cowallis-managed public access television cl~amlel. In 2006, the City entered into 
an h~tergove~lxllental Agreement (IGA) wit11 the Co~vallis School District (509J) for the operation of the 
public access chamel. The cha~xlel is housed and operated at Co~vallis High School. The guidelines 
established in Cou~~ci l  Policy 04-1.09 co~ltinue to provide guidance to 509J and the City staff that 
ad~niilistrate the IGA. 

DISCUSSION 
Staff has reviewed the policy and has no recollu.l~ended changes. 

rnCOIv~NIENDATliON 
Staff reconlnle~lds the Administrative Seivices Conunittee recoln~nend City Couilcil to reaffirm the policy 
as written. 

Reviewgd. and Concm: 



COUNCIL POLICY MANUAL 

POLICY AREA 1 - GENEML 

CP 04-1.09 Public Access Television 

Adopted September 7,2004 
Affirmed October 16, 2006 

1.09.010 Purpose 

To establish a Council policy for rules and procedures related to the 
operation of a City of Cowallis (City)-managed public access .television 
channel. This policy will be guided by efforts that support the principles of 
public access and desires that such a forum be provided, allowing for the 
diverse voices of the community to be heard including local community- 
based groups and non-profit organizations. 

I .09.020 Definitions 

1.09.021 Public access television channel refers to a specific channel on the cable 
television system available to Cowallis residents for either the distribution 
and playback of local programming produced by local residents, community- 
based groups, or non-profit organizations, or the playback of programming 
produced elsewhere but sponsored by a local resident, community-based 
group, or non-profit organization. 

1.09.022 A designated access provider means the entity or entities designated by the 
City to manage or co-manage a public access television channel and 
facilities. The City may be a designated access provider. 

1.09.030 Policv 

Public access is intended to encourage the development of a forum for 
diverse community organizations and individuals to present programming 
and information that would not otherwise be shown on the cable system. 
This policy will provide the necessary guidance and support to ensure the 
availability of public access to residents, require capital support from local 
cable operators, and establish operating rules and procedures (Exhibit A) to 
facilitate the ongoing operation of a public access channel. 
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1.09.040 Obiectives 

1.09.041 Support franchise provisions that require a public access channel(s) be 
made available for use by local residents, community-based groups, and 
non-profit organizations. 

1.09.042 Support a public access fee to be paid by providers of commercial cable 
television services in the community to facilitate the operation of a public 
access channel. 

1.09.043 Develop public access operating rules and procedures consistent with 
federal, state and local laws to provide residents, community-based groups, 
or non-profit organizations access on a first-come, first-served, non- 
discriminatory basis, subject to specific rules, program restrictions, 
regulations, and procedures as approved by Council. 

1.09.044 Require program producers to take complete creative control of the content 
of each program and to assume full responsibility for their productions when 
submitted for playback on the public access television channel. 

I .09.045 Ensure the City will be held harmless from any claim which may arise out of 
the cablecast of any program submitted for playback on the public access 
television channel. 

I .09.070 Review and Update 

This policy shall be reviewed every two years by the Public Works Director 
and updated as appropriate. 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
CORVALLIS 430 ITU TELEVISION C 

OPEIRATmG RULES AND PROCEDUIEUES 

1. COMMUNITY ACCESS CHANNEL 
Public access progranlining is aired on Corvallis Coinnlunity Access Television (CCAT) 
Cllannel29, whicll is operated by the City of Col-vallis (City). Tlu-oughout this document and 
the Program Contract document, when 'City' is used, it is understood to also mean any agent 
or designated access provider of the City of Coi-vallis delivering public access sei-vices. 

Public Access cablecast time is available fiee of charge to any resident of Corvallis, or 
organization located within Coi-vallis, subject to the l-ules and conditions in this document and 
the Program Contract. Each progranl or bulletin board item aired on the Public Access channel 
must be sponsored by someone who either lives or works within the city linlits. The sponsor 
does not have to be the same person who created or produced the prograinming, but will be the 
person held responsible for conlplying wit11 the City's Public Access rules. 

2. PROGRAM SUBMITTAL 
Progranls must be subnlitted to the City at least 14 days in advance (but not Inore than 30 days) 
of their desired sclleduled cablecast. Programnling may be subnlitted at City Hall, 501 SW 
Madison Avenue, Corvallis; or at the Corvallis High School Main Office, 1400 NW Buchanan, 
Corvallis; or mailed to Corvallis High School, Attention CCAT Channel 29, 1400 NW 
Buchanan, Corvallis, Oregon, 97330. 

Programming n~ust be submitted in an enclosed case along with a completed Public Access 
Progranl Contract. A sponsor inay s~lbn~it  multiple programs to be cablecast within the same 
calendar year, provided no nlore than five progranls are submitted at any one time. Each 
program or cablecast must be consistent wit11 the rules and procedures referenced herein. The 
videotape or DVD and case nlust be clearly labeled stating the program title, subtitle (when 
applicable), program mn-time to the nearest second, prefei~ed cablecast dates and times, and 
name, address and telephone nulnber of the sponsor. Sponsors are encouraged to provide a 
copy of the pi-ogram to the City, and not the original. 

Progranlnling will be available for pick-up ten business days after submittal, or will be mailed 
back, if adequate packaging is provided, including sufficient postage. Programs left with the 
City beyond 30 days will be recycled or discarded. 

3. TECHNICAL BQUIREMENTS 
All programs submitted for cablecast must be fom~atted as S-VHS, VHS, DVD, DVCAM, or 
mini-DV, hereafter refen-ed to as Media. Bulletin board itenls must be submitted in a text 
fol-nlat. Progranls subnlitted for cablecast on other fonnats will not be played. Programs nlust 
meet or exceed the followillg minimum tecl~nical quality requirements of the FCC and industry 
standards: 

a. Peak audio level should fall within +3 and 0 dB, with reasonable clarity. 

b. All Media must contail1 15 seconds of black at the beginning and ending of each program. 

c. All videotapes nlust begin within the first 90 seconds of the tape. 
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d. Only one program per Media is pennitted. 

e. Program run-time must be noted on the Media. 

The City reserves the right to refuse playback of programming that does not meet these 
technical requirements. The preference is for run-times no longer than 59 minutes. It may not 
be possible to accommodate longer programs within the programming schedule. 

4. PROGRAM RESTRICTIONS 
Presentation of the following materials on CCAT Channel 29 is specifically not authorized by 
the City and may subject the sponsor to criminal prosecution or civil liability. Programs 
containing these materials will be removed: 

a. Any advertising material designed to promote the sale of commercial products or services. 

b. Any advertisement of, or information concellling any lottery, gift enterprise, or similar 
scheme offering prizes dependent in whole or in part on chance. 

c. Any unauthorized copyrighted material. 

d. Any obscene or indecent material. 

e. Any material that defames any racial, ethnic, gender, sexual orientation, age, disabled, 
source of income, or religious group or any individual member of such group. 

f. Any advocating of violence, or words which are designed to invoke violence. 

g. Any slanderous or libelous materials. 

h. Any deliberate misinformation which may result in h a m  to any individuals or group. 

i. Any noncompliance with applicable federal, State and local laws and regulations. 

5. PROGRAM CONTENT 
Each producer has complete creative control of the content of each program. It is the policy 
of CCAT Channel 29 not to preview such material for the purpose of censorship. Therefore, 
the City shall insert a disclaimer at the beginning of each program stating: 

THE CONTENT, VIEWS AND COMMENTS EXPRESSED ON THIS PROGRAM ARE THOSE OF 
THE PRODUCERS OF THIS PROGRAM AND NOT THOSE OF CCAT CHANNEL 29 OR THE 
CITY OF CORVAI,LIS. 

6. PROGRAM SCHEDULING 
Programming produced by residents of Corvallis, or organizations located within Corvallis, 
will receive first priority for scheduling playback time on CCAT Channel 29. Program~~ing 
produced by a citizen or organization of another community will receive a lower scheduling 
priority. Due to limited playback time, applications will be processed and scheduled on a first- 
come, nondiscriminatory basis to ensure that no one person or organization ~llonopolizes 
cablecast time to the disadvantage of others. The City commits to no more than three scheduled 
playbacks on CCAT Channel 29 for each program. In the event of a scheduling conflict, the 
City reserves the right to assign program scheduling as necessary. 
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7. GUIDELINES FOR IDENTIFYING AND SCI-IEDULING r$DULT AND POTENTIALLY OFFENSIVE 
PROGRAMMING AND DEFINITION OF LATE NIGHT CABLECAST TIME SLOTS 
The following guidelines are provided to assist producers in identifying adult and potentially 
offensive prograin content or subject matter. 

a. The sponsor is required to notify the City when sublnitting Media for playback if tlle 
progranz contains nlatelial that nlay be considered inappropriate for children and young 
audiences due to potentially offensive, adult, or violent content or subject matter. 

b. The progranl n~us t  include the following text on t11e screen for a nlininlunl of 15 seconds 
at the beginniilg of the program (if the program is longer than 30 ininutes the same viewer 
warning must be shown for a lninilnum of 15 seconds after each 30 nlinute block of 
progranl content): 

THE FOLLOWING PROGRAM CONTAINS MATERIAL WHICH MAY BE OFFENSIVE TO 
SOME VIEWERS OR INAPPROPRIATE FOR VIEWING BY CHILDREN AND YOUNG 
PEOPLE. VIEWER DISCRETION IS ADVISED. THE CONTENT OF THIS PROGRAM IS 
SOLELY TELE RESPONSIBILITY OF (insert sponsor name) AND NOT THAT OF CCAT 
CHANNEL 29 OR THE CITY OF CORVALLIS. 

If a program contains material that may be considered inappropriate for children, it will be 
scheduled for playback during late nigl~ttime hours only. Late nigl~ttiine Ilours are defined as 
after 11:OO p.m. in the evening and before 5:00 a.m. in the morning. 

In the event the City receives a colnplaint regarding the content of a progranl, the complaint 
will be reviewed in accordance with Conlplaint Procedures on file at the City. Results of the 
review can range ff0111 a detennination that t l~e  complaint is unfo~mded to removal of the 
programming from the playback schedule. If a detennination of obscene contellt is made, tlle 
information will be turned over to the Co~vallis Police Depal-tment for ful-tller action. 

8. UNDERWRITING CREDIT 
Undelwriting credit shall be lilnited to the following: 

a. The visual and/or audio presentation of the nanle and logo of the undelwriter(s) during the 
beginning and ending credits of the program only. 

b. A nlaxilnun~ of 10 seconds is permitted for identification of an undelw~iter. 

c. A n~aximnunl of five ulldelwriters inay s~1ppol-t any given program or series of programs. 

d. Any statenlent regarding price, product or service descriptions is deemed co~n~nercial 
advertising in nature and is prohibited. 

e. The specific address, phone number, and/or web site of undelwriters is permitted. 

f. Identificatiolz of the city and state where the undenvl-iter is located is pellnitted. 

9. PROGRAM AND MEDIA ~ G H T S  
Ownership, non-con~~nercial copyrigl~ts and content responsibilities belong to t l~e  sponsor of 
the matelial subinitted to the City. However, tlle City reselves the right to cablecast any 
progranl or any portion of a progranl at anytime and for any purpose. The City is not 
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responsible for loss or damage of Media submitted for cablecast. Sponsors are encouraged to 
provide a copy of the program to the City, and not the original. Media left with the City beyond 
30 days will be recycled or discarded. 

10. CABLECAST PREEMPTION 
The City reserves the right to preempt any community access program for an emergency 
cablecast as detennined by the City or to perfom maintenance on channel equipment. 

11. COMMUNITY BULLETIN BOARD / PUBLIC SERVICE ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Between scheduled programming, CCAT Channel 29 will cablecast public service 
announcements to promote local events and services. The announcements are for non-profit, 
community-related events and can be submitted by any resident or local organization of 
Corvallis. Although no service or product may be advertised, announcements can publicize 
community events that charge an admission fee but the fee cannot be included in the body of 
the announcement. Allllouncements may be submitted to the City by U.S. mail to P.O. Box 
1083, Corvallis, OR, 97339-1083, Attention CCAT Channel 29; by e-mail to 
public.works@ci.corvallis.or.us; or by fax to 54 1-766-6920. Announcements must be received 
at least seven days prior to the date the sponsor would lilce it to air. Each announcenlent must 
include the name of the sponsoring resident, non-profit agency, or organization submitting the 
request, including a contact phone number in case of inquiries, and the preferred start and stop 
dates of the announcellzent. 

HOLD ~ E S S  
All sponsors shall be fully responsible for the content of their programs including obtaining all 
necessary autl~orizations that may be required prior to cablecast on CCAT Channel 29. All 
sponsors shall indemnify and hold harmless the City of Corvallis, its officers, officials, boards, 
commissions, agents, volunteers and employees from any and all liability, damage, injury, 
judgement, including cost of defending claims (including attorney's fees) arising from or in 
connection with any claim for failure to comply with any laws, rules or regulation of federal, 
State or local government, or rules or regulations of the Federal Communications Commission, 
claims of libel, slander or invasion of privacy, clailns of infringement of copyright, patent or 
unauthorized use of any material or trademark, servicemark or image, or for any other injury 
or damage in law or in equity claimed as a result of, or from, or connected with the sponsor's 
use of access channel time. The foregoing shall include obscenity claims as well as any and 
all other claims related to scl~eduling or programming on public access channel time. 

13. VIEWER COMPLAINTS 
Viewers wishing to file a fornlal complaint may do so ill writing. The City will notify sponsors 
of all complaints. The complaint will be reviewed in accordance with Complaint Procedures 
on file at the City, which require the sponsor of the program to be responsible for addressing 
the complaint. The City will not be responsible for viewer complaints. If the City receives a 
complaint that a broadcast has violated a criminal law or administrative rule related to the 
content of material broadcast on cable television, the City will notify the appropriate law 
enforcement agency and suspend future broadcast of the program until the law enforcement 
agency has resolved the legality of the material. - 
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DECEMBER 5,2008 

TO: ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES COMMITTEE 

FROM: KATHY LOUIE, ASSISTANT TO CITY 

SUBJECT: COUNCIL POLICY REVIEW: 
CP 91-2.01, "MEETING PROCEDURES" 

ISSUE 

Council Policy CP 9 1-2.01, "Meeting Procedures," is scheduled for review every five years and was 
last reviewed during July 2003. 

DISCUSSION 

The Policy has served well as a guideline for scheduling, locating, facilitating, and documenting the 
discussions and recommendations of the City's Council, Standing Committees, and advisoryboards, 
commissions, and committees. 

With the advancements in recording technology, more City governrneiltal bodies are using a vaiiety 
of methods to record nieetings. Therefore, staff recommends that Section 2.01.025 be amended to 
allow use of any recording method and appropriate retention ofrecordings, in accordance with the 
State of Oregon's City Records and Retention Schedule. 

Staff has also received suggestions to develop a standardized meeting script for boards and 
commissions. Staff recommends approval of the attached meeting script to be used by chairs of all 
Mayor-appointed boards, commissions, and committees. 

REQUESTED ACTION 

Staff asks that Administrative Services Committee recommend that tile Council revise Council 
Policy CP 91 -2.0 1, "Meeting Procedures," as recommended by staff. 

Reviewed and Concm: 

Jon . Nelson, City Manager /S 



CITY OF CORVALLIS 

COUNCIL POLICY MANUAL 

POLICY AREA 2 - COUNCIL PROCEDURES 

CP 91-2.01 Meetinq Procedures 

Adopted December 3,1973 
Revised April 2, 1979 
Affirmed October 7, 1991 
Revised November 4, 1996 
Affirmed March 5,2001 
Revised Julv 21,2003 
Revised ~ecember 18, 2008 

2.01.010 Purpose 

To establish a policy concerning Council meetings and Board, Commissior,, 
Subcommittee, and Task Force meeting days, times, and locations. 

2.01.021 Minutes of Committee meetings shall be read verbatim to the Council only 
when they contain recommendations which must be acted upon by the 
Council and then only that portion relating to the recommendation shall be 
read. 

2.01.022 All requests for information concerning past City practices or the historical 
development of current City practices shall be made to the City Manager 
preferably at a time allowing the City Manager to prepare a response. 

2.01.023 Questions of staff by Council persons shall be facilitated by the City Manager 
except those posed to the City Attorney. 

2.01.024 SturgisJ rules of order shall be adhered to in deliberating, reviewing, and 
approving Council actions. Issues are to be brought forward in the 
appropriate forum. The Mayor, Council President, or Committee Chairs 
should be consulted in determining that forum. 
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2.01.025 gs will be recorded m 
tored in accordance with 
nd Retention Schedule. 

33pe-r Recordings of Committee meetings and other meetings will be made 

2.01.026 Material is not to be included in the packets to Council unless identified by 
a signature and address. 

2.01.027 When the Council President presides at a Council meeting in the absence 
of the Mayor, the Council President should vote only in order to break a tie. 

2.01.028 Council meetings will adjourn at 1 1 :00 pm, allowing extension by one-half 
hour increments upon a majority Council vote. 

2.01.030 Policv - Board and Commission Meetings 

2.01.031 Board, Commission, Subcommittee, Task Force, and similar Mayor- 
appointed committees conducting City business shall be encouraged to meet 
in City-owned facilities. 

2.01.032 Board, Commission, Subcommittee, Task Force, and similar Mayor- 
appointed committees conducting City business shall be on a day, during a 
time, and at a location that accommodates members, staff, and the public's 
participation, as determined by the Chair working in consultation with staff. 
Meeting room charges (rent, minimum order, etc.) will be paid for by the City. 
If the Chair and City staff determine that charges are too expensive, the 
meeting location shall be moved. 

2.01.033 Chairs of boards, commissions, subcommittees, task forces, and similar 
Mayor-appointed committees conducting City business shall be encouraged 
to follow the attached meeting format. 

2.01.040 Review and Update 

This Council Procedures Policy shall be reviewed every five years by the 
Council and updated as appropriate. 
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Council Policy 91 -2.01 

ADVISORY BOARDICOMMISSIONICOMMITTEE 

STANDARD MEETING FORMAT 

1. Call to order by Chair Chair: "I call to order this (date) meeting of the 
(group name)." 

2. Roll call of members Chair: "Recording secretary, will you please call 
present the roll?" 

3. Review of agenda Chair: "Are there any changes to today's meeting 
agenda?" 

Chair: "Are there any requests to re-order the 
items on today's meeting agenda?" 

4. Approval of previous Chair: "Are there any corrections to the minutes of 
meeting's minutes the (date) meeting?" 

Chair: "Would anyone move to approve the (date) 
meeting minutes (as amended, i f  appropriate)?" 

Chair: "All those in favor of the motion, please say 
'aye."' 

Chair: "All those opposed to the motion, please 
say 'naye."' 

Chair: "The minutes of the (date) meeting are 
approved (as amended, i f  appropriate). 

5. Visitors' 
Propositions/Pu blic 
Comments 

6. Unfinished Business 

7. New Business 

Chair: "Is there a member of the public present 
who would like to offer a proposition or a comment 
to the Commission/Board/ Committee? 

Chair: Follow agenda - receive staff reports, 
facilitate discussions, solicit motions, and announce 
decisions. 

Chair: Follow agenda - receive staff reports, 
facilitate discussions, solicit motions, and announce 
decisions. 
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8. Other Business 

9. Executive Session 

10. Adjourn 

Chair: Follow agenda - receive staff reports, 
facilitate discussions, solicit motions, and announce 
decisions. 

Chair: "The (group name) will now enter Executive 
Session. In compliance with Oregon law, only 
representatives of the news media, designated 
staff, and other Council-designated persons are 
allowed to attend the executive session. News 
media representatives are directed not to report on 
any executive session discussions, except to state 
the general subject of the discussion, as previously 
announced. No decisions will be made during the 
executive session. (Group name) members and 
staff are reminded that the confidential executive 
session discussions belong to the Board1 
Commission1Committee as a body and should only 
be disclosed if the Board1 Commission/Committee, 
as a body, approves disclosure. Any Board1 
CommissionICommittee or staff member who may 
not be able to maintain the 
Board's/Commission's/Committee's confidences 
should leave the meeting room." 

Chair: (Facilitate staff report presentations and 
executive session discussions.) 

(If Commission/Board/Committee decision is 
necessary, return to open session before 
requesting motion.) 

Chair: "The meeting is adjourned." 
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I N T E R  

O F F I C E  

To: Administrative Services Committee 

From: Ellen Volmert, Assistant City Manag 

Subject: City Council Policy 91-3.01 

Date: October 23, 2008 

PURPOSE 
This policy provides for temporary appointment of an Acting City Manager in the City Manager's 
absence. 

BACKGROUND 
No circumstances have changed during the last three years that require change to the existing City 
Council policy. The policy covers limited periods of City Manager absence, up to 14 calendar days. 
Council action is required for appointment of an Acting City Manager for a longer period of time. 

DISCUSSION 
The policy covers relatively short periods of time when the City Manager may be out of the office. 
Generally, the Assistant City Manager is appointed Acting City Manager for such time, unless the 
Assistant City Manager is also out of the office. When this occurs, a department director is appointed 
Acting City Manager. The intent of maintaining an Acting City Manager is to ensure someone is always 
designated who can perform the duties of the City Manager under the City Charter, in particular, 
operational needs such as signing contracts and other documents, and authorizing payment. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 
There is no financial impact of the existing policy and the policy specifies that such short term 
assignments are to be done without additional compensation. 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Committee recommend affirmation of the existing policy to the City Council. 

, 

/ I ,  

I,& Nelson, City Manager 
/ // 

oca 0 s 2008 



COUNCIL POLICY MANUAL 

POLICY AREA 3 - PERSONNEL AND ADMINISTRATIVE MA"TT"ERS 

CP 91-3.01 Appointment of Acting Citv Manager 

Adopted October 7, 1991 
Revised December 20, 1993 
Revised October 16, 1995 
Revised October 20, 1997 
Revised November 1, 1999 
Affirmed November 4, 2002 
Affirmed November 7, 2005 
Affirmed October, 2008 

3.01.01 0 Purpose 

To formalize the designation of a person to act as the City's Chief Executive 
Officer during the temporary absences of the City Manager that are not due 
to or do not result from Council action or from an inability or incapacity to 
perform by the incumbent. 

a) The City Charter, in Section 22 (Citv Manager), (e) (Manager pro tem), 
states: "In case of the Manager's absence from the City, or a temporary 
disability to act as Manager, or of the Manager's discharge by the 
Council, or resignation, the Council shall appoint a manager pro tem, who 
shall possess the powers and duties of the Manager ...." 

b) In practice, during the City Manager's temporary, scheduled absences 
from the City, that are not due to or result from inability or incapacity, the 
Manager has appointed an Acting City Manager. The same would be 
true during a planned period of physical absence of the Manager due to 
surgical procedure and hospital stay, etc. 
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c) In the event of the Manager's discharge or resignation, the Council would 
designate a Manager Pro Tem whose appointment could not extend 
beyond six months. 

3.01.030 Definitions 

3.01.031 City Manager 

The appointed Chief Executive Officer of the City of Corvallis charged with: 
the responsibility to implement Council's adopted policies; the day-to-day 
operation of local municipal government; and the duty to counsel and advise 
the Mayor and City Council on matters of municipal importance. 

3.01.032 Assistant City Manager 

The Assistant City Manager is appointed by the City Manager and assists the 
organization in achieving strategic goals and implementing City policy. 

3.01.033 Acting City Manager 

The person designated by the City Manager to act in herlhis capacity during 
temporary, planned absences. 

3.01.040 Procedures 

3.01.041 Appointment of Acting City Manager 

a) The Assistant City Manager is hereby appointed to act in the City 
Manager's capacity and assume hislher full responsibilities, with some 
exceptions, for temporary periods of time not to exceed fourteen (1 4) 
calendar days unless otherwise authorized by the City Council. 

b) In the absence of both the City Manager and the Assistant City Manager, 
the City Manager will appoint a Department Director to act in herlhis 
capacity with the proscriptions noted above. 

3.01.042 Duties and Responsibilities 

a) The Acting City Manager will be responsible for the ongoing 
implementation of Council policies and the day-to-day operation of the 
City, including signing documents, contracts, agreements, and other 
instruments in the Manager's stead. 
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Council Policy 91 -3.01 

b) No bond will be required for this temporary assumption of responsibility 
nor will there be monetary compensation to the Acting City Manager for 
assuming the additional duties and responsibilities during these short 
periods of time. 

3.01.050 Responsibilitv 

The Council, by virtue of long-standing practice, has given to the City 
Manager the authority to appoint herthis replacement during temporary, 
scheduled absences that are not due to or result from inability or incapacity. 
Thus, this Council Policy has been developed for ratification and inclusion in 
the Policy Manual. 

3.01.060 Review and Update 

The "Appointment of the Acting City Manager" Policy shall be reviewed at 
least every three years in October by the City Manager for recommendation 
to the Council on appropriate revisions. 
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O F F I C E  

To: Administrative Services Committee 

From: Ellen Volmert, Assistant City Manager 

Subject: City Council Policy: Compensation 

Date: October 23, 2008 

PURPOSE 
To update the City Council Policy on Compensation and continue to provide equitable total 
compensation for City employees within budgetary and funding restrictions. 

BACKGROUND 
This policy was last updated in October 2006 with the major change of incorporating language to align 
with the Council's new sustainability policy. The essential policies and procedures have remained stable 
over time. Over the last two years, the current policy has generally served the City well in its 
negotiations with the four employee units and the Council policy serves as the platform for 
administrative policies regarding compensation such as that governing the classification and 
compensation system. For example, the policy provided essential guidance in working with AFSCME to 
develop both greater internal equity in their structure and more market flexibility. The basic Council 
policy has generally remained stable for the past fifteen or more years. 

There are changes recommended to the policy, however, to make these policies more clear and more 
relevant to overarching Council values. For example, even though the City has consistently used the 
mean of comparators as a total compensatioll benchmark, this has not been explicitly stated in the policy 
and this led to some communications problems in negotiations. There has also not been a specific 
reference to labor negotiations and the impact of State law. Therefore, there are some minor changes 
reflected in the recommended revised policy, attached. 

DISCUSSION 
Two areas have been added to the attached draft to make the policy and goals more clear, while 
maintaining flexibility for the City Council. One is a reference to State collective bargaining law , that 
maintaining positive labor relations is an associated City Council goal, and that negotiations processes 
have an impact on compensation. The second area is to explicitly state what has been a benchmark or 
glideline for many years, maintaining the City at about the mean of our comparators in total 
compensation. The intent here is that this represents a general guideline for policy purposes, but that it is 
not intended to restrict the City where other factors, such as effective retention and recruitment, may 
require deviating from that guideline to maintain effective operations and desired results. 



FINANCIAL IMPACTS 
There are no direct financial impacts of these changes as they primarily clarify existing policy direction. 

-, 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Administrative Services Committee recommend approval of the revised Council Policy on 
Compensation. 



COUNCIL POLlCY MANUAL 

POLICY AREA 3 - PERSONNEL AND ADMlNlSTRATlVE MATTERS 

CP 91-3.02 City Compensation Policy 

Adopted April 6. 1987 
Revised 1989 
Affirmed October 7, 1991 
Affirmed 1993 
Revised October 16, 1 995 
Revised October 20, 1 997 
Affirmed November 1, 1999 
Affirmed June 18,2001 
Revised January 5,2004 
Revised September 7, 2004 
Revised November, 2006 
Revised October, 2008 

3.02.010 Purpose 

Compensation is one factor in establishing and maintaining the City as an 
Employer of Choice and promoting social sustainability in its operations. This 
policy seeks to establish salary ranges and total compensation for all 
positions (except Council-appointed positions and seasonal or casual 
positions) that will: assure the maintenance of total base compensation 
equity among employees; enhance the ability of the City to attract and retain 
qualified employees; recognize the value of work performed by employees 
to the organization and the community; maintaining positive and effective 
labor relations; and, address these goals within the economic ability of the 
City to pay, reasonable limits on the costs to provide City services, and the 
budgetary restrictions established by the City Council. The policy is intended 
to s h H d  also provide flexibility to the City Council on how best to meet 
these objectives. 
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3.02.020 Policy 

Salary range and other elements of compensation will be established based 
upon how total compensation best meets the above objectives. Total 
compensation balances external market values, internal equity among 
positions within job families (to avoid compression) and internal relative worth 
(comparing compensation for jobs of equal worth across the organization). 
Total compensation is defined as all rewards and recognition, including base 
wages, other salary or incentive compensation, benefits and perquisites; and 
specifically all direct or indirect wages and benefits for a specific position 
which have a calculated material value. 

Within these policies and limitations, therefore, salary ranges will be 
competitive in the employment market and within the City organization, and 
will also be based on the relative compensatory value of jobs within the 
organization according to skill, effort, responsibility, and working conditions 
associated with the jobs. To the extent that established salary ranges detract 
from the City's ability to recruit or retain a qualified work force, salary ranges 
may be adjusted according to the market value for the job or to prevent 
serious internal compression between positions. 

State law also dictates which employees are covered by collective 
bargaining agreements and for such employees, compensation is a 
mandatory subject of bargaining. The application of the above factors, 
therefore, is also subject to the bargaining process. 

3.02.030 Guidelines 

The City Manager is authorized to administer this policy through 
compensation plans developed in accordance with the purposes established 
in this policy, the following guidelines, and subject to budgetary 
considerations, the reasonable cost of providing City services, the City's 
ability to pay, and any applicable provisions of State law: 

3.02.031 Internal Compensation relationships 

Internal compensation relationships are judged on two factors, relative worth 
and family structure. Salary relationships (internal relative worth) will be 
determined through job analysis which will reflect similarities and differences 
among jobs in: 

a) level of responsibility, 
b) knowledge, 
c) physical requirements of the position, 
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Compensation relationships will also take into account, where applicable, the 
City's career and job family structure and any serious internal compensation 
compression issues, especially as they may impact attracting and retaining 
a qualified workforce. Compression is defined as an inadequate 
compensation differential between positions within a particular job family for 
promotion purposes. Compensation relationships will also take into account 
the City's ability to pay and the impact on the cost of City services. 

3.02.032 External relationships 

To be competitive in the employment market, the external value of positions 
will be determined by comparing total compensation rates for comparable 
jobs in a reasonable recruiting area and among comparative cities (as 
defined under state law. State law shall be used to define external 
comparables. Total compensation placing the City at the mean of 
comparators is to be used as a guideline, but special market forces 
impacting recruitment, retention, and other operating needs shall also 
be considered. Consideration will be given to total compensation data 
including employee benefits, stability of employment, physical environment, 
organization and human relations environment in which the \.work is 
performed, each organization's ability to pay, and supply and demand forces. 
This amount shall be the market value of the position. 

3.02.033 Excellence 

It is a long-term goal of our overall compensation policy that creative ways 
of recognizing and rewarding excellence in performance be explored and 
implemented, especially where linked to the organization's ability to achieve 
desired results. 

3.02.040 Review and Update 

The "City Compensation" Policy shall be reviewed at least every two years 
in October by the City Manager for recommendation to the Council on 
appropriate revisions. 
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3. Introduction of each member of group - with affiliation 

4. Explanation of group (especially important for quasi judicial): 

Purpose of meeting - ASC, HRC, Budget Commission, Policing forum are all different 

Process how meetings will go - 

Explain role of public input 



URBAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
MINUTES 

December 18,2008 

Present 
David Hamby, Chair 
Patricia Daniels 
Richard Hervey 

Staff 
Jon Nelson, City Manager 
Tom Penpraze, Utilities Division Manager 
Emely Day, City Manager's Office 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

Recommendations 

Program: Sewer Use Ordinance 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

Councilor Hamby called the meeting to order at 4:01 pm. 

I. lndustrial Wastewater Pretreatment Proqram: Sewer Use Ordinance Modifications 
(Attachment) 

Utilities Division Manager Penpraze explained that the City's Industrial Wastewater 
Pretreatment Program is mandated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and is implemented through the City's 
wastewater discharge permits, officially referred to as National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System Permits. All United States utilities the size of Corvallis are required to 
have similar programs. The regulations are intended to protect public infrastructure. Prior 
to establishment of the regulations, it was not uncommon for sewer lines to explode, 
causing injuries or deaths, disruption to wastewater treatment processes, or transfer of 
toxins to receiving water bodies (e.g., the Willamette River). The Industrial Wastewater 
Pretreatment Program is very prescriptive. Periodically EPA and DEQ require Program 
updates - EPAforwards regulation amendments to DEQ, which forwards the amendments 
to the City for codification and implementation. The Program was extensively amended 
during 1997; since then, some program updates were made that did not affect the 
Municipal Code. 

(Councilor Daniels arrived at this time.) 



Urban Services Committee 
December 18,2008 
Page 2 

Most of the recommended amendments involve new Federal regulations and "streamlining" 
regulations from EPA. Staff also recommended some minor "housekeeping" amendments. 
Staff considered the Federal regulation amendments acceptable for the City and its 
customers. Staff asked major industrial wastewater pretreatment customers to review the 
amendments; no comments were offered, even though the amendments would subject the 
customers to more regulations. Staff recommended that the Council adopt the 
recommended amendments to the Municipal Code. 

Mr. Penpraze responded to Committee members' comments, suggestions, and questions: 
Staff does not expect the proposed "streamlining" amendments to negatively impact 
public health orthe environment. The DEQ is required to adopt the Federal regulations 
as minimum requirements but has the legal authority to adopt more-stringent 
regulations. Staff works closely with DEQ, which opined that the proposed 
amendments would not make the regulations less necessary or protective of public 
health or the environment in Oregon. 

* The City's biosolids are applied to agricultural land surrounding the community 
(primarily grass seed farms and Oregon State University farms where cattle feed is 
grown). The City's biosolids have very few toxins and contaminants, primarily because 
there is little industry in Corvallis. The City must comply with stringent requirements 
regarding metal, toxins, and bacteria in biosolids. Farmers are not charged for 
receiving the City's biosolids, so the transfer of biosolids to agricultural lands is a "cost 
of doing business" for the Wastewater Reclamation Plant (WWRP). 
The City would need more-stringent pretreatment requirements (which it could legally 
impose) in order to sell its biosolids to farmers who raise crops for human consumption. 
The City issues discharge permits to regulated industries and, therefore, could set 
pretreatment requirements. Alternatively, the City would need to perform extensive 
treatment at the WWRP to be able to apply biosolids to human food crops under 
current regulations. There is a social stigma associated with applying biosolids to crops 
consumed by humans, even though the biosolids contain many desirable nutrients. It 
could cost the City millions of dollars in capital improvements and annual operations 
and maintenance to implement the level of pretreatment requirements needed for this 
type of biosolids use. Farmers currently receiving the City's biosolids apply much less 
commercial fertilizer to their crop fields, which aligns with the City's sustainability 
initiatives. 
Meeting Packet Page A1 ; Section 4.03.01 0.020, Definitions - 
>) 5) Best Management Practices - The proposed language amendment was 

prescribed by EPA, including the wording of the last sentence (deleting the phrase 
"but not limited to"). 

Meeting Packet Page A3; Section 4.03.01 0.020, Definitions - 
)) 53) a) - CFR is an acronym for "Code of Federal Regulations," which outlines the 

procedures the City must follow. POTW is an acronym for "Publicly Owned 
Treatment Works" (a wastewater treatment plant). [Acronyms in the text included 
in the meeting packet are defined at the beginning of Municipal Code Chapter 4.03, 
"Sewer Regulations. '7 
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)> (B) c) - The Municipal Code includes a definition of "untreated concentrated 
wastewater." 

* Meeting Packet Page A-4; Section 4.03.01 0.020, Definitions - 
)) a), b), and c) - These provisions describe different types of violations: chronic, 

Technical Review Criteria, and other Pretreatment Standard or Requirement, 
respectively. The proposed language amendments are prescribed by EPA. 

>) c) - Other Municipal Code provisions address environmental impacts from 
violations. 

Meeting Packet Page A-6; Section 4.03.020.080, Protection from accidental discharge 
or slug discharge - 
>) A slug discharge could be purposeful or could be "metered into" wastewater; an 

industrial wastewater slug could disrupt operations unless it was gradually 
introduced to the wastewater. An accidental discharge could be a ruptured tank. 

)) 3) - This provision should be re-worded to read, ". . . immediately of any changes 
at their facilities affecting potential . . ." for grammatical correctness. [This language 
is prescribed by EPA.] 

Meeting Packet Page A-1 0; Section 4.03.030.061, Permit transferability - 
>> The City's procedures manual specifies the advance-notice time requirement, which 

is sufficient for staff to influence the actions of permit holders. 
Meeting Packet Page A-1 2; Section 4.03.030.080, Periodic compliance reports - 
>) B. 1) - The City may authorize a waiver if an industrial facility discharges to the 

City's system under a discharge permit and discharges sanitary wastewater (lunch 
rooms, restrooms, showers, etc.) into the same sewer system that receives 
industrial process wastewater. The provision addresses pollutants attributable to 
the sanitary wastewater, rather than the industrial pretreated wastewater. A 
pollutant in the wastewater may not be regulated under the industrial pretreatment 
permit (e.g., laundry detergent). 

>) 8. -The provision could be more effective if re-worded so that "notify the City" is the 
first requirement stated. [This language is prescribed by EPA.] 

Meeting Packet Page A-1 7; Section 4.03.030.1 06, Sample collection procedures - 
)> Evanite is not required to have a special permit because it has its own industrial 

wastewater treatment facility on the east side of the Willamette River in Linn 
County. The City processes Evanite's sanitary wastewater. 

* Meeting Packet Page A-I 9; Section 4.03.030.131, Public notification of industrial users 
in significant non-compliance - 
)> Notices are published in the "legal notices" portion of the Con/allis Gazette-Times 

classified advertisements section. The proposed language amendment is 
prescribed by EPA and addresses situations of a permit holder violating the terms 
of its permit. 

Based upon a motion moved and seconded by Councilors Daniels and Hervey, 
respectively, the Committee unanimouslv recommends that Council amend Municipal Code 
Chapter 4.03, "Sewer Regulations," by means of an ordinance to be read by the City 
Attorney. 
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II. Other Business 

A. Councilor Daniels distributed to the Committee a newspaper article regarding the 
"Portland Loo" public restroom. 

B. The next regular Urban Services Committee meeting will be held January 8, 2009, 
in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room at 4:00 pm, with future meeting days and 
time determined by the new Committee members. 

Councilor Hamby adjourned the meeting at 4:31 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

David Hamby, Chair 



December 4,2008 

TO: Urban Services Committee 

FROM: Steve Rogers, Public Works Director 

SUBJECT: Proposed Sewer Use Ordinance Municipal Code Modifications: 
Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment Program 

I. Issue 

The City is required to maintain an Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment Program (IWMP) in 
compliance with state and federal regulations. Some current City program guidelines and 
regulations, as outlined in the Municipal Code, are not in compliance with new requirements from 
the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ), and need to be modified. 

The City administers an industrial wastewater pretreatment program mandated by DEQ and EPA 
through provisions in the Federal Clean Water Act. These requirements are enforced through the 
City's National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) wastewater utility discharge 
permit. 

Provisions of the IWMP regulate the quality and quantity of industrial wastewater discharged to the 
Corvallis wastewater system to protect the safety of staff and the community, prevent damage to 
infrastruct~u-e and the wastewater treatment processes, and prevent pollution of the Willainette 
River. For example, Hewlett-Packard and Western Pulp are issued wastewater discharge pennits 
by the City which contain the terms and conditions they are required to comply with regarding 
pretreatment of their waste stream before they discharge the wastewater to the City's system. 

The Corvallis Municipal Code, Chapter 4.03, Sewer Regulations and Charges, is the legal instrument 
which gives the City the authority to implement the pretreatment program. Periodically, changes at 
the federal and state level require that the City modify its sewer use municipal code to remain in 
compliance with program requirements. The municipal code was last modified for industrial 
pretreatment purposes in 1997 due to changes at the state and federal level. 



111. Discussion 

The City is being required by DEQ to modify the sewer use municipal code to comply with EPA's 
new "streamlining" regulations. These new regulations are intended to reduce the regulatory burden 
on the industrial community without reducing the level of environmental protection. 

Staff has also made some housekeeping changes to the pretreatment sections of the Sewer Use 
Regulations whch will better facilitate the City's ability to manage the industrial wastewater 
pretreatment program. Hewlett-Packard, Western Pulp, and Allied Waste, three major industrial 
customers affected by these proposed program changes, were requested to review and comment on 
the draft changes. No comments were received. The proposed modifications are attached. The 
provisions recommended for removal are struck-out and the new provisions are shown in bold. 

IV. Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Urban Services Committee approve the Sewer Use Ordinance proposed 
modifications and recommend that the City Cou~ncil adopt them for inclusion in theMunicipa1 Code. 

Reviewed and Concur: 

Attachments 



Municipal Code Modification 

BMP Definition 

Section 4.03.010.020 Definitions. 

5 )  Best management practices (BMPs) - 

. . 
The term Best Management 

Practices or BMPs means schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance 
procedures, and other management practices to implement the prohibitions listed in Section 
4.03.020.040 (Prohibited discharges) of this chapter. BMPs also include treatment 
requirements, operating procedures, and practices to control plant site runoff, spillage or 
leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage from raw materials storage. 

Material in bold is new. Material is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Day Defmition 

Section 4.03.010.020 Definitions. 

14) Day(s) - For reporting purposes, day(s) is calendar day(s); For 
sampling purposes, day(s) is a 24 hour period. 

Material in bold is new. Material is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

SIU Definition 

Section 4.03 .010.020 Definitions. 

53) Significant industrial user (SIU) - (A) Except as provided in (B) and (C) of this 
section, the term Significant Industrial User means: 

a) All Industrial Users subject to Categorical Pretreatment Standards under 40 
CFR 

403.6 and 40 CFR chapter I, subchapter N; and 

b) Any other industrial user that: discharges an average of 25,000 gallons per day or 
more of process wastewater to the POTW (excluding sanitary, noncontact cooling and boiler 
blowdown wastewater); contributes a process wastestream which makes up 5 percent or more 
of the average dry weather hydraulic or organic capacity of the POTW treatment plant; or is 
designated as such by the City on the basis that the industrial user has a reasonable potential 
for adversely affecting the POTW9s operation or for violating any Pretreatment Standard or 

- requirement. 

(B) The City may determine that an Industrial User subject to categorical Pretreatment 
Standards under 40 CFR 403.6 and 40 CFR chapter I, subchapter N is a Non-Significant 
Categorical Industrial User rather than a Significant Industrial User on a finding that the 
Industrial User never discharges more than 100 gallons per day (gpd) of total categorical 
wastewater (excluding sanitary, noncontact cooling and boiler blowdown wastewater, unless 
specifically included in the Pretreatment Standard) and the following conditions are met: 

a) the Industrial User, prior to the City's finding, has consistently complied with all 
applicable categorical Pretreatment Standards and Requirements; 

b) the Industrial User annually submits the certification statement required in 40 CFR 
403.12(q) together with any additional information necessary to support the certification 
statement; and 

c) the Industrial User never discharges any untreated concentrated wastewater. 

(C) Upon a finding that an Industrial User meeting the criteria in (A)(b) of this section 
has no reasonable potential for adversely affecting the POTW's operation or  for violating any 

Material in bold is new. Material stnzdx& is deleted. 



A-3 (cont.) 

Pretreatment Standards or requirement, the City may at any time, on its on initiative or in 
response to a petition received from an Industrial User, and in accordance with 40 CFR 
403.8(f)(6), determine that such Industrial User is not a Significant Industrial User. 

Material in bold is new. Material stmCbxd is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

SNC Definition 

Section 4.03.010.020 Definitions. 

. .  . . 
54) Significant noncompliance (SNC) - 

. .  . . . ~ A Significant Industrial User (or any 
Industrial User which violates paragraphs (c), (d), or (h) of this section) is in significant 
noncompliance if its violation meets one or more of the following criteria: 

a) Chronic violations of wastewater discharge limits, defined here as those in which 
66 percent or more of all of the measurements taken for the same pollutant parameter during 
a 6 month period exceed (by any magnitude) a numeric Pretreatment Standard or 
Requirement, including instantaneous limits, as defined by 40 CFR 403.3(1); 

b) Technical Review Criteria (TRC) violations, defined here as those in which 33 
percent or more of all of the measurements taken for the same pollutant parameter during a 
6 month period equal or exceed the product of the numeric Pretreatment Standard or 
Requirement including instantaneous limits, as defined by 40 CFR 403.3(1) multiplied by the 
applicable TRC (TRC=1.4 for BOD, TSS, fats, oil, and grease, and 1.2 for all other pollutants 
except pH); 

c) Any other violation of a Pretreatment Standard or Requirement as defined by 40 
CFR 403.3(1) (daily maximum, long-term average, instantaneous limit, or narrative standard) 
that the City determines has caused, alone or in combination with other discharges, 

Material in bold is new. Material is deleted. 
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Interference or Pass Through (including endangering the health of City personnel or the 
general public); 

d) Any discharge of a pollutant that has caused imminent danger endangerment to 
human health, welfare or to the environment or has resulted in the City exercising its emergency 
authority to halt or prevent such a discharge; 

e) Failure to meet, within 90 days after the schedule date, a compliance schedule 
milestone contained in the IWDP or enforcement order for starting construction, completing 
construction, or attaining final compliance; 

f) Failure to provide, within 30 days after the due date, required reports such as 
baseline monitoring reports, 90-day compliance reports, periodic self-monitoring reports, and 
reports on compliance with compliance schedules; 

g) Failure to accurately report noncompliance; 

h) Any other violation or group ofviolations, which may include a violation of Best 
Management Practice, which the City determines will adversely affect the operation or 
implementation of the City's pretreatment program. 

Material in bold is new. Material stmdxmt is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Slug Discharge Definition 

Section 4.03.01 0.020 Definitions. 

56) Slug discharge lmd - Any discharge of a non-routine, episodic nature, including but not 
limited to an accidental spill or anon-customarybatch discharge, which has a reasonable potential 
to cause Interference or Pass Through, or in any other way violate the POTW's regulations, 
local limits or Permit conditions. 

Material in bold is new. Material stmdxmt is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Slug Discharge Requirements 

Section 4.03.020.080 Protection from accidental discharge or slug discharge bad. 
1) Each industrial user shall provide protection from accidental discharge or slug load of 

prohibited materials or other wastes regulated hereby. Facilities to prevent accidental-discharge or 
slug load of prohibited materials shall be provided and maintained at the owner or operator's own 
cost and expense. Detailed plans showing facilities and operating procedures to provide this 
protection shall be submitted to the utility. 

2) A notice shall be permanently posted by industrial users in a prominent place, advising 
employees when to call in the event of an accidental discharge or slug load. Employers shall advise 
employees, who may cause accidental discharges or slug loads, of the notification procedure. 

3) Significant Industrial Users are required to notify the POTW immediately of any 
changes at its facility affecting potential for a Slug Discharge. 

4) If the City decides that a slug control plan is needed, the plan shall contain, at  a 
minimum, the following elements: 

a) Description of discharge practices, including non-routine batch discharges; 
b) Description of stored chemicals; 
c) Procedures for immediately notifying the POTW of slug discharges, including 

any discharge that would violate a prohibition under Section 4.03.020.040 (Prohibited 
discharges) of this chapter with procedures for follow-up written notification within 
five days; and 

d) If necessary, procedures to prevent adverse impact from accidental spills, 
including inspection and maintenance of storage areas, handling and transfer of 
materials, loading and unloading operations, control of plant site run-off, worker 
training, building of containment structures or equipment, measures for containing 
toxic organic pollutants (including solvents), and/or measures and equipment for 
emergency response. 

Material in bold is new. Material sibxkm3 is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Notification of Violation and Sampling Requirement 

Section 4.03.020.083 Notification of Violation and Sampling Requirement. 
If sampling performed by a User indicates a violation, the User must notify the City 

within twenty-four (24) hours of becoming aware of the violation. The User shall also repeat 
the sampling and analysis and submit the results of the repeat analysis to the City within thirty 
(30) days after becoming aware of the violation. Resampling by the Industrial User is not 
required if the City performs sampling at the User9s facility at least once a month, or if the 
City performs sampling a t  the User between the time when the initial sampling was conducted 
and the time when the User or the City receives the results of this sampling, or if the City has 
performed the sampling and analysis in lieu of the Industrial User. 

If the City performs the sampling and analysis in lieu of the Industrial User, the City will 
perform the repeat sampling and analysis unless the City notifies the User of the violation and 
requires the User to perform the repeat sampling and analysis. 

Material in bold is new. Material s$mcka& is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Permit Conditions 

Section 4.03.030.050 Permit conditions. 
Industrial wastewater discharge permits shall be expressly subject to all provisions herein and 

all other applicable regulations, user charges and fees established by the City. 

3 L U  L l l L  

A. Permits shall contain the following: 
1) Statement of duration (in no case more than five years) in accordance with Section 

4.03.030.060 of this municipal code. 
2) Statement that the permit is nontransferable without prior notification to the City 

in accordance with Section 4.03.030.061 of this municipal code, and provisions for furnishing 
the new owner or operator with a copy of the existing wastewater discharge permit. 

3) Effluent limits, including Best Management Practices, based on applicable general 
Pretreatment Standards, categorical Pretreatment Standards, local limits, and State and local 
law. 

4) Self-monitoring, sampling, reporting, notification, and record keeping requirements. 
These requirements shall include an identification ofpollutants (or best management practice) 
to be monitored, sampling location, sampling frequency, and sample type. 

5) The process for seeking a waiver from monitoring for a pollutant neither present nor 

Material in bold is new. Material stndrmf is deleted. 
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expected to be present in the discharge in accordance with Section 4.03.030.080 of this 
municipal code. 

6) Any grant of the monitoring waiver by the City shall be included as a condition in 
the User's permit. 

7) Statement of applicable civil and criminal penalties for violation of Pretreatment 
Standards and requirements, and any applicable compliance schedule. Such schedules may 
not extend the time for compliance beyond that required by applicable federal deadlines. 

8) Requirements to control slug discharges, if determined by the City to be necessary. 
9) Requirements for notification of the City of any new wastewater constituent or 

change in volume or character of the wastewater being discharged or change in production. 
10) Requirements for notification of the City of slug loads and accidental discharges. 
11) Requirements for requesting amendments to the permit for an increase or change 

in contribution to the wastewater system. 
12) Requirements for notification of the City upon violation of the permit. 

B. Permits may contain, but need not be limited to, the following: 
1) Limits on the average and/or maximum rate of discharge, time of discharge, and/or 

requirements for flow regulation and equalization; 
2) Requirements for the installation of pretreatment technology, pollution control, or 

- constrnctionr of appropriate contzinment devices, designed to reduce, eliminate, or  prevent the 
introduction of pollutants into the POTW; 

3) Development and implementation of waste minimization plans to reduce the amount 
of pollutants discharged to the POTW; 

4) Requirements for installation and maintenance of inspection and sampling facilities 
and equipment, including flow measurement devices; 

5) Compliance schedules; and 
6) Other conditions as the City requires to ensure compliance herein. 

Material in bold is new. Material is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Permit Duration, Reissuance and Modification 

Section 4.03.030.060 Permit duration, reissuance and modification. 
9 Permits will be issued for a specified time period (in no case more than five years). The 

user shall apply for reissuance of the permit a minimum of 180 days prior to the expiration of the 
existingpermit. The terms and conditions of the permit may be modified by the City during the term 
of the permit if just cause exists, and shall include a reasonable time schedule for compliance. 

Material in bold is new. Material is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Permit Transferability 

Section 4.03.030.061 Permit transferability. 
Individual wastewater discharge permits may be transferred to a new owner or 

operator only if the permittee gives advance notice to the City and the City approves the 
permit transfer. The notice to the City must include a written certification by the new owner 
or operator which: 

1. States that the new owner and/or operator has no immediate intent to change the 
facility's operations and processes; 

2. Identifies the specific date on which the transfer is to occur; 
3. Acknowledges full responsibility for complying with the existing individual 

wastewater discharge permit; and 
4. States that a copy of the~existing permit has been provided to the new owner or 

operator. 

Failure to provide the City advance notice of a transfer or failure to provide a copy of 
the existing permit to the new owner or operator renders the individual wastewater discharge 

- permit void as of the date of facility transfer, 

Material in bold is new. Material stmdrmd is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

BMP Reports 

Section 4.03.030.070 Reporting requirements; compliance date. 
Users with permits containing compliance schedules shall submit a compliance report to the 

City within 90 days after the date for compliance. New sources shall submit a report to the City 
indicating the nature, concentration, and flow rates ofregulatedpolIutants following commencement 
of discharge to the wastewater system. Compliance reports shall state whether the limits or 
requirements are being met and, if not, what is necessary to bring the user into compliance. In cases 
where the Pretreatment Standard requires compliance with a Best Management Practice or 
pollution prevention alternative, the Industrial User shall submit documentation as required 
by the City or the applicable Pretreatment Standards to determine compliance with the 
Pretreatment Standard. The report shall be signed by an authorized representative of the user. 

Material in bold is new. Material -sbmhmt is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Periodic Compliance Reports 

Section 4.03.030.080 €@mikmd Periodic compliance reports. 
A. Significant Industrial Users required by permit to sample andlor monitor discharge, shall 

submit to the City no less than twice per year (each June and December), or as required by permit, 
a report indicating the nature and amount of pollutants in the discharge to the wastewater system. 

I n  cases where the Pretreatment Standard requires compliance with a Best Management 
Practice (BMP) or pollution prevention alternative, the Significant Industrial User must 
submit documentation required by the City or the Pretreatment Standard necessary to 

e the compliance status of the User. 

B. The City may authorize the Industrial User subject to a categorical Pretreatment 
Standard to forego sampling of a pollutant regulated by a categorical Pretreatment Standard 
if the Industrial User has demonstrated through sampling and other technical factors that the 
pollutant is neither present nor expected to be present in the Discharge, or is present only at 
background levels from intake water and without any increasein the pollutant due to activities 
of the Industrial User. This authorization is subject to the following conditions: 

- I j The City may authorize a waiver where a pollutant is determined to be present solely 
due to sanitary wastewater discharged from the facility provided that the sanitary wastewater 
is not regulated by an applicable categorical Standard and otherwise includes no process 
wastewater. 

2) The monitoring waiver is valid only for the duration of the effective period of the 
industrial wastewater discharge permit or other equivalent individual control mechanism, but 
in no case longer than 5 years. The User must submit a new request for the waiver before the 
waiver can be granted for each subsequent industrial wastewater discharge permit. 

3) In making a demonstration that a pollutant is not present, the Industrial User must 
provide data from at  least one sarnpling of the facility's process wastewater prior to any 
treatment present at the facility that is representative of all wastewater from all processes. 

4) The request for a monitoring waiver must be signed in accordance with Section 
4.03.030.085 of this municipal code and include the certification statement in 40 CFR 
403.6(a)(2)(ii). 

5) Non-detectable sample results may only be used as a demonstration that a pollutant 
is not present if the EPA approved method from 40 CFR part 136 with the lowest minimum 
detection level for that pollutant was used in the analysis. 

6) Any grant of the monitoring waiver by the City must be included as a condition in 
the User's permit. The reasons supporting the waiver and any information submitted by the 
User in its request for the waiver must be maintained by the City for 3 years after expiration 
of the waiver. 

Material in bold is new. Material is deleted. 
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7) Upon approval of the monitoring waiver and revision of the User's permit by the 
City, the Industrial User must certify on each report with the statement below, that there has 
been no increase in the pollutant in its wastestream due to activities of the Industrial User: 

Based on my inquiry of the person o r  persons directly responsible for managing compliance 
with the Pretreatment Standard for 40 CFR [specify applicable National Pretreatment 
Standard part(s)], I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, there has been no 
increase in the level of [list pollutant(s)] in the wastewaters due to the activities at  the 
facility since filing of the last periodic report under 40 CFR 403.12(e)(l). 

8)In the event that a waived pollutant is found to be present or  is expected to be present 
based on changes that occur in the User's operations, theuser must immediately: Comply with 
the monitoring requirements of paragraph (A) of this section or other more frequent 
monitoring requirements imposed by the City; and notify the City. 

9) This provision does not supersede certification processes and requirements 
established in categorical Pretreatment Standards, except as otherwise specified in the 
categorical Pretreatment Standard. 

C. If a Significant Industrial User subject to the reporting requirement in this section 
monitors any regulated pollutant at  the appropriate sampling location more frequently than 
required by the City, using the procedures prescribed in Section 4.03.030.106 of this municipal 
code, the results of this m'onitoring shall be included in the report. 

Material in bold is new. Material stndemt is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Record Keeping 

Section 4.03.030.081 Record keeping. 
Users subject to the reporting requirements of this municipal code shall retain, and 

make available for inspection and copying, all records of information obtained pursuant to any 
monitoring activities required by this municipal code, any additional records of information 
obtained pursuant to monitoring activities undertaken by the User independent of such 
requirements, and documentation associated with Best Management Practices established 
under Section 4.03.030.122. Records shall include the date, exact place, method, and time of 
sampling, and the name of the person(s) taking the samples; the dates analyses were 
performed; who performed the analyses; the analytical techniques or methods used; and the 
results of such analyses. These records shall remain available for a period of at least three (3) 
years. This period shall be automatically extended for the duration of any litigation 
concerning the User or the City, or where the User has been specifically notified of a longer 
retention period by the City. 

Material in bold is new. Material is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Signatory Requirements 

Section 4.03.030.085 Signatory requirements for industrial user reports. 
Reports required to be submitted by Significant Industrial Users (including Non- 

significant Categorical Industrial Users) shall be signed as follows: 
1) By a responsible corporate officer, if the industrial user submitting the reports is a 

corporation. A responsible corporate officer means: 
a) a president, secretary, treasurer, or  vice-president of the corporation in 

charge of a principal business function, or any other person who performs similar 
policy- or  decision-making functions for the corporation, or  

b) the manager of one or more manufacturing, production, or operating 
facilities, provided, the manager is authorized to make management decisions which 
govern the operation of the regulated facility including having the explicit or implicit 
duty of making major capital investment recommendations, and initiate and direct 
other comprehensive measures to assure long-term environmental compliance with 
environmental laws and regulations; can ensure that the necessary systems are 
established or actions taken to gather complete and accurate information for control 
mechanism requirements; and where authority to sign documents has been assigned 
or  delegated to the manager in accordance with corporate procedures. 
2) By a general partner or  proprietor if the industrial user submitting the reports is a 

partnership or sole proprietorship respectively. 
3) By a duly authorized representative of the individual designated in paragraph (1) or 

(2) of this section if: 
a) The authorization is made in writing by the individual described in 

paragraph (1) or (2); 
b) The authorization specifies either an individual or a position having 

responsibility for the overall operation of the facility from which the industrial 
discharge originates, such as the position of plant manager, operator of a well, or well 
field superintendent, or a position of equivalent responsibility, or  having overall 
responsibility for environmental matters for the company; and 

c) The written authorization is submitted to the City of Corvallis. 
4) If an authorization under paragraph (3) of this section is no longer accurate because 

a different individual or  position has responsibility for the overall operation of the facility, or 
overall responsibility for environmental matters for the company, a new authorization 
satisfying the requirements of paragraph (3) of this section must be submitted to the City of 
Corvallis prior to or together with any reports to be signed by an authorized representative. 

Material in bold is new. Material s+mdm& is deleted. 



Municipal Code Modification 

Inspection and Sampling 

Section 4.03.030.100 Right of Entry: Inspection and sampling. 

The City shall have the right to enter the premises of any User to determine whether the 
User is complying with all requirements of this ordinance and any individual wastewater 
discharge permit or order issued hereunder. Users shall allow the City ready access to all parts 

- of the premises for the purposes of inspection, sampling, records examinatisn and copying, and 
the performance of any additional duties. 

1) Where a User has security measures in force which require proper identification and 
clearance before entry into its premises, the User shall make necessary arrangements 
with its security guards so that, upon presentation of suitable identification, the City 
shall be permitted to enter without delay for the purposes of performing specific 
responsibilities. 

2) The City shall have the right to set up on the User's property, or require installation 
of, such devices as are necessary to conduct sampling and/or metering of the User's 
operations. 

3) The City may require the User to install monitoring equipment as necessary. The 
facility's sampling and monitoring equipment shall be maintained at  all times in a safe 
and proper operating condition by the User at  its own expense. A11 devices used to 
measure wastewater flow and quality shall be calibrated at  least annually to ensure their 
accuracy. 

4) The location of the monitoring facility shall provide ample room in or near the 
monitoring facility to allow accurate sampling and preparation of samples and analysis 
and whether constructed on public or private property, the monitoring facilities shall 

Material in bold is new. Material is deleted. 
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be provided in accordance with the City's requirements and all applicable local 
construction standards and specifications. If required by the City, such facilities shall 
be constructed and maintained in such a manner so as to enable the City to perform 
independent monitoring activities. 

5) Any temporary or permanent obstruction to safe and easy access to the facility to be 
inspected andlor sampled shall be promptly removed by the User at the written or 
verbal request of the City and shall not be replaced. The costs of clearing such access 
shall be born by the User. 

6) Unreasonable delays in allowing the City access to the User's premises shall be a 
violation of this ordinance. 

Material in bold is new. Material s tmebmt  is deleted. 
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Analytical Requirements 

Section 4.03.030.1 05 Analytical Requirements. 
All pollutant analyses, includhg sampling techniques, to be submitted as part of a report 

or wastewater discharge permit application shall be performed in accordance with the 
techniques prescribed in 40 CFR Bart 136 and amendments thereto, unless otherwise specified 
in an applicable categorical Pretreatment Standard. If 40 CFR Part 136 does not contain 
sampling or analytical techniques for the pollutant in question, or where the EPA determines 
that the Part 136 sampling and analytical techniques are inappropriate for the pollutant in 
question, sampling and analyses shall be performed by using validated analytical methods or 
any other applicable sampling and analytical procedures, including procedures suggested by 
the City or other parties approved by EPA. 

Material in bold is new. Material stnxkm3 is deleted. 
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Sample Collection Procedures 

Section 4.03.030.106 Sample collection procedures. 
1) Samples collected by Industrial Users to satisfy reporting requirements must be based 

on data obtained through appropriate sampling and analysis performed d ~ r i n ' ~  the period 
covered by the report, based on data that is representative of conditions occurring during the 
reporting period. 

2) Grab samples must be used for temperature, pH, cyanide, total phenols, oil and 
grease, sulfides, and volatile organic compounds. For all other pollutants, 24-hour composite 
samples must be obtained through flow-proportional composite sampling techniques, unless 
time-proportional composite sampling o r  grab sampling is authorized by the City. 

3) Where time-proportional composite sampling or grab sampling is authorized by the 
City, the samples must be representative of the discharge. 

4) Using protocols (including appropriate preservation) specified in 40 CFR Part 136 
and appropriate EPA guidance, multiple grab samples collected during a 24-hour period may 
be composited prior to the analysis as follows: for cyanide, total phenols, and sulfides the 
samples may be composited in the laboratory or in the field; for volatile organics and oil & 
grease the samples may be composited in the laboratory. Composite samples for other 
parameters unaffected by the compositing procedures as documented in approved EPA 
methodologies may be authorized by the City, as appropriate. 

5) For sampling required in support of baseline monitoring and 90-day compliance 
reports, a minimum of four (4) grab samples must be used for pH, cyanide, total phenols, oil 
& grease, sulfide and volatile organic compounds for facilities for which historical sampling 
data do not exist; for facilities for which historical sampling data are available, the City may 
authorize a lower minimum. For Industrial User self-monitoring reports, the City shall require 
the number of grab samples necessary to assess and assure compliance byIndustria1 Users with 
applicable Pretreatment Standards and Requirements. 
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BMPs and Local Limits 

Section 4.03.030.122 BMPs and local limits. 
At the sole discretion of the City, best management practices (BMPs) can be used in 

conjunction with or in lieu of local limits. BMPs can be used to implement generalprohibitions, 
specific prohibitions, and become pretreatment standards. 
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Public Notification of SNC 

Section 4.03.030.13 1 Public notification of industrial users in significant noncompliance. 

The City shall provide at least annual public notification in a newspaper(s) of general 
circulation that provides meaningful public notice within the jurisdiction(s) served by the 
POTW of Industrial Users which, at any time during the previous 12 months, were in 
significant noncompliance with applicable Pretreatment requirements. 

Material in bold is new. Material z&ndmut is deleted. 



ORDINANCE 2008- 

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER, AMENDING 
MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 4.03, "SEWER REGULATIONS," AS AMENDED 

THE CITY OF CORVALLIS ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The title of Chapter 4.03, Sewer Regulations, is hereby amended as follows: 

Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment Program 

Section 2. Various sections of Municipal Code Chapter 4.03 are hereby amended as follows: 

Chapter 4.03 

Sections: 
4.03.010.020 Definitions. 
4.03.020.080 Protection From Accidental Discharge or Slu 
4.03.020.083 Notification ol'\/iolarion and Sanipling Kecjuil-cnicnt. 

4.03.030.050 Pennit Conditions. 
4.03.030.060 Permit Duratio 

4.03.030.070 Reporting Requirements; Coinplialce Date. 
4.03.030.080 
4.03.030.081 
4.03.030.085 
4.03.030.100 
4.03.030.105 
4.03.030.106 Sainple Collec~ion Procedures. 
-l.O3.i)?O. 122 I3h~lI''s and l.ocal Liniits. 
4.03.030.13 1 P~lblic Notification of Industrial Users in Significant Noncomnplia~lce. 

Section 4.03.010.020 Definitions. 
5) Best management practices (BMPs) - a - 
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i i )  A11 Industrial {Jsers s~~bject  lo C'attigosical Pretreatillelit Standards under 40 CFli 
403.6 a11d 30 C'I-R cliaptcr I. subcliaptcr N;  and 

b) Any other industrial user that: discharges ail a\.eragt. of 45.000 gallolls per day or Inore 
of proccss \vastc\\atcr to the POTW (cuclilding sanitary, noncontact cooling and boiler 
blo\vclo\t~i waste\i.ater): colitributes a process \vastestrean \vhich makes up 5 percen~ or Illore of 
the avcragc dry \vcatlicr liydraulic or organic capacity of the I'O'I'W treatlncnt plant; or is 
designated as such by the City on tile basis that the industrial user has a reasonable potential for 
aclvcrscly nffccting the I'O'I'W's opcrtltion or for \. iolating any Pretroatmcnt Standard or 

(C) XJpo~i a i~iiding that an liidustsial IJscs nweting the criteria in (A)(b) of this section 
has no reasoilable potei"ia1 for adversely alfecting the POTW's operation or fbr violating a l p  
Prctr~att77~1it Staiidards or rcq~~iremcl~t; thc City may at any time, 011 its on iliitiativc or in 
response lo a petition received li-om an I~~d~istr ial  TJser, and in accorciatlce with 40 CFR 
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403.8(1)(6). cleternliilc that s i ~ c h  111JusL1.iril IJsc.1. is 1101 tl Significant Inclustrial User. 

. .  . . 
54) Significant noncornpliance (SNC) - 

66 I J C ~ C C I ~ I  01. illore oi'all ol'tlic i l i e a ~ l ~ r e ~ i i ~ ' i i ~ ~  1;1l,e11 f~>s tile sa~ile ])oll~11a11t ~) ;~T:?I~IC~L' I -  cluring n G ~iion~ll  
period c\cced (b!' an) t~lclgrlit~~de) n ~iunicric Prell-cntmcnt Strtrldard 01. Rccluireinent, i~icli~di~lg 
instanta~icoi~~ lirnits. as defined bj, 1 0  C'1:li 403.3(1): 

b) l'rclinical I'\e\.ie\\, Criteria (7-RCj \ iolatioris. ilelineil here as tliosc in \\ Iiich 33 prlrcrnL 01. 

more of all ot'tltc me;lsuretrtents talien tbr the same pollutant parameter di~~.ilig ;I 0 rii01it1i perio~l e(1~1ill (11. 

e.xcec.d  lie /xoduc~ ol'the ni~me~.ic I'retre:lfnic.~lt St;irtdard or Rcq~~i~-eriient including inst:tr~~:trieoirs limits. 
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as defined by 40 CL;K403.3(1) lnultiplied by the applicable 7'KC (TKC=1.4 for BOD, 'I'SS. fats, oil, and 
grease, and 1.2 for all oilier pollulants except pH); 

c )  ,In> utlicl. I iolotiol~ of a Pretreatment Stnridarcl or Rcquiret~leti1 as cleii~lecl by 40 CFR 403.3(1) 
(dail). ma\iniul~l, long-term alwage, itlstantancous lirllit. or narrati~c sta~iclot-d) that tlic C ~ Q  clctcrmincs 
lias caused, alone or in cotnbination with other discharges, 
Interference or Pass Through (including endangering the Iiealth of City personnel or the general public); 

d) Any discharge of a poll~ltant that has caused imminent danger e~ldailgellne~lt to 
human health, welfare or to the environment or has resulted in the City exercising its emergency 
authority to halt or prevent such a discharge; 

e) Failure to meet, within 90 days after the schedule date, a compliance schedule milestone 
contained in the IWDP or enforcement order for starting construction, completing construction, or 
attaining final comnpliance; 

f) Failure to provide, within 30 days after the due date, required reports such as baseline 
monitoring reports, 90-day compliance reports, periodic self-monitoring reports, and reports on 
compliance with compliance schedules; 

g) Failure to acc~lrately report noncomnpliance; 

11) Any other violation or group of violations, which may iir-clude a violation of Rest Management 
Practice, which the City determines will adversely affect the operation or implementation of the City's 
pretreatment program. 

56) Slug discharge bad - Any discharge of a non-routine, episodic nature, including but not 
linuted to an accidental spill or a non-customary batch d~scliarge, which lias a reasoilable potential to 
cause Interference or Pass 'Through, or in any other way violate the POTW's regulaiions, local lilnits or 
Permit conditions. 
(Ord. 2009- $ ,2009; Ord. 2006-07 $9,04/03/2006; Ord. 2000-10 $3, 05/15/2000; Ord. 97-24 $1, 
12/1/97; Ord. 95-10 $ 1, 1995; Ord. 92-35 $11, 1992; Ord. 90-23 $ 1, 1990; Ord. 90-03 $1, 1990; Ord. 
83-3 $1, 1983) 

Section 4.03.020.080 Protection From Accidental Discharge or Slug Discharge M. 
1) Each industrial user shall provide protection from accidental discharge or slug load of 

prohibited materials or other wastes regulated hereby. Facilities to prevent accidental-discharge or slug 
load of prohibited nlaterials shall be provided and maintained at the owner or operator's own cost and 
expense. Detailed plans showing facilities and operating procedures to provide this protection shall be 
subnlitted to the utility. 
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2) A notice shall be permanently posted by industrial users in a prominent place, advising 
elnployees when to call in the event of an accidental discharge or slug load. Emnployers shall advise 
einployees, who nlay cause accidental discharges or slug loads, of the ilotification procedure. 

3) Signil'icant Industrial 1Jsers are rcqui~.etl to notify tlie PO'I-\V immediately of any  changes at i ~ s  
facilitj. :ifSecling potential for a Slug llischarge. 

4) Iftlle City decides that a slug control plan is needed. tlic plan sl~all contain. at a mininlurn. the 
.. . . . 
toilow~ng elements: 

a )  llescription ofclischarge prncticc>. iricluclin~ non-i.outirle batch discliar.~e\: 
b) Dcscriptio~l of' stored cllc~iiicals: 
c )  P I O C C ~ L I ~ C S  fbr imniucliately notif> i~ig [he POT\+ of slug dlsclinrges, ilicludi~ig all! 

disclla~gc tllat \\oulcl \ iolotc a l~~'oliibition 1111der Section 4.03.030.040 (Prollibitcd discharges) 01' 
this cIial)tc~. \i ith pri)ced~ll.es fi)r i j l  lo\\ -up \\ ritte11 notification \\ ithin fii e da1.s: ancl 

d )  if'nccessarj. procedures to prc\ en1 ad\.crse impact fj.0111 aucidc~~tal spills. including 
inspec~ion and maintenance of'storagc arcas. handling and tra~~sf'cr ofn~atcrials. loading and 
unload~ng operations, control of pla~it site run-of11 \\orl;er training. building of containment 
struct~~rcs or equipmcnt. mca5urcs li>r containing toxic organic pollutants (including sol\,cnts). 
ancliol measures and ~ ~ L I I ~ I I I U ~ I  Sor cmcrgency response. 

(Ord. 2009- 5 ,2009; Ord. 2000-10 5 3, 05/15/2000; Ord. 97-24 $ 2, 12/1/97; Ord. 90-03 5 4, 1990; Ord. 
83-3 5 9, 1983) 

Section 1.03.020.083 Notification of Violation ant1 Sampling Reqoirement. 
Ifsnrnpli~~g perfor~necl by a Ilser indicates a violation, the User must notify the City \ ~ i t h i r ~  

t\\elit).-foc~r (34) 11o~11.s of becoming aware oi'tlte violntion. The IJser shall also repeat the snrnpling and 
anal\.sis and submit the results of the repeat ;tnalysis to the City \\.ithi11 thirty (30) days after becoming 
:ii\:arc oi'tlic \.iolatiorl. Resarnpling by the Industrial Ilsel is not required if the C i 5  pert'orms samplilig at 
the 1Jsc.1.'~ facility at least orice a ~nonth. or if the Citj. performs sampling at the User bet~veen the time 
\\.lien the initial sariipling \z,ris conducted and [lie time \vllen tlie I.lser or the City receiies the results o f  
this sampling, or if the C i t ~ .  has performed tlie sanlpling and analysis ill lieu ol'tlie Industrial IJser. 

If tlie Cit!. pet.fi>rrns the sampling and analysis in lieu of the Illdustrial IJser. the Cit}, will perfi)~-111 
the repeat sarilplitlg ant1 ar~;il\,sis unless the City notifies the I!ser of the violation and requires the User to 
perfo1.111 rile repeat salnpl ing and an;) lysis. 
(Ord. 2009- S; , 1,009) 

Section 4.03.030.050 Permit Conditions. 
Industrial wastewater discharge pennits shall be expressly subject to all provisions herein and all 

other applicable regulations, user charges and fees established by the City. - 
Page 5 of 13 - Ordinance 

Municipal Code Chapter 4.03, "Sewer Regulations," Amendmetits 



3 )  Effluent limits, including Rest blanagcment Practices, basccl on applicable &cne~.al 
Pretreatment Standarcls. carcgorical Prctrear~nent Stantlards, local limits. ancl Statc and local Iav. 

4) Sclf-n~onitoring, sampling, reporting, notification, and recorcl keeping requirements. These 
reqi~i~enlcnts shall include an identitication ol'pollutnnts (or best management practice) to be n~onitorcd, 
sampling location, sa~npling ~ ~ C C J L I ~ I I C \ ' .  ant1 sample t j  pc. 

5) The proccss fc~r sccl;ing a \\ai\cr Ilom moniloring h r  a pollutant nei~hcr present nor 
expected to be presclit in tlie discllarge in accordance with Section 4.03.030.080 of this 
lnunicipal code. 

6) Any grant of the monitoring waiver by the City shall be included as a condition in the User's 
permit. 

7) Statement of applicable civil and criminal penalties for violation of Pretreatment Standards 
and require~nents. and an> applicable compliance schcclule. Such schedules rnay not estencl tlie time for 
compliance beyond that required by applicable l'ccleral deadlines. 

8) Requirements to control slug cliscliarges. if determined by the City to be necessary. 
9) Requirements for notification of the City of any Iiew wastc\\ater constituent or change in  

vol~ume or character of the wastewater being discharged or change in  production. 
10) Rcquirernents for nolification oftlie Citj. of slug loads and accidental discharges. 
1 1) Requirements for requesting alilclld~ncllts to the permit for an increase or clian_~e in 

contribution to thc waste\catcr  stem. 
12) Iicquirc~ncnts for notification ol'thc City ul,orl violation oftlle permit. 

R. Permits ma), contain. lxit ~ieed not be limited to. the folln~vin~: 
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1 )  Limits on [he average n~~dlor  maximum rate ofrlischarge, t i l i l t :  ol'discharge. and1or 
req~li~,t.lnc.nts For Ilo\\ regulnlio~i and equalitation: 

3) Keqt~irerncnt~ 1i1r thc inhtallatinli of pi-ctrc;itmcnt teclinulog!,. poll~~tion control. or 
constr.uclioli of appropriate containment de\ iceh. designed to reciuce, eliminate. or prevent the 
introtluction of pollula~lts into thc 1'0 1 \I1: 

3) De\/elopment and implementntion of \iaste minimi7ation plans to reduce the amount of 
pollu~anzs discharged to the PO1 W: 

Section 4.03.030.060 Permit Duration, 
Pennits will be issued for a spe no case more than five years). The user 

shall apply for reissuance of the permit a minimum of 180 days prior to the expiration of the existing 
permit. The terms and conditions of the permit may be modified by the City during the term of the 
pernllt if just cause exists, and shall include a reasonable time schedule for compliance. 

(Ord. 97-24 5 3, 12/1/97; Ord. 91-19 5 4, 1991; Ord. 90-03 5 6 (part), 1990) 

Illdividual wastewater discllarge permits may bc transfel~ed to a new owner or operator ollly if 
the perlnittcc gikcs adhance notice to the City and the Citj approves the perlnit translkr. The notice to 
the City ~ n ~ ~ s t  include a written certification by the new owner or operator \vhich: 

1. States that the new owner and/or operator has no immediate intent to change the facility's 
operations and processes; 

3. Identifies the specific date on \+hicl~ the transfer is to occur: 
3. /?iclino~ ledges fill1 responsibilit~~ for co~nplyillg with the existing individual wastewater 

discllarge permit: and 
4. States that a copy of the existing pern-tit has been probided to the neb\ owner or operator. 

Failure to proviclc the Citj' advance notice of a transfer or failure to provide a cop). of the 
existing permit to the new owier ot- operator t.cllders the ir~clividiral \vaste-\\ater discharge permit void as 
of the date of facility transft'r. 

Section 4.03.030.070 Reporting Requirements; Compliance Date. 
.Users with pennits containing compliance schedules shall submit a compliance report to the City 

within 90 days after the date for compliance. New sources shall submit a report to the City indicating the 
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nature, concentration, and flow rates of regulated pollutants following commencement of discharge to the 
wastewater system. Colnpliance reports shall state wl~ethel 

(Ord. 2009- 5 ,2009; Ord. 2000-10 5 3, 05/15/2000; Ord. 97-24 5 3, 12/1/97; Ord. 90-03 5 6 (part), 1990) 

Section 4.03.030.080 0 p e m t b d  Periociic Compliance Reports. 
A. Significant T~ldustrial Users req~~ired by permit to sample and/or monitor discharge, shall 

submit to the City no less than twice per year (each June and December), or as required by pennit, a 
report indicating the nature and amount of pollutants in the discharge to the wastewater system. The 

In cases \vllere the ['retreatment Standard requires compliance \\ it11 a Best hlanngement I'ractice (BhlP) 
or pollution prevention alternati\e, the Significant Industrial User must submit document;~tion rec1uirc.d 
by the Cit), or the Pretreatment Standard necessarq to determine the compliance status of the liser. 

B. The City may authorize the I~~dustrial User sul~ject to a categorical Pretreatment Standard to 
forego sampling of a poll~~tant regulated by a categorical Pretreatment Standard if the Industrial LJser Iias 
demonstrated through sampling and other technical factors that the pollutant is neither present nor 
expected to be present in  the Discharge, or is present only at background levels from intake water and 
without any increase i n  the pollutant due to activities of the Industrial User. This authorization is sut>ject 
to the following conditions: 

1 ) Tl~e City ma) autl~ori-re a uaiver xvlicre a pollutant is determined to be present solely due to 
ater is not regulated by 

5 )  Non-detectable sample result:, ma! only be used as a denior~stration that a pollulant is not 
present if tllr EI'A approled metllocl fiom -lO CFK part I36 \\it11 the lo\rest minimu111 detcc~ion le\el I;)r 
that ~ol lu ta~i t  was used in the analvsis. 

6) Any grant of tlie moiiitoring maiver by the City tiiust be included as a condition in tlie User's . 
pennit. The reasons supporting tlie waiver and any iiifortnation submitted by tlie User i n  its request for 
the maiver lnust be ~naintainecl by the City for 3 years after expiratio11 oStIie naiver. 

7) Upon approval of the monitoring naiver ancl revision of the IJser's permit by the Cit?. the 
Intlustrial liser must eel-tify o n  each rcpol-t \vith tlie statement belom, that thcre llas bccn n o  increase in  
the pollutant in its \vastestream clue to acti\ ities of tlie Industrial liser: 
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under 40 CFR 403.13(e)(l). 
8) In tlic CI-ent that a n-ai\-cd pollutant is found to be prcsent or is cxpccted to be prcscnr 

ba4ed on changes zhat occur in the Ilscr's operarions, tlie Ilscr milst immediatclj : Complj w i t h  
tlie monitoring rcquircments ol'paragraph (A) ol'this sectioli or other more fieqi~ziii mo~iitoring 
recluire~ii~nts iniposccl bq the Girl,: and notifq the City. 

0) This pro\ ision does not supersede certilication processes and requirements established 
in catcgoricul Pretrcatlnent Standards, except :is other\\,ise speciljcct in the categorical 
Pretreatment Standard. 

C. If a Siyiiiicant Inclustrial Uscr subject to thc reporting requirement i l l  this section 
monitors an), regulated pollutant at tlic appropriate sampling localion inore 1i.c.cluently than 
rccluired b\- thc Citj. using the proccclurcs prescribed in Scction 4.03.030.106 of tllis ~ii~rnicipal 
code, the reh~llts OS this monitoring shall bc inclucted in the report. 
(Ord. 2009- 5 , 2009: Ord. 2000-10 5 3, 05/15/2000; Ord. 97-24 5 3, 12/1/97; Ord. 90-03 5 6 (part), 1990) 

Section 4.03.030.081 Recorcl Iceeping. 
Users subject to the reporting recjuiren~cnts oi'this municipal code shall retain. ruld nlakc 

available for inspection a~ id  copying. all records of i~lformation obtained pursuant to any 
monitoring acti\,ities recluired by this ~nunicipal code. an)' additional records of inlormation 
obtained pursuant to monitoring activities ul~dc~-tal,cn b} the User inctependent ofsucli 
recluiremen~s. and docunit~~tatic)n associated M it11 Best Managemalt Practices established under 
Section 4.0-3.030.1 33. Rccords shall include tllc date. esact place. mctliod. and time ofsamllli~ig. 
and tile Ililnic of  he pers011(s) taking the samples; [he dates anal) ses \\ere performed; \\*ho 
perl;>r~iic~I the anal\.ses: tlic anal~-tical tecliuiqucs or metbods used: and t l ~ e  results of sucli 
anal! sts. These records sliall re~iiai~l a \  ailable l i ~ r  a period of' at leas1 three (3) years. This period 
s11a11 bc ~tiltomatically c ~ t c ~ i d e d  1'0s tlic duration ol'any litigation concerning tlie User or tlic Clit)'. 
or \I here the User has been specilicall~r notilied ol' a longer relention period bj  tlie Citj . 

Section 4.03.030.085 Sig11atol-y Diequil-ements for Industi.ia1 Usel- lieports. 
iiicports required to be subnzjtted by Significant Industrial Llscrs (including Nou- 

Signilicant Categorical Industrial Users) slzall be signed as Sollo~vs: 
1 )  By a responsible co~yoratc officer. if the jnclustrial usel- submitting the reports is a 

corporation. iZ responsible corporate officer means: 
a) a presiclent. secrelar~?, treasurer, or vice-president ofthe corl~oratioii in charge 

of a principal business f~lnction. or any other person wlzo performs similar policy- or 
decision-making fuizc~ioils for thz corporation, or 
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3) By a duly ai~thori~ed representati\.e o f ~ l l r  incli\~idual designated in paragraph (1) or (2) 
of this section if: 

a) The aurhorization is made in ~criting b!, the indi\~iclual described in paragraph 

C) 'l'hc \i-rittcn authorization is submitted to t l~c  City of Con.allis. 
4) If an a~~thorization u~icler paragraph (3) of this section is no longer acc~u-ate because a 

different individual or position has responsibility for the overall operation of the facility, or 
overall responsibility for environil~ental matters for the company, a new authorizatio~~ satis@ing 
the requirements of paragraph (3) of this section must be subnlilted to the City of Corvallis prior 
to or togetller with any reports to be signed by an authorized representative. 
(Ord. 2009- 9 ,2009) 

Section 4.03.030.100 Right of Entry: Inspection and Sampling. 

The City shall have the right to enter the premises of any User to detenl~ine wlletlzer the 
riser is compljing with all requiremcnts of this ordinance and any i~~dividual wastewater 
discharge pellllit or orcler issued l~ereuniier. Users shall allow the City ready access to all parts of 
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the prenlises l'ot the purposes oi'ia~pection. s;ln~pling. recorcls esamintl~ion and copying, and the 
pcrfor~nancc of an), aclditional clutics. 

4 )  The lucatiorl or the monitoring liicilitj shall pro\,icle ample room in or neat the 
nionitoring faciliq- to allon1 accut~ttc s t l ~ ~ ~ p l i i ~ g  and pscpartllion of'salnples ancl anal> sis 
2nd \vlie~her constructed on pilblic or prii ale propertjr. the monitoring litcilitieh hhall 
be provided in accordance with the City's requirc~nents and all applicable local 
construction stalldards and specilicatiolls. If required by the City, such facilities shall be 
co~~stnlctcd and maintained in such a manner so as to enable the City to pert'or11-1 
indepelldent ~l~onitoring activities. 

Ord. 97-24 5 3, 12/1/97; Ord. 90-03 5 6 (part), 1990) 

Section 4.1)3.030.10,5 rl~~al\-ticiil liequii-eniictits. 
;Ill ~>ol l i~r i t~~t  anal\ scs. incluiling sampling tcchnicl~~cs. 10 bc sill>niittcd ;IS part 01'a tcport 

or \+ asle\! atcr discharge pcrnmit appl icalion shall be perli)t~necl in accordance \\'it h the technic1 L I ~ S  

1~cscsihcd in 30 C'1:li I'art 1-36 and amcndmcnts thcr~'to. I I I I~CSS ~>lIicr~\isc spccilicd i n  a11 
:ipplic;~ble categorical I'rclretltme~it S~~~nclurci. 11.40 CFR Part 136 does not contain skln~l>ling or 
:~nul!.tical tcchniclucc for the polli~trint i n  ilucstion. or \vlic~-c tlic I:I'I-\ dctcrnlincs that tlic I'art 130 
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2)  Grab sanlplcs nlilst be used for temperature. pH, cyanicle. total phenols. oil and Zrcase. 
si~lfides. and \~olotilc organic compouncls. For all otlicr pollutants, 24-hour conlposite salnplcs 
niust be obtained though flow-proportional conlposite sampli~lg techiiclues. unless tiine- 
proportional colnpositc sampling or grab sampling is authorizcd b ~ ,  the City. 

3) Whcrc timc-proportional composite sampling or grab sampling is authori7ed by thc 
City. thc s;1nlpIes milst be representati\,e of the discharge. 

4) IJsiny protocols (including appropriate prescn~ation) specifiecl in 40 CFR Part 1-36 and 
apl~ropriate EPA guiclancs. ~ni~l t iple  grab samples collecled cliuing a 24-hour period may be 
compositcd prior to thc analysis as follous: for c~ranidc. total phenols, and sulfidcs the samples 
niaJr be compositcd in rhe laboratory or in the field; for \.olatile orgailics and oil & grease  he 
samples ma). be conlposited in the laboratory. Composite samples for otlicr parameters 
i~nafl't'ctcd by the co~npositiilg procedures as doci~~nented in appro] ed EPrl illethodologics may 
bc authorizcd by the C:ity, as appropriate. 
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Section 4.03.030.131 Public Notification of Industrial Users in Significant Noncompliance. 

(Osd. 2009- § ; 2009: Ord. 97-24 5 3, 12/1/97) 

PASSED by the City Council 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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MEMO 
To: Mayor and City Council 

Karen Emery, Parks and Recreation Director 
r From: 

Alice L. Renner, Management Assistant 

Date: December 26,2008 

Subject: Grant Funds from the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department -Accept 

Issue: City Council's approval is required to accept a grant agreement between the Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department and the City of Corvallis Parks and Recreation Department 
for the Avery Park Rose Garden ADA project. 

Discussion: This project is included in the adopted Capital Improvement Program for FY 08- 
09. The total cost of the project covered by this agreement is $74,436. The State of Oregon 
has agreed to pay $28,463 of the total project costs. Matching funds of $28,463 will be 
donated by the Rose Society as well as in kind labor in the amount of $17, 510. 

Rose Garden improvements include a paved path system, ADA-approved parking, access 
ramps, kiosk roof, arbors, pergola, and raised beds. 

Recommendation: Staff recommends City Council approval of this grant agreement, 
including adoption of a Resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute the agreement, 
and any future amendments relating to this agreement. 

Review and Concur: 

Nancy Brewer, Finance Director 

Attachment 



TSIGIFTSIDONATIONS ROUTING: 
1 
2 
3 
4 

DEPT:P&R 

City Grant #: 
Agency Grant #: LGP 0303 

1) GrantTit1e:Local Government Grant Program 

2) Granting Agency: Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 

3) Purpose of GRANT: Avery Rose Garden ADA Project 

4) GRANT amount $28.463 Required to be expended by what date? One year from signing date. 

5) Is the GRANT multi-year? (YIN) N If yes, how much will the GRANT funding be for each Fiscal Year? 
Fiscal Year FYO8-09 Funding Amount $ $28,463 
Fiscal Year Funding Amount $ 

6) Has the GRANT been budgeted? (YIN) Y If yes, account number(s) for GRANT budget (revenue & expenditure): 
# 301-0703-440.3 1-01 678353 Amount $ 
# Amount $ 

7) Will additional operational and maintenance expenses be incurred beyond those paid by the GRANT? N ( Y / N )  If yes, 
what amount, and are they budgeted? 

8) List any on-going program (action) commitments or obligations that acceptance of this GRANT will require: 
Completion by August 3 1, 2010 

9) Are Matching Funds required? (YIN) Y If yes, amount $ $28,463- account # donated bv Rose Socien, 

10) Are In-Kind Services required? (YIN) Y If yes, amount $ $17,510 account # donated labor by Rose Sociem 

11) Will this GRANT result in additional FTEs? (YIN) N If yes, how many? 

12) Will it have specific expenditure restrictions? (YIN) N If yes, please attach explanation. 

13) Does the GRANT include or allow indirect or administrative costs to be recovered? (YIN) N I f  not, explain: 

14) Explain how Minority & Women Business Enterprise Purchasing Requirements will be met. 
Citv guidelines will be followed 

15) Are there Penalty clauses in this GRANT? (YIN) ? If yes, have they been reviewed by the City's Attorney? (YIN) 

SIGNATURES MUST BE OBTAI[NED AT THE TIME OF GRANT AW 

Department Director Date Finance Director Date 

- - -  

At time of application attach: - Application. Grant Proposal. Proposed Budget for Grant. 

At time of award attach: Letter of Notification. - Revised proposais/budgets. Council Resolution. - Grant Agreement. 



LOCAL GOVERNMENT GRANT PROGRAM 
GRANT AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into on the date of final signature of this agreement by and between 
the State of Oregon, acting by and through the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, hereinafter referred to 
as the "State," and City of Corvallis Parks & Recreation, or designated representative, hereinafter referred to as 
the "Sponsor." 

The parties agree to the following: 

WHEREAS, under ORS 390.180, the State and Sponsor may enter into an agreement concerning acquisition, 
development, and or rehabilitation of public outdoor recreation areas and facilities, hereinafter called "Project," 
and the State may make grants of money to assist the Sponsor in such projects. 

WHEREAS, under OAR Chapter 736, Division 6, the Sponsor agrees to comply with the Local Government 
Grant Program administrative rules. 

The purpose of this agreement is to set forth the obligation of both parties in the acquisition, development andor 
rehabilitation of public outdoor recreation areas and facilities. The State and the Sponsor desire to achieve 
improvements in park and recreation areas and facilities as hereinafter described in the project application and to 
that end, the Sponsor proposes to perform work andor acquire land as set out and described in the 
Description/Scope of Work section of this agreement and the Sponsor's application. 

The State has sufficient Local Government Grant Program funds available within its current biennial budget and 
has authorized the expenditure on the Sponsor's project as defined below. 

The Project has been reviewed and based on the Sponsor's application and representations, is found to be feasible 
and appropriate for funding. 

Project Title: Avery Rose Garden ADA Project 

Project Number: LGP0303 

The total cost of the project covered by this Agreement is $74,436 

The value ofthe Sponsor contributions for this project is $28,463, which is the difference between the total cost 
and the State grant. 

The State agrees to pay $28,463 or 50 percent of the total project costs, whichever amount is less, from monies 
available through the Local Government Grant Program. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the State and the Sponsor agree to the following: 

Upon approval by the Oregon Parks and Recreation Commission, the State shall provide Local Government 
Grant Program funds to the Sponsor to supplement the funding of the authorized Project. 

Sponsor may begin work upon receipt of signed Agreements and a Notice to Proceed from the State. Any 
expenses incurred prior to the agreement date will not be eligible for reimbursement. 
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Description/Sco~e of Work: Park improvements including paved path system, ADA-approved parking, 
access ramps, kiosk roof, arbors, pergola, raised beds, and as further described in the Project Sponsor's grant 
application. 

Project Suonsor Contact: City of Corvallis Parks & Recreation 
Jacqueline Rochefort, Park Planner 
13 1 0 SW Avery Park Dr. 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
Phone: 541.766.691 8 
Fax: 541.754.1701 

The Sponsor's project and boundary map information is more particularly described in the project grant 
application and by this reference made a part of this agreement. 

PROJECT TERM AND AMENDMENTS: 

Proiect Term: The Sponsor shall have one year from the date of authorization of this agreement to commence 
substantial work (i.e., for sponsor to award contracts for work or show at least 25% of work is complete if the 
work is performed by force account). Projects not in compliance with this schedule may be cancelled unless 
substantial justification for an extension is warranted. 

This Agreement shall become effective after both parties have signed this Agreement and shall become effective 
on the final date of signature of this agreement. Unless otherwise terminated or extended this Project shall be 
completed and this Agreement shall expire on August 31,2010. 

Amendments: 
This Agreement may only be amended if requested in writing, approved by the State, and signed by the parties. 
An extension for a six-month period may be granted for the project agreement if requested in writing at least 30 
days prior to expiration date of this agreement, allowing enough time to prevent a lapse in the agreement. The 
request for extension must show a compelling need for the extension. 

PROGRESS REPORTS AND PAYMENTS 

Prowess Reports: Once work has begun, Sponsor shall report to the State on work completed on a quarterly 
basis as follows: 

By April 30 for the quarter beginning January 1 and ending March 3 1; 
By July 3 1 for the quarter beginning April 1 and ending June 30; 
By October 3 1 for the quarter beginning July 1 and ending September 30; 
By January 3 1 for the quarter beginning October 1 and ending December 3 1. 

A progress report giving an accounting of the work accomplished is also required whenever project 
reimbursements are requested. A copy of the progress report form to be used is attached. 

Sponsor must submit a final report and final reimbursement within 60 days of the project completion date or the 
expiration date of the agreement. The final report shall include full and final accounting of all expenditures and 
description of the work accomplished. 

Reimbursements will be given only for those items identified in the grant agreement. Substitutions of the 
elements of the projects or deletion of elements will not receive reimbursement. Example, if the Sponsor stated 
in the grant agreement that a walkway will be paved but instead used cinder wood or purchased a storage shed, 
those dollars that were to be allocated towards the paving will be reduced from the Sponsor's project costs and 
will not be reimbursed. 
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PROJECT BILLING AND REIMBURSEMENT 

Sponsor may bill for reimbursable expenditures quarterly or at anytime during the agreement period with proper 
documentation. To request a reimbursement, Sponsor will complete Agency Billing Form, along with the 
progress report form, and send both to: 

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 
ATTN: Michele Scalise, Grants Program Coordinator 
725 Summer Street NE, Suite C 
Salem, Oregon 97301 
503-986-0708 

The Agency Billing Form is attached with this agreement. 

Partial reimbursements up to 90% of the grant amount may be billed to the state during the project period for 
work completed. In all partial reimbursements, State will retain 10% of total grant allocation amount until final 
approval and acceptance by the State. The final 10% will be reimbursed after the project is completed, full 
documentation is received, and there is final approval and acceptance by State. 

Partial reimbursements and quarterly reports shall contain a reasonable and accountable request. At no time will 
the State reimburse Sponsor for more than the maximum percentage allowed under this agreement. 

The State shall not be obligated to make a final payment to the Sponsor until all documentation and required 
reports are received. Projects may be inspected by the State prior to final acceptance and final reimbursement of 
the work completed. 

Match: The sponsor shall contribute matching funds or the equivalent in labor, materials or services, which are 
shown as eligible match in the rules, policies and guidelines for the Local Government Grant Program. 

Publicitv: Spolisors shall make every effort to acknowledge and publicize the State's participation and assistance 
with the project. Prior to the completion of the project, the Sponsor agrees to place signage acknowledging the 
State's grant program support. Sponsor also agrees to maintain the signage throughout the life of the project. 
State may withhold final reimbursement payment until signage has been placed. 

Public Access to the Proiect: The Sponsor shall allow open and unencumbered public access to the Project to all 
persons without regard to race, color, religious or political beliefs, sex, national origin or place of primary 
residence. 

Complia~lce with Workers Compensation Law: The Sponsor shall require that its contractors or any 
subcontractors and all e~nployers performing work on the Project be subject employers under the Oregon 
Workers Compensation Law and shall comply with ORS 656.01 7, which requires subject e~nployers to provide 
compensation coverage for all subject workers. 

Record Maintenance: The Sponsor shall retain a project file including accounting records for three (3) fiscal 
years after the completion of the project and allow the State, or its authorized representative, to inspect and 
review all fund related records, to the level of detail prescribed by the reviewing entity, whenever so requested by 
the State or its authorized representative. 

Ins~ection and Audit: The Sponsor shall pennit all fund-assisted sites to be inspected by the State andlor its 
authorized representative(s) at reasonable times. Projects may be inspected by the State prior to final acceptance. 
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Liability: The Sponsor shall be liable for injury or loss of property, personal injury, or death caused by the 
negligent or wrongful act or omissioll of any employee of the sponsor, while acting within the scope of his office 
or employment as permitted under the Oregon Tort Claiins Act, where the State of Oregon, if a private person, 
would be liable to the claimant in accordance with the law of the State where the act or omission occurred. 

Indemnity: Subject to the limits and conditions for the State of Oregon Tort Claims Act, the Sponsor shall 
defend, save, hold harmless, and indemnify the State of Oregon and the Department and their agencies, 
subdivisions, officers, directors, agents, employees, and members from any and all claims, suits, actions, losses, 
liabilities, costs, expenses, and damages of whatsoever nature resulting from, arising out of, or relating to the 
activities of Sponsor or its officers, employees, contractors, or agents under this agreement. 

Sponsor further warrants that the land within the project boundary shall be dedicated and used for a period of no 
less than 25 years from the completion of the Sponsor's project for park or recreation purposes. Sponsor must 
insure that the land within the project boundary will be used only for park and recreation purposes, Sponsor 
controls or will have control the land, and that the Sponsor will not change the use of, sell, or otherwise dispose 
of the land within the project boundary, except upon written approval by the State. Leases for federally owned 
property must be at least 25 years. If the current lease is within 5 years of termination, a letter of intent to renew 
the lease will be required froin the federal agency. 

If the Sponsor converts lands within the project boundary to a use other than park and recreation purposes, or 
disposes of such land by sale or any other means, the Sponsor must provide replacement property within 24 
months of either the conversion or the discovery of the conversion. 

If replacement property cannot be obtained within the 24 months, the Sponsor will provide payment of the grant 
program's prorated share of the current fair market value to the State. The prorated share is that percentage of the 
original grant (plus any amendments) as compared to the original project cost(s). The replace~nent property must 
be equal to the current fair market value of the convertedproperty, as determined by an appraisal. The recreation 
utility of the replacement property must also be equal to that of the lands converted or disposed. 

If conversion should occur through processes outside of the Sponsor's control such as condemnation or road 
replacement or realignment, the Sponsor will be required to pass through to the State that prorated share of 
whatever consideration is provided to the Sponsor by the entity that caused the conversion. The monetary value 
of whatever consideration provided by the taking will nonnally consist of the fair market value of the property 
established by an appraisal. 

The State reserves the right to cancel this agreement if no progress on the Project is made within one year of the 
effective date of this agreement. 

The State, upon thirty (30) days written notice to the Sponsor, may modify or tenninate this agreement if the 
State fails to receive funding or appropriations, limitations, or other expenditure authority at levels sufficient to 
pay the allowable costs of the Project to be funded hereunder, or should state law, regulation or guidelines be 
modified, changed or interpreted in such a way that the Project, or any portion of the Project is no longer eligible 
for Local Govenunent Grant Program finding. 

THE State shall have any and all rights and remedies available by law or in equity. 
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Participation in Similar Activities: This agreement in no way restricts the Sponsor or the State from participating 
in similar activities with other public or private agencies, organizations or individuals. 

Duplicate Pavment: The Sponsor shall not be compensated for or receive any form of duplicate, overlapping or 
multiple payments for the same work performed under this agreement from any agency of the State of Oregon or 
the United States of America or any other party, organization or individual. All Sponsor matching contributions 
to this agreement must be used and expended for this project only and within the project period. 

No Third Party Beneficiaries: The State and the Sponsor are the only parties to this agreement and are the only 
parties entitled to enforce its terms. Nothing in this agreement gives, is intended to give, or shall be construed to 
give or provide any benefit or right, whether directly or indirectly, to a third person unless such a third person is 
individually identified by name herein and expressly described as intended beneficiary of the terms of this 
agreement. 

Freedom of Information Act: Any information furnished under this agreement is subject to the Freedom of 
Information Act (5 U. S. C. 552). 

Non-Discrimination: The parties agree not to discriminate on the basis of race, religion, sex, color, national 
origin, family status, marital status, sexual orientation, age, and source of income or mental or physical disability 
in the performance of this contract. 

Notices: All written communications, which are to be given to the Stateunder this Agreement, will be mailed and 
addressed as follows: 

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 
Michele Scalise, Grants Program Coordinator 
725 Summer Street NE, Suite C 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

THIS AGREEMENT CONSTITUTES THE ENTIRE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE PARTIES. NO 
WAIVER, CONSENT, MODIFICATION OR CHANGE OF TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT SHALL BIND 
EITHER PARTY UNLESS IN WRITING AND SIGNED BY BOTH PARTIES. SUCH WAIVER, CONSENT, 
MODIFICATION OR CHANGE, IF MADE, SHALL BE EFFECTIVE ONLY IN THE SPECIFIC INSTANCE 
AND FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE GIVEN. THERE ARE NO UNDERSTANDINGS, AGREEMENTS, OR 
REPRESENTATIONS, ORAL OR WRITTEN, NOT SPECIFIED HEREIN REGARDING THIS 
AGREEMENT. SPONSOR, BY THE SIGNATURE BELOW OF ITS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE, 
HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGES THAT SPONSOR HAS READ THIS AGREEMENT, UNDERSTANDS IT 
AND AGREES TO BE BOUND BY ITS TERMS AND CONDITIONS. 

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this agreement to be properly executed by their 
authorized representatives as of the day and year hereinafter written. 
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- 

Project Sponsor 

Sponsor Title 

Sponsor Signature 

Date 

Local Government Grant Coordinator 

Date 

Grants Division Manager 

Date 

STATE OF OREGON, by and through Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department 

Kyleen Stone, Assistant Director 

Date 
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RESOLUTION 2008- 

Minutes of the , Corvallis City Council meeting, continued. 

A resolution submitted by Councilor 

WHEREAS, the City of Corvallis has been offered a grant from the Oregon Parks and 
Recreation Department in the amount of $28,463 for the purpose of improving the 
Avery Park Rose Garden to ADA standards; and 

WHEREAS, Avery Park Rose Garden improvements and related grant have been 
included in the proposed FY 2008-09 Capital Improvement Program; and 

WHEREAS, the grant acceptance requires approval by the City Council; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORVALLIS RESOLVES 
to accept the grant offered by the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department and 
authorizes the City Manager to execute the agreement accepting the grant and any 
future amendments relating to the agreement. 

Councilor 

Upon motion duly made and seconded, the foregoing resolution was adopted and the 
Mayor thereupon declared said resolution to be adopted. 
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Corvallis City C o t ~ ~ ~ c i l  
Re~rmalad Hearing 
Broolclane Heigl~ts (PLD06-000 18, SeFB06-00006) 
Jan, 04, 2009 
Dear Cornallis City Council, 

1 was tmable to locate a papercopy of tlae remand hearing skaffremt inn 
the Corvallis Ptiblic Library at abortt ten nnin-eates to Five on Friday Jan 2. 
Staff lnad pel-laaps sent this copy to the Librav and it was in the laail room 
tt~afiged is what I was kfonned of on Jan 04 by City Staff. 

The public has less or 1x0 clxance sf~-eGewing this matmial as sf Friday 
Jan 2 at close to five p ~ n  fronn the Corvallis fi~blic Library. 

I see tlae conditions of approval #'s (1-27) iza the Dec. 24,2008 Relna~ad 
staErepofi appear from my review to be exactly the same as the Conditionas 
of Appoval(4-27) Sept 4 7,2007. I wonder have the Ineaning xgrmepts 
can be made if these COA are the sa~ne? 

So hopef~~lly discussio~a poi~ats for eacla of the seven Re~naaad points and 
aH the-exceptions will be alsl-e to be r e ~ t t e n  into new co~ldi tkmof 
approvd based on concise and illfarmed question ad asaswers fe-om. the 11ew 
City COQIIIGI'I alad City Staff. 

Eoolcing at the relaand staff report A~acltlnnent 111-40 page One- p x a p ~ h  
tlaree, I found referral to Foundation Eaagineeri~ng, Inc. geoteclu~ical report 
dated Januav 25,2006. P was rr~nable to find this report readily available in 
the public copy of tlnis Re~na~md hearing's staff r e p o ~ .  

In looking at the Geoteclu~kal Report Test Pit Logs Attachment 111-64 
tlan-u 78 TP-1 was dug in Nov. 4 5 o~nHy to seven in& depth in Eat 8. Lot 8 
aad 9 will be graded to 20 foot depth. Novennber is a dry pa? of the year and 
tlnis area slopes dowdaill a~l~d is pel-l~aps drainiaag water in the wet nno~laths sf  
Decelnbier and Jamary. Looking at the soil srrrvey the area is reported-to 
have Bellpinae Silt Clay Loan with horizons decribed as: 

1-20 inch Silt clay loam 
20-26 inch Red clay 
26-36 inch Red b r o w  partly weathered silt stoqe 
Rlt~a off is medi-~t~n and Baazxd of erosion is laoderate. 

Tlnis soil is fotlnd on slope of up to 18% anad is associated with Hazelab 
complex whch is fad lower dovvn m h  slope Mia: 



Hazelala- coinplex 
0-7 inch silt loam 
4- 1 5 i ~ ~ c h  silt clay loam 
15-23 inch silt clay loam 
23-33 inch clay 
33-4 1 inch clayey kagrmaented siltstone 
011 slope of 12-20%. Hazelak colnplex with Bellpi~ne soil have silt loaa~l 
hsrizolrns and are less then 20 inches to sedi1neint;ary behock and have a silt 
Boain strrface layer and a silty clay stlosoil that is 20-30 inches deep. Rtanoff 
is medium. Hazard of erosion is High. 

Draillage plan for t h s  site is unspecific and mly descsIbed in ~QW, 
wlni~h is very difficult to read on the p p e r  copy of t l ~  staff reps&. 
Baysavers and tlxee poindii~g basilas as well as all lrnative hainage way inay 
expep-ielace big11 levels of silty clay loam deposits due to the slope angle, 
Bell~are ;end Hazelair silt clay loam Ercrrkon make up. Discussim pn 
At tach~~~ei~t  X-5 page 4 sf  9 cnder Operation and Makteiaar~ce 
Reqt~iresne~nts suggests City develop rolltine a~naintenance of tlaese detelntiolm 
facility wlnelrl they laave passed iimto City owi~ership. So I have colr-ncems 
about fianctian and care of all &ainage facility and Watke right of wpy 
openspace as geenspace used as kair~age stktfall downslop offSn.te. 

I asstune tlae owner will ~naintaiin these &ain;age way and deal witln offsite 
drainage in a coinprehensive inanor and not add to issues wit11 propedy 
d a ~ x a ~  downslope of this site in the already very seasomllry wet snbfgllhrI*i~ 
lmousing below off of Brooklaine Drive at Brookla~ne Pxlc Estates. Drainage 
to the Marys may be ric1.a in sedianent for all three developanents planned on 
this ridgelille and the 1n;nirerr;sl pornds to the east of Brooklanme Dnm o~vned by 
Mr. Dilson may collect lnthrge amoemts of silt clay loal-ar and smd, filling qad 
degradi~ng water q~aality for this naturally wet a-ea. 

Native right of way hainage ]in both Odc~no~nt a~ld Brooklalr~e Heights may 
need to be rip rapped dale to the fact they could over one rainy season very 
qesi~kly erodelenbemh md could due to slope angle anad develop 
pressru-es adding illcreased t a ~ h ~ o w n  a~nst~~nts of water to these 
pee~~kvay/&aiinage conidor, naate~ally by erosion and strong hydl-olic forces, 
change coarse of tl~ese native gseenway steep drawed, dow~slope kainage 
ways, tdcing oezt consewed Oregon White Oak in tile process. 

Drainage catcl~~nent depressions lnay need to be lined to be able to 
fianction correctly as they may drai~n inattara%ly illto the silt clay loaim as tlne 
Test Pit for these areas wlaere not dug deep eiaoeagll to show what vciotald be 
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trnader them at x depth to control &-ainilag, should these depressions actually 
hold r, volu~ne of water for y period to drain dowsaslope to wlaatever will 
contain this trndetermined mount of surface and native water stored ira- tlais 
ridgeline in its basalt sasadsto~ae layers. 

Nowlaere in this staffrepol? we there details of Blow this site looks 
sutbstsdace and if these clay and decayed basalt layers are ~ m n d a t  \hat  
angle are they laying)? 

Iaa the coast range water added to t i p p ~  layers of oceanic deposited 
saadstone ola basalt allow mass wasting to occelr with small and large debris 
flow or lalad sl~unps localized to these laillslope and foothills of the Oregola 
Coast Range. It is noted this area has a Pnch deposit of fossil oceanic bivalves 
in locaf road cpts. 

How is this subdivision safe in the event the undmlaying ancient basalt m d  
sa~~dstone layers are tipping horn horizol~tal as this l~illslopelridge lime was 
or is being ~~plifted? The Corvallis Fault is located "i the Wortla and west of 
this location f i r t h  of and new and above IValnurt Drive so this fatllt may not 
be part of the reason this radgeline is urplrPa:ed. 

Due to ongoing mowing by tlae o ~ m a  this urplmd Oreen  white q d c  
prairie has mai~~tieied some perceaat cover of native forb, be&, Pichell, moss 
coaatent md so therefore may be one of the higlaer quality tlpland sites left in 
Corvallis drse to the fact lit has thin soil, has Inany steep rocky otl-crops and 
deep V shaped draw tapopphy. This site has w prcerak cover of nhzn nablve 
and naative grass species, flowering plant and berlb cover in the open anad a 
Oregon !V>ite O& caaopy hillslope forest kvlaich is rare and laa-d to find 
aaya3lace in the WV tanadeveloped at this time. 

This owner coenld perlaaps consider "develapmeu~t" as a gemspitcre: holdiqg 
with some sod of very liglji paying co~aservation easenaent to be establid~ed 
here, to conserve witlaial the UGB as these Iaills8opes wlaich are higlnly 
developed for view shed real estate invest~me~~t puvoses. 

Tenas of years of mowing here are om of tlae best metl~ods to keep weedsfit 
bay axad conserve what re~nains of native p l a ~ ~ t  ecology settilag tlais site as a 
very high quality prairie associated with the floodplain iaa Brooklane Park 
Estates built on fill and the Mays River Open Space Park CIPEP traded for 
developable lalad becaurse it floods seasonally. 

Tlais area c ~ u l d  be of excellelat qmlity as it stands to be quiclcly 
usedliapla~ated to rehabititate rare and endangered plant and insect species 
included iaa the cerment Federal law ESA section 10 and 7 
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- Habitat Conservation Plan(HCP) the CityIOSU and Bellton County are 

underway with it's inandated 90 day colnlnent period comixtencing this 
week. 

Tlxis site with south facing expostrre, dry slopes arrd thin to very thin 
s~n-face soil- over ancient weatlmering basalt would be abo~rt perfect fog rare 
tapland prairie plants to be tested for establislunelmt. A very high price per 
aGre could be perl~aps agreed upon shotrld this owner be interested in 
developing a USFWS conservation easement ta hoetse rare a d  endangered 
plants and insects. 

I support LUBA's Seven Remand p in t s  m d  have concern about this 
develop~ments overdl ability a s  presented in the 27 conditions of appmval 
v~1~icl.r look unchanged froin the originla1 27 Conditioiis of Approval, to 
safely and effectively identify, plan for and manage native hillslope drainage 
associated with this geology ( l a y e ~ d  sarrdstone and basalt). How ape 
i~olneowners coming to own homes 011 this hillside protected from property 
damage and are t l~e  ho~neowners below 011 Brooklane DriveBrooldane Pan-k 
Estates begin protected fioln offsite drainage and sediment erosion froin this 
l-Ii-llslope in frrtqre? 

Tlxree subdivisions will be bmlt into tlns ri-dge slope above Brooklaie 
Drive and all tluee will focus nm off and storage efwater ii~to lowel- sbpe 
detention constnactioa-i and d l  of tllenn will dump combined run off aid 
overflow development generated water (acres of hadened surface) into the 
natural pmds to the east of Brooklane Dnve and this will seep an& flaw 
overland to ditchline in Maiys River Open Space Pal-lc and outfall 
eventually, f io~n this few 100 meters of ditch into the Marys fiver. 

Tile Malys fiver Openspace Park is active floodplain and these ponds to 
the east of Brooklane an&Brooklane Drive itself nood imo~llboumd towards 
Chintilnini Avenue. Beaild slat of Brooklane Drive recently may decrease the 
depth of flood flow fiom the Mxys fiver which anoves 13orth along 
Brooltlane- Drive. 

Cult~n-al resource sites registered with State Historic Prese~vation OEice, 
Salem are noted here aid these areas appear as developable numberedlats 
so I woiider how this resource will be consewed or protected? This is issue 
is not at all detailed in tlis Remand Staff Report. 
Thaiks, 

Rma Foster 

Corvallis, Oregon 97-3 33 



Memorandum 

To: Mayor and City Council 

From: Bob Richardson, Associate ~lanner/i? RR 

Copy: Jon Nelson, City Manager 

Date: January 5,2009 

Subject: LUBA Remand - Brooklane Heights (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006) 

Enclosed are two pieces of correspondence entered into the record, today, January 5, 
2009. 
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Richardson, Robert 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Charles C. Tomlinson [mayor@council.ci.co~aIIis.or.usl 
Monday, January 05,2009 11:lZAM 
Richardson, Robert 
[Fwd: Re: Brooklane Heights Remand hearing 1/5/08 (PLD06-00018-SUB06-00006)l 

aob, For t h e  r e c o r d .  C h a r l i e  

............................ O r i g i n a l  Message ---------------------------- 
S u b j e c t :  R e :  S r o o k l a n e  He igh t s  Remand h e a r i n g  1 /5 /00  
(PLD06-00018-SUE06-00006) From: "Char les  C. Tomlinson" 
<mayor@counc i l .  c i .  c o r v a l l  i s . o r  Date : Mon, J a n u a r y  5 ,  2009 11:lO am 
To : "Susan Morre" 
-----------------------------+-------------------------------------------- 

> H i  Susan,  

Normally, a c o n t i n u a n c e  a l l o w s  f o r  t h e  s t a f f  and a p p l i c a n t  p r e s e n t a t i o n s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  
p u b l i c  t e s t i m o n y .  The Counc i l  Counc i l  w i l l  d e c i d e  t h i s  e v e n i n g  whether  che p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  
w i l l  b e  c o n t i n u e d .  

C h a r l i e  
Th i s  weekend I d i s c o v e r e d  t h e  December 30, 2008 memo from Ken Gibb t o  t h e  
> C i t y  C o u n c i l ,  n o t i n g  t h a t  i t  had come t o  s t a f f ' s  a t t e n t i o n  t h a t  t h e  
d e v e l o p e r / a p p l i c a n t  f o r  Brooklane He igh t s  had f a i l e d  t o  p o s t  t h e  o n s i t e  n o t i c e  o f  t h e  l a n d  
use  h e a r i n g  f o r  t h e  fu.11. 20 days  i n  advance of  t h e  h e a r i n g ,  which i s  schedu led  f o r  t h i s  
evening,  i n  v i o l a t i o n  o f  LDC 2 . 0 . 5 0 . 0 4 . f .  
> 
> 
> 
> The memo, s i g n e d  by C i t y  Manager Jon Nelson and C i t y  A t t o r n e y  S c o t t  
Fewel, recorrmends t h a t  t h e  C i t y  Counci l  conduc t  t h e  h e a r i n g  a s  p lanned  t h i s  even ing ,  and 
c o n t i n u e  t h e  h e a r i n g  u n t i l  t h e  even ing  of  t h e  n e x t  Counc i l  m e e t i n g  ( J a n u a r y  20)  and 
r e c e i v e  o r a l  and w r i t t e n  t e s t i m o n y  a t  t h a t  t i m e .  
> 
> 
> 
> I t  i s  n o t  e n t i r e l y  c l e a r  i f  t h a t  means t h a t  o n l y  t h e  s t a f f  
> p r e s e n t a t i o n  
would o c c u r  t h i s  e v e n i n g ,  o r  i t  t h e r e  would a l s o  be  p u b l i c  t e s t i m o n y  t h i s  even ing .  
> 
> Documents p e r t i n e n t  t o  t h i s  h e a r i n g  were o n l y  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  
p u b l i c  on Wednesday December 30, a l l o w i n g  minimal t ime f o r  anyone t o  a c c e s s  them o v e r  t h e  
h o l i d a y s .  
> 
> 
> 
> 1 r e s p e c t f u l l y  r e q u e s t  t h a t  t h e  C i t y  Counc i l  postpone t h e  e n t i r e  
> h e a r i n g  
u n t i l  January  2 0 ,  b a s e d  on t h e  a p p l i c a n t ' s  f a i l u r e  t o  f u l l y  comply wi th  t h e  
> r e q u i r e d  p u b l i c  n o t i c e .  I f  t h e  Counci l  i s  u n w i l l i n y  t o  pos tpone  t h e  
h e a r i n g  
> f o r  t h i s  v a l i d  r e a s o n ,  t h e n  I r e q u e s t  t - h a t  t h e y  p r o v i d e  emai l  
v e r i f i c a t i o n  t h a t  n o  p u b i i c  t e s t i m o n y  w i l l  be  t a k e n  u n c i l  t h e  J a n u a r y  20  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g .  
> The f i r s t  o p t i o n  w i l l  pe rmi t  r h e  i n t e r e s t e d  p u b l i c  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  by 
a t t e n d i n g  a s i n g l e  p i l b l i c  h e a r i n g  r a t h e r  t h a n  two h e a r i n g s ,  and w i l l  g i v e  everyone 
( i n c l u d i n g  Counc i l  members) a  b e t t e r  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  review t h e  documents a s s o c i a t e d  with  
t h i s  remand h e a r i n g  and p r e p a r e  t e s t i m o n y .  
> 
> 

> P l e a s e  l e t  me know what t h e  Mayor ar,d Coilncil  have d e c i d e d  t o  do i n  



regard to shis evening's hearing so I can let other in~erested persons know what to 
> expect this evening. 
> 
> 
> 
> Thank you for your consideration. 
> 
> 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> 
> 
> 
> Susan Morre . 
> 
> 
> 
> Corvallis 
> 
> 
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Richardson, Robert -- - . . - , - - . . - . -* , . - - - , - .--- -.-- 
From: David Zajicek 

Sent: Monday, January 05,2009 1 3 :49 AM 

To: Richardson, Robert 

Cc: Jan and David Zajicek 

Subject: FW. Brooklane Heights (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006) 

Attachments: Brookland Heights.tif 

Bob, 

Attached, are copies of documents that pertain to the Fourth Assignment of Error listed in the LUBA remand. 

As an affected party, we wish to register with the City our concern that the devefoper/builders strictly adhere to the 
maximum Structure Height when houses are built, as indicated in: 

1. Section 3.2-6(h) in the LDC December 31, 2006; revised June 18, 2007. 
2. Section I .6 - 26 (Height of Buildings) LDC December 31,2006; revised June 18, 2007 

Thanks for your consideration. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at: phone 231-7778 

Sincerely, 

David and Jan Zajicek 



HEAR~NG TOPIC 
Oregon Land US& Board of Appeals (LUBA) remand of City Council's decision ta approve a Conceptual 
and Detailed Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat. 

Stephen Schaberg 
2535 SW Whiteside Drive 
Coi-vallis, Oregon 97333 

PETI~NERS 
Arthur Boucot, et al, 
Represented by 
Anne C. Davies 
433 West 1 0Ih Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 

,REQUEST 
Approval of a Cqnceptuai , and 
Detailed Development Pian and 
Tentative Subdivision Plat to creafe 
a 45 lot subdivision and to vary 
from certain Land Development 
Code standards. 

SITE LOGATiON . 

The 25.88 acre site is' located 
northwest of SW Broo,klane Drive 
arid northeast of SW Agate 
Avenue, east of SVV Fairmont 
Drive, and south of SW Whiteside 
Drive. The site consists of one 

. parcel which is identified on Benton County Assessor's Map 12-5-01-C as Tax Lot 1000. 

IE~SUE 
The City Council approved the applicant's proposal on September 17, 2007, and this decision was 
appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). On May 30,2008, LUBA remanded the City 
Council decision to approve the Brooklane Heights Planned Development and Subdivision. LUBA 
determined that the City had not made adequate findings in support of the proposal with respect to two 
of the assignments of error raised by appellants and portions of two others. In summary, the remanded 
topics include: 

v Fourth ~ssignment of Error- findings were inadequate for determining if the code and compatibility 
requirements are met without "typical building elevations" having been submitted. 



App/i~ialbie S8atndatd.s and Review Criteria 
The LUBA Final Opinion and Order references 1993 LDC Chapter 2.5 - Pfahned 
Development, Sections 2.5.40.04 and 2.5.50.01.a.3, and Comprehensive Plan potlcies 
4.0.7(G), 9.2.1, and 9.2.5 (Exhibit MI). Aiw relevant are certain development standards 
in 2006 LDC Chapter - (RS-5) Low Density Zone. These standards and criteria are 
addressed below wtth respect to the fourth assignment of error. 

Section 25.55 -DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN REYEW PRaC3Ef)URES 

An lapplcetion filed for e Detrfled IDevdqlment P h  shall follow the requIremaente specified for a 
Conceptaal Devdcspment Plan in Section 25.40 above and lnclude the following: 

a GrapblcRequhements 
In addition to the graphic reqmkrmemte specfflfied for a Cbncephrar hetopment Han fn 2.5.40.01, a 
Detailed Development Wan shall include: 

3. Typicai elwatiam of buildings and structures (which may be submitted on additional 
sheeta;) suBcimt h&ate tXe architecttiid fntent snd chnmctw of elhe proposed 
deuelopmenS 

Section 2.5.40 - CON-AI, DEVEXIOPAIIENT PLAN REVIEW PROCEDURES 

An application Bed for a Cotlcephtal Devdqment Plus &all k reviewed in sccordanee with the faHowiag 
procedures. 

The Dimtor laray waive any af the aboverequfrements when determhed the  information requid by this section 
isunnecessary loproperbevaluatethepraposedPlannedDwelopmmt TheMrectormay alaorequiresdditional 
information ta evaluate B e  proposal. 

Land Development Code Section 2.5.50.01 .a.3 states that typical building elevation 
drawings shall be included in Detailed Development Plan applications. The appiicant 
proposed to build custom homes on 42 individual lots (45 lots were proposed by the 
appellant on appeal and approved by Council). Because the applicant did not know h ~ w  
homes would be designbd, typical building elevations were not submitted. Typical building 
elevations were not required for two reasons. One is that LDC 2.5.40 states that the 
Director may waive any application requirement M e n  it Is unnecessary to evaluate the 
proposed Planned Development. A second reason is that prior to the Planning Commission 
decision on the application, the 2006 LDC took effect. As a result, any homes proposed 
to be constructed on the subject sRe would be required to comply with 2006 LDC 
development standards unless other standards, e.g, building designs, were approved. The 
2006 LDC contains clear and objective standards for the design of houses. Of particular 
relevance are the standards in 2006 LDC Chapter 3.2 - Low Density Zone (RS-51, which 
require compliance with LDC Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards 
(Exhibit 1x1. 

2006 LDC Chapter 3.2 contains clear and objedlve standards governing the development 
aspects such as building height, setbacks, and lot coverage. 2006 LDC Chapter 4.10 
contains standards that, among other purposes, are to provide diversity and architectural 
variety in residential areas. In the absence of typical building elevations, whi~h  would 

Report to City Council 
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. Minimum Setbacks end Buffering from 

The minimum setback for lands adjacent 10 

Actively Farmed 0-3-AG Land is 100 f!. Any 
intervening right-of-way may be included in the 
100-ft. setback measurement. 

. - 

Standard 

When residential development is proposed 
Actively Farmed Open Space-Agricultural 
(0s-AG) Land 

Structures that existed on December 31, 2006, 
and that would fall within the 100-ft setback from 
Aetively Farmed OS-AG I-srtd shall not be 
considered as nbn-conforming structures and no 
additional buffering is required to maintain the 
existing development. 

abutting Actively Farmed OS-AG Land, a minimum 
50 ft.-wide continuous plant or planVberm buffer is 
required. lit is the applicant's responsibility to 

1 /under Chapter 2.18 - Solar Access Permits, or I 

See also "k," and 'I," below. ptovide this buffer. 

ltownhousse exempt from this provision 

1. Off-street Parking l ~ e e  Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access 
Requiremen te. -- 

k. Outdoor Components Associated with heat Shall not be placed within any required setback 
Pumps and Similar Equipment for 
Residential Slructures I area. 

/when located outside a setback sree, but within I 
1 /five to 10 ft. ofa property line, such equipment f 
I (shall be screened on all sides with a solid fence or 1 

I I wall at lesst one ft. higher than the equipment. I 
I f ~ h e n  located outside a setback sree, but greeter I 
I [than fd ft. from a property line, such equipment 1 

I PUmps and Similar Equipment for iiandscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. [ 
1. Outdoor Cornponenfs Associated with Heat 

3.2-6 LDC December 31,2008; revised June 18,2007 

requires no screening. 

]shall be in accordance with Chapher 4.2 - 



Height of Buldings - Vertical distance above a referenix datum measured to the highest 
point of any non-gabled roof, or to the average height of the highest gable of a pitched or 
hipped roof. The height of a stepped or terraced building is the maximum height of any 
segment of the building. The reference datum shall be selected by either of the fallowing, 
whichever yields a greater height of building: 

a. As shown in Figure 1.6-18 - b. As shown in Figure 1.6-19 - 
Method I below, elevation of the Method 2 below, etewation 10 ft. 
highest adjoining sldewalk or highet than the lowest grade when 
ground suFface within a five-fk. the sidewalk or ground surface 
horizontal distance of the exterior described in "a", is mare than 10 ft, 
wall of the building when such above lowest grade. 
sidewalk or ground sutface is not 
more than 10 ft. above lowest 
grade. 

I I 

Figure 1.6-1 8 - Method 1 Figure 1.6-19 - Method 2 

The height of a stepped or terraced building is the maximum height of any segment of the 
building. 

Histotic Integrity - Integrity of setting, location, materials or workmanship which is 
determined to be historic by futfilling at least b o  of the following criteria: 

a. The historic resource is in its original location or is in the location in which it made a 
historical contribution; 

1.6 -26 LDC December 31. MoB; revised June 18,2007 



City Council testimony on the Brooklane Heights proposed subdivision. 

I am here to testify in support of the proposed subdivision. We live adjacent to the development on 

Fairmont Drive. I think this is a good plan under the current development guidelines. There are few 

newer neighborhoods with a wide variety of custom homes on reasonable sized lots in Corvallis. This 

variety is what makes the surrounding neighborhood attractive to me. 

It is important to me that the adjacent development is built to somewhat the same standards. 

Elevations should be controlled so the view lines are protected from existing homes. The proposed 

densities and terrain will allow for an interesting variety of homes. Just an aside, I do think i t  is ludicrous 

to presume that limiting lot size and home size on several of the partials will create affordable housing. 

But the developer has agreed to meet those requirements. 

The developer has gone to great lengths to preserve some of the surrounding vegetation and set aside a 

significant amount of open space. There should be plenty of cover for the local wildlife, hopefully not 

the wild turkeys that are becoming a nuisance and are not native to the area. The natural drainage for 

this area is into an existing wetland area that filters runoff before it runs into the Mary's River. This 

should present a very cost-effective way to handle surface water coming off the hill. They have bent 

over backwards during an ever changing planning environment to meet applicable codes. 

In summation, I think this development that will present an opportunity to continue the type of 

neighborhood we all currently enjoy. Thanks. 

Peter Ball 

Corvallis, OR 97333 



Name: Lynn Nordhausen 

Happy New Year, and I thank you for the opporhmity to share my opinions. 

My husband and I have followed the progression of this development 
application for nearly 2 years, starting with a neighborhood meeting in 
February '07. We support and welcome it's approval. 

The applicant/landowner is a long time local resident of SW Corvallis. He 
has been a good steward of the land; listened to concerns of the surrounding 
neighbors, and made an extensive effort to modi& the plan to conform to the 
LDC and city identified requirements. 

This piece of property was designated for development when it was placed 
within the UGB. It will be compatible with the existing development to the 7 f  
west and a great addition to the neighborhood as a whole with lighted f 
streets, sidewalks, bike lanes and storm drainage, in comparison to the 
adjacent original unimproved streets without these amenities. 

The remanded issues seem to speak to Comp Plan policies that are not 
definitive enough to identify every minuscule element of the development. 
Fortunately, some policies outline intent and leave some discretion to the 
City Engineers for site-specific evaluation. 

In these uncertain times, The City of Corvallis should welcome a new 
development that is within close proximity to an 18-hole golf course, Sunset 
Shopping center, Mary's River Natural area and Starker1 Sunset Parks. 

I urge you to approve this development application. 

Thank you. 
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