
From: Ken Gibb, Community Development D i r e c t o t & ~ / z  ! ,,/. ; 

To: Mayor and City Council 

Date: January 15, 2009 

Re : Western Station Notice of Disposition and Formal Findings 
(Cases PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, and PCR08-00002) 

Oil January 5, 2009, the City Council deliberated on the above referenced cases and 
decided to approve the requests, subject to adoption of Formal Findings and Conclusions. 
City Council consideration of the Formal Findings forthis case is scheduled for January20, 

Enclosed with this memorandum are a draft Notice of Disposition, which contains 
conditions of approval as modified by the City Council on January 5, 2009, and Formal 
Findings and Conclusions for this land use application, which includes, as appendices, the 
December 5,2008, staff memorandum to the City Council, the December 29,2008, staff 
memorandum to the City Council, the December 15, 2008, City Council Minutes, and the 
Draft January 5, 2009, City Council Minutes. 

The following motion is recommended to adopt the enclosed Formal Findings and 
Conclusions for Western Station: 

MOTION: I move to adopt the draft Formal Findings and Conclusions, from the January 
15, 2009, memorandum from the Community Development Director to the 
Mayor and City Council, in support of the City Council's decision to deny the 
appeal and approve the Western Station application (cases PLD08-00009, 
SUB08-00005, and PCR08-00002). 
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Review and Concur: 

SC& Fewel, 
City Attorney 

Review and Concur: 

bty Manager 

ATTACHMENTS: I - Draft City Council Notice of Disposition 
I I - Formal Findings & Conclusions, with Appendices: 

A. December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to the 
City Council 

B. December 29, 2008, staff memorandum to the 
City Council 

C. December 15, 2008 City Council Minutes 
regarding the Western Station application 

D. January 5,2009, City Council Minutes regarding 
the Western Station application 
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Cowallis, OR 97333 

CORVALLIS CITY COUNCIL 
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 

ORDER 2009 - 003 

CASE: Western Station (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 

REQUEST: An appeal of a Planning Commission decision to approve a Conceptual 
and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review application to construct four attached units 
containing ground floor and mezzanine-level commercial spaces, with 
residential units above, on a 0.8 acre site. The four-lot subdivision would 
allow each commercial/residential unit to be located on an individual lot. 
Plan Compatibility Review approval is required because the square 
footage of non-commercial uses exceeds the square footage of 
commercial uses. 

APPLICANT1 
OWNER: 7'h Street Station, LLC 

1900 Front Street, NE 
Salem, OR 97303 

LOCATION: The subject site is located on the south side of Western Blvd., 
between 6'h and 7'h Streets, and north of Highway 20134. More 
specifically, the development site is a roughly triangular piece of 
property bordered to the north by Western Boulevard and to the 
south by railroad tracks along the east, south, and west boundaries. 
The subject site is also identified on Benton County Assessor's Map 
12-5-2 BB, as Tax Lots 16003 and 16001. 

DECISION: The City Council held a duly-advertised de novo public hearing on 
the appeal on December 15, 2008. The record was requested to be 
held open, and additional written comments were received until 
December 22, 2008. The applicant declined to submit a final written 
argument. The City Council deliberated and reached a tentative 
decision on the appeal on January 5, 2009. After consideration of all 
the testimony and evidence, the City Council voted to uphold the 
Planning Commission's decision to approve the request, and 
consequently, denied the appeal and approved the Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review application. On January 20, 2009, the City 
Council adopted Formal Findings in support of its decision. 



if you wish to appeal this decision, an appeal must be filed with the State Land Use 
Board of Appeals within 21 days from the date of the decision. 

The proposal, staff report, hearing minutes, memoranda to City Council, and findings 
and conclusions may be reviewed at the Community Development Department, 
Planning Division, City Hall, 501 SW Madison Avenue. 

Charles C. Tomlinson 
Mayor, City of Corvallis 

Signed: January 20,2009 
LUBA Appeal Deadline: February 10, 2009 

Attachment: City Council Adopted Formal Findings 

CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN EXPIRATION DATE (IF NOT 
APPEALED): January 20,2014 

If no appeal is filed by the appeal deadline, the Detailed Development Plan shall be 
valid for five (5) years. If the applicant has not begun construction within this period, the 
approval shall expire on July 21, 2013. 

TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PLAT 
EXPIRATION DATE (IF NOT APPEALED): January 20,2011 

If no appeal is filed by the appeal deadline, the Tentative Subdivision Plat shall be valid 
for two (2) years. If the applicant has not submitted a Final Subdivision Plat within the 
two-year period (with appropriate assurances for improvements, if applicable), the 
Tentative Subdivision Plat approval shall expire. 

PLAN COMPATIBILITY REVIEW 
EXPIRATION DATE (IF NOT APPEALED): January 20,2011 

If no appeal is filed by the appeal deadline, the Plan Compatibility Review shall be valid 
for two (2) years. If the applicant has not begun the development within the two year 
period, the approval shall expire. 
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Conditions of Approval 

CONDITIONS I 
Consistencv with Plans - Development shall comply with the plans identified 
in Attachments A and J of the staff report, unless a requested modification 
otherwise meets the criteria for a Minor Planned Development Modification. 
Such changes may be processed in accordance with Chapter 2.5 of the 
Land Development Code. 

2 / Landsca~e Plans: 

a. Landscape Construction Documents - Prior to issuance of building 
permits, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by the 
Development Services Manager, landscape construction documents for 
this site which contain a specific planting plan (including correct plant 
names in the Latin format) for proposed landscaping, trees, shrubs, and 
groundcover. Plans for an automatic irrigation system to irrigate this 
landscaping shall also be submitted for review and approval. The plans 
may be submitted to Development Services staff for review. The 
detailed landscape plans shall be generally consistent with the 
landscape plans submitted for land use approval, with the exception of 
the following required changes: 

1. Required street trees along the south side of Western Boulevard 
shall be specified and planted at a minimum caliper size of 2.25 
inches at time of planting. All proposed street tree species shall 
be reviewed by the City Forester and Public Works staff to ensure 
that the proposed trees will not conflict with overhead utility lines 
nor interfere with vision clearance requirements at all associated 
intersections. 

2. As proposed by the applicant, special planting techniques shall be 
specified and utilized at the time of planting for all parking lot and 
buffer trees that will not be located within the standard 10-foot- 
wide planting areas. 

b. Landsca~e Maintenance Bond -Al l  required landscaping for the 
development shall be planted or financially secured prior to issuance of 
an occupancy permit for the new building. All required landscape areas 
shall be designed to achieve a minimum of 90% ground coverage within 
3 years. A 3-year maintenance bond for all requ~red plantings shall be 
provided prior to the City's on-site approval of the plantings. The 
landscape bond shall be submitted to Development Services staff for 
review. 

Liahtinq -To minimize lighting impacts to the surrounding areas, the 
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applicant shall only use full-cut-off lights for all site lighting. Outdoor site 
!ighting fixtures shall not cast glare onto adjacent properties. Submitted 
building permit plans shall include details of fixture designs to ensure this 
standard is met. 

Service Area and Roof-Mounted Eaui~ment Screeninq - Compliance with 
LDC requirements shall be demonstrated through review of submitted 
building permit plans. Building permit plans, including any future applications 
to add roof-mounted or ground level equipment to existing facilities, shall 
demonstrate that all proposed equipment will be adequately screened in 
com~liance with the reauirements of LDC Section 4.10.60.05. 

Ground Floor Windows - The ground floor windows for the four commercial 
spaces along the development's northern facade shall not utilize glass with 
an opacity greater than 60 percent. These required ground floor windows 
shall allow views from adjacent sidewalks into working areas or lobbies, 
pedestrian entrances, or display windows set into the wall, as required by 
LDC Section 4.10.70.05.b.6(a)2. 

Mezzanine Windows -A t  the time of building permit submittal, the applicant 
shall revise the design of the western facade at the mezzanine level to 
incorporate a windowed area representing at least 20% of the mezzanine- 
level facade, in compliance with LDC 4.10.70.05.b.6(b). 

Acoustic Bufferina in East Wall - Building permit plans shall include 
construction methods for the east wall of the proposed building to include 
sound attenuation methods that would equal or exceed the attenuation that 
would be afforded by a 20-foot-wide vegetated buffer. Calculations shall be 
measured in decibels throuah all audible freauencies. 

Limited Commercial Uses - T o  ensure that parking requirements shall be met 
on-site, only commercial uses with a parking requirement of 3.5 or fewer 
spaces are allowed per unit, based on standards within the Land 
Development Code. Additionally, only commercial uses, and no residential 
uses, are allowed on the ground floor and mezzanine level of each unit. The 
restrictions contained in this condition of approval shall be recorded as deed 
restrictions on each of the four new lots and in conjunction with final plat 
approval of the proposed subdivision. The required deed restrictions shall 
be provided to the Planning Division Manager for review prior to recordation 
of the deed restrictions and final subdivision plat. 

In conjunction with final plat approval, the applicant shall also record 
conditions, covenants, and restrictions (CC & R's) governing all lots and 
tracts within the proposed development to address maintenance obligations 
for Tract A. The CC & R's shall also include the requirements noted by the 
deed restrictions above. The required CC & R's shall be provided to the 
Planning Division Manager for review prior to recordation of the CC & R's, 
deed restrictions, and final plat. 
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Public Improvements - Any plans for public improvements referenced within 
the application or this staff report shall not be considered final engineered 
publi~~improvement plans. Kior to issuance of any structural or site utility 
construction permits, the applicant shall obtain approval of, and permits for, 
engineered plans for public improvements from the City's Engineering 
Division. The applicant shall submit necessary engineered plans and studies 
for public utility and transportation systems to ensure that adequate street, 
water, sewer, storm drainage and street lighting improvements are provided. 
Final utility alignments that maximize separation from adjacent utilities and 
street trees shall be engineered with the plans for public improvements in 
accordance with all applicable LDC criteria and City, DEQ and Oregon 
Health Division requirements for utility separations Public improvement plan 
submittals will be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer under the 
procedures outlined in Land Development Code Section 4.0.80. 

Public SidewalMLandsca~e Strip lm~rovements - The applicant shall 
construct all sidewalk and landscape strip improvements adjacent to SW 
Western Boulevard concurrent with public improvements and consistent with 
the orooosal. 

Sewer Abandonment - Concurrent with public improvements, the sanitary 
sewer that traverses the site shall be abandoned. The sewer and it's related 
facilities, such as manholes, shall be completely removed. The portion of 
pipe under the railroad's right-of-way shall be abandoned as approved by the 
railroad. 

Public Water Qualitv Facilitv Design & Maintenance -As part of the plans for 
public improvements the applicant shall provide engineered calculations for 
storm water quality facilities. The water quality facilities shall be designed 
consistent with both criteria outlined in Appendix F of the Storm Water 
Master Plan, and criteria outlined in the King County, Washington, Surface 
Water Design Manual. The water quality facilities shall be designed to 
remove 70 percent of the total suspended solids (TSS) entering the facility 
during the water quality design storm, 0.9" 24-hr rainfall event with NRCS 
Type 1A distribution. 

Public Drainaae - All public storm drainage facilities, including water quality 
facilities, located outside of public right-of-way shall be placed in an 
easement granted to the City. The minimum required easement width is 15 
ft for a single utility and 20 ft for two utilities. All weather accesses shall be 
provided to the facilities. 

Street Liahts - No additional public street lights will be allowed as part of this 
development. Additional private lights will be allowed as long as they are 
fully shielded to prevent glare onto adjacent properties. 

Trash Enclosure Location - The trash enclosure is to be located as indicated 
on the revised Landscape Plan, dated December 9, 2008, in lieu of the 
location shown on the original plan set. The storm water detention and water 
quality system is to be revised accordingly, as indicated on the revised Utility 
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Plan, dated December 9, 2008. The trash enclosure is to be screened and 
buffered per LDC Section 4.1 0.60.05.a and the requirements outlined in LDC 
Chapter 4.2. i 

1 1 Mezzanine Wall - The mezzanine-level wall separating the mezzanine level 
commercial soace from the around-floor commercial soace below shall be 
constructed a's a half-wall, &ch that the upper half of ihe wall will be open to 
the space below, with no glass or solid construction separating the 
mezzanine level from the ground-floor level. The design of the half-wall shall 
comply with all applicable Oregon Structural Specialty Code requirements. 

Develo~ment Related Concerns: 

A. Mailbox Locations - Mailbox locations shall be coordinated between the 
developer and the Post Office as part of the public improvements construction 
process. 

5. Excavation and Gradina Plans - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, 
the applicant shall submit an excavation and grading plan, including erosion 
controi methods, to the City's Development serv ice i~e~ar tment  for review and 
approval. 

C. Infrastructure Cost Recovew - Where it is determined that there will be 
Infrastructure Cost Recovery payments from past public improvements the 
developer shall pay their requ'ired share of thk costs prior to receiving any 
building permits in accordance with Cowallis Municipal Code 2.18.040. 

D. Work in Railroad Riaht-of-Wav - Any work done in the railroad right-of-way 
should be done in accordance to any applicable railroad standards. If permits 
are required from the railroad, they should be obtained before commencing any 
work in the railroad right-of-way. 
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BEFORE THE ClTY COUNCIL 
OF THE ClTY CORVALLIS 

FINDINGS -WESTERN STATION CONCEPTUAL AND 
DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN, TENTATIVE 

SUBDIVISION PLAT, AND PLAN COMPATIBILITY REVIEW 

~.~ 

In the matter of a City Council decision to 
approve a Major Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan, Tentative 
Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review; and to uphold the 
Planning Commission's decision, and 
deny the appeal. -. . .- . . ~ ~~ 

PREAMBLE 

This matter before the Corvallis City Council is a decision regarding an appeal of the 
Plann~ng Commiss~on's approval of a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, a 
Tentative Subdivision Plat, and a Plan Compatibility Review to construct four 
combination livelwork units on the site. Four (4) dwelling units are proposed on the 
subject 0 64 acre site that is zoned PD(MUC) (Mixed Use Commercial with a 
Planned Development Overlay). A total of four lots and one tract would be created 
by the Tentative Subdivision Plat. Planned Development approval is requested to 
allow variation to Land Development Code requirements regard~ng access, 
landscaping, sidewalks, and building frontage. 

The 0.64-acre site is located on the south side of Western Blvd., between 6th and 7th 
Streets, and north of Highway 20134. More specifically, the development site is a 
roughly triangular piece of property bordered to the north by Western Boulevard and by 
railroad tracks along the east, south, and west boundaries The site is composed of Tax 
Lots 16003 and 16001 from Benton County Assessor's Map 12-5-2BB. The current 
owner of the property is 7th Street Station, LLC. 

The Corvallis Planning Commission conducted a hearing on the above-referenced 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review on October 15, 2008. On November 5, 2008, the Planning 
Commission deliberated and voted unanimously to approve the Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review. 
A notice of decision was signed on November 7,2008, (Order # 2008-091). 

On November 19, 2008, Sam Hoskinson (hereinafter referred to as "Appellant"), filed an 
appeal of the Planning ~omm'ission's decision to approve the Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review. The 

Page 1 of Findings and Conclusions 
Western Station Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan i Tentative Subdivision Plat 1 Plan Compatibility Review (PLDOB- 
00009/SUB08-00005iPCR08-00002) 



Land Development Code ("LDC") specifies that the City Council hear de novo appeals 
of Planning Commission decisions regarding these land use applications. 

The City Council held a duly advertised de novo public hearing on the application on 
December 15, 2008. The public hearing was closed; however, the written record was 
held open for seven additional days, and the City Council deliberated and reached a 
tentative decision on the appeal on January 5, 2009. 

After consideration of all the testimony and evidence, the City Council voted to approve 
the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review requests with conditions, thereby upholding the Planning 
Commission's decision and denying the appeal. 

Applicable Criteria 

All applicable legal criteria governing review of this application are identified in the 
public notices for the October 25, 2008, and December 15, 2008, public hearings; the 
Staff Report to the Planning Commission, dated October 3, 2008; the minutes of the 
Planning Commission meetings on October 15, 2008, and November 5, 2008; the staff 
memorandum to the City Council dated December 5, 2008, and the minutes of the City 
Council public hearing and deliberations dated December 15, 2008, and January 5, 
2009, respectively. Where variations to standards have been requested through the 
Planned Development process, Comprehensive Plan policies have been utilized to 
provide direction regarding the requested variations to standards. Similarly, where LDC 
provisions are ambiguous, Comprehensive Plan policies have been utilized to provide 
context and to clarify the purpose of ambiguous language. Otherwise, Comprehensive 
Plan polices are fully implemented by the 2006 Land Development Code. 

ANALYSIS, FINDINGS, AND CONCLUSIONS RELATED TO THE APPEAL OF 
WESTERN STATION CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT 
PLANITENTATWE SUBDIVISION PLATIPLAN COMPATIBILITY REVIEW (PLD08- 
00009 1 SUB08-00005lPCR08-00002) 

1. The City Council accepts and adopts the analysis, findings, and conclusions 
made in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, dated October 3, 2008, 
that support approval of the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, 
Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review. The City Council 
accepts and adopts the analysis, findings, and conclusions made in the 
December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to the City Council (Appendix A), that 
support approving the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative 
Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review, as conditioned. The City 
Council also adopts as findings, the Minutes of the City Council meetings dated 
December 15, 2008, and January 5,2009 (Appendices C and D, respectively). 
The City Council adopts the analysis, findings and conclusions in the Staff 
Memorandum to the City Council, dated December 29, 2008 (Appendix B), 
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which includes responses to questions asked by Council members at the 
December 15, 2008, public hearing. The City Council specifically accepts and 
adopts as findings the rationale given during deliberations in the January 5, 2009, 
meeting by Council Members expressing their support for approving the 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and 
Plan Compatibility Review. All of the above-referenced documents are attached 
as Appendices. All of the above-referenced documents shall be referred to in 
these findings as the "lncorporated Findings". The findings below, (the 
"supplemental findings"), supplement and elaborate the analysis, findings, and 
conclusions contained in the materials noted above, all of which are attached and 
incorporated herein, by reference to the specific Appendix. When there is a 
conflict between the supplemental findings and the lncorporated Findings, the 
supplemental findings shall prevail. 

2. The City Council notes that the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to Council 
(Appendix A) presents information on Attachments 111-77 through 111-80 
regarding pages of the October 3, 2008, staff report to the Planning Commission 
that contain discussions on the need for imposing Conditions of Approval # 1 
through 14. 

3. The Council notes that Staff brought forward Condition # 15 at the request of the 
applicant, in response to questions raised by Public Testimony about garbage 
and recycling service to the proposed development (see Pages 688-9 through 
688-n of the December 15, 2008, City Council Minutes (Appendix C)). Condition 
# I5  proposes an alternate location for the site's trash enclosure. Pages 688-1 
through 688-n of the December 15, 2008, City Council Minutes show revised 
landscaping, utility, and circulation plans respectively that depict the requested 
dumpster relocation. The Council finds that this condition of approval is 
necessary to allow for the provision of garbage and recycling pickup service to 
the site, and will not create a conflict with any other requirements of the 
development. 

4. The Council notes that Condition #7 was amended by the Planning Commission 
during its deliberations on November 5, 2008 (See Attachment IV-44 to the 
December 5, 2008, staff report to the City Council - Appendix A). The Council 
notes that the change was made to specifically address the alteration in 
acoustical buffering that would result from lessening the required 20-foot-wide 
landscape screen on the east side of the proposed building to a 9-foot width 
through the Planned Development process. The Council finds that the change to 
Condition #7 is necessary to ensure that the Condition will sufficiently accomplish 
the noise reduction provided by the buffering standard. The Council also adopts 
by reference findings in Section Ill-D of these formal fiildings as findings to 
support the modification to Condition #7. 
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5. The Council notes that Condition #I6 was added by the City Council during its 
deliberations on January 5, 2009 (See pages 9 and 10 of the Draft January 5, 
2009, City Council Minutes (Condition #I6 is mis-numbered in those minutes as 
Condition #15) - Appendix D). The Council notes that Condition #I6 requires 
an opening between the mezzanine and ground-floor levels of the commercial 
portions of the live-work units. The Council finds that requiring this opening will 
serve to reduce the likelihood that the mezzanine level could be used for 
residential purposes. The Council notes that other measures, such as the 
stipulation in Condition #8 that only commercial uses, and no residential uses, 
may occur on the mezzanine level of the building, will work in consort with 
Condit~on #I6  to ensure that residential uses will not occur on the mezzanine 
level. The Council finds that Condition #16 is necessary to ensure that the 
mezzanine space will be used for commercial uses and not residential uses, 
which the Council finds necessary because the impacts of the proposed 
development, including off-site parking impacts, have been evaluated based on 
the assumption that the mezzanine level will exclusively contain commercial 
uses. 

6. The Council finds that all of the approved Conditions are reasonable conditions 
that are feasible for the applicant to comply w~th and necessary to satisfy the 
applicable criteria presented in the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to 
Council and the supplemental flndings presented below 

7. The City Council notes that the record contains all information needed to 
evaluate the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision 
Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review decision for compliance with the relevant 
criteria. 

8. To approve a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, LDC Sections 
2.5.40.04 and 2.5.50.04 require that the proposal be consistent with the purposes 
of Chapter 2.5, the policies and density requirements of the Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan ("CCP"), LDC, and other policies and standards adopted by 
the City Council. The Council notes that the LDC language in 2.5.40.04 and 
2.5.50.04 does not require an application to "comply" with the CCP policies, but 
does require an application to be consistent. The Council notes that the Corvailis 
Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2000; the Council notes that the LDC was 
adopted in 2006. The Council notes that both the CCP and the LDC were 
acknowledged by DLCD, in compliance with the requirements of Periodic 
Review. The Council notes that both the CCP in Article 51.5 (Appendix C) and 
the implementing ordinances for the LDC (Appendix D) state that the LDC is 
intended to implement the CCP. The City Council finds that the LDC does fully 
implement the CCP. The City Council notes that LDC provisions oceasionaily 
refer to consistency with Comprehensive Plan Policies. The City Council notes 
that regarding this proposal, the LDC in Chapter 2.5 refers to consistency with 
Comprehensive Plan Policies at LDC 2.5.40.04. 
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9. The City Council notes that the language in LDC 2.5.40.04 and 2.5.50.04 (in 
requiring consistency with the criteria in LDC 2.5.40.04) requiring an application 
to be consistent with "the purposes of this chapter" is not intended to make the 
purpose statements found in LDC 2.5.02 into independent review criteria. 
Instead, these purpose statements may be of use in resolving ambiguities or in 
determining whether to approve a proposed variance from a given LDC standard. 
The Council notes that LDC 2.5.40.04 requires the Council to determine whether 
the proposal is consistent with the purposes of the chapter and the density and 
other applicable policies from the CCP. The City Council interprets this language 
as applying to the review of requested deviations from standards found in the 
Land Development Code. If an application complies fully with the standards in 
the Land Development Code, the Council finds that it will always be compatible 
with the purposes of the Planned Development Chapter and will always be 
consistent with the policies of the CCP. The City Council finds that the general 
use of Comprehensive Plan policies as review criteria was necessary only until 
the adoption of the 2006 Land Development Code, which fully implements the 
Comprehensive Plan. The Council notes that the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development's (DLCD's) 2005 acknowledgement of 
completion of assigned Periodic Review work tasks recognized this to be the 
case. Accordingly, except as specifically related to the discussion of a requested 
variance from the LDC standards, the City Council finds that consistency with the 
LDC is, by its nature, consistency with the CCP. Where no variance is 
requested, the appropriate review criteria are those found in the Land 
Development Code. The Council finds that Comprehensive Plan policies, while 
informing the interpretation of those LDC provisions (when ambiguities exist), are 
not in themselves review criteria. References to purpose statements within the 
Land Development Code are similarly valuable for reviewing proposed variations 
from Land Development Code standards, but are not, in themselves, review 
criteria that would apply to an application that otherwise meets the Land 
Development Code standards. The Council notes that it is unlikely that any one 
proposal could be consistent with all of the purpose statements, and notes that 
some of the listed purposes may conflict with other listed purposes. Similarly, the 
Council notes that consistency with all Comprehensive Plan Policies is not 
necessarily possible, given the sometimes conflicting direction of the policies. 
The 2006 Land Development Code was developed, in part, to resolve these 
apparent conflicts with a clear and objective set of standards. 

The lncorporated Findings list all of the applicable approval criteria, and demonstrate 
compliance with these approval criteria. These supplemental findings elaborate upon 
and clarify the lncorporated Findings, and primarily address issues raised in opposition 
to the application. These supplemental findings, like the lncorporated Findings, are 
grouped into seven categories, which facilitate a comprehensive and cohesive review of 
the applicable criteria. The categories include Land Use, Natural Resources, 
Compatibility, Circulation, Public Facilities and Services, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and 
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Plan Compatibility Review. The issue categories are identified with Roman numerals, 
and subcategories are identified by letters. 

1. Land Use 

Applicable Criteria 

Section 3.20.30 - PERMITTED USES IN THE MIXED USE COMMERCIAL ZONE (1993 Land 
Development Code, as amended) 

3.6.30.01 - General Development 

a. Primary Uses Permitted Outright 

1. Residential 

(a) Residential Use T v ~ e s  - 
b Family 

b Group Residential 

b Group ResidentiallGroup Care 

b Residential Care Facilities 

(b) Residential Buildinq T V D ~ S  - 
b Single Detached (existing prior to  adoption of this Code) 

t Conversion of Detached Dwelling to Attached or Mixed-Use 
Building 

b Attached (Townhouse) 

b Duplex 

b Multi-Dwelling (includes free-standing buildings and dwelling unit in 
commercial buildings) 

t Accessory Dwelling 

All residential use types are subject to compliance with Section 3.20.40.01 
Preservation of Commercial Land Supply. 

2. Civic Use Types - 
b Administrative Services* 

b Clinic Services* 

b Cultural Exhibits and Library Services* 
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t Lodges, Fraternal and Civic Assembly 

t Parking Services 

t Postal Services that serve the general public (Post Offices)* 

t Public Safety Services 

t Religious Assembly 

t Transit Facilities 

A civic use type that exceeds 5,000 square feet must demonstrate that it 
primarily serves the immediate area. 

3. Commercial Use Types - 
t Animal Sales and Services (small animals): 

Grooming 
Veterinary 

t Building Maintenance Services (no outdoor storage) 

t Business Equipment Sales and Services 

t Business Support Services 

t Communication Services 

t Construction Sales and Service (no outdoor storage) 

t Convenience Sales and Personal Services 

t Day Care Facilities 

t Eating and Drinking Establishments -s i t  down 

C Family Day Care 

C Financial, Insurance, and Real Estate Services 

t Food and Beverage Sales 

t Laundry Services 

t Medical Services 

t Personal Services -General 

t Professional and Administrative Services 

t Repair Services - Consumer 

t Research Services 
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t Retail Sales - General 

t Transient Habitation -Lodging 

t Commercial Uses legally established and developed in 
conformance with the Development District in place on December 7, 
1998. 

4. Industrial Use Type: 

t Wholesaling, Storage and Distribution (existing prior to  Code 
adoption) 

b. Accessory Uses Permitted Outright 

1. Essential Services 

2. Family Day Care 

3. Home Business, when conducted in conjunction with a permitted 
residential use. 

4. Limited Manufacturing - less than 20 employees per acre, and does not 
require a State or Federal air quality discharge pennit, except for parking. 
Limited manufacturing uses shall be accessory primary use (e.g. factors 
for determining accessory uses may include, but are not limited to, the 
number of employees, parking, and building square footage dedicated to 
each use. 

5. Required off-street parking in accordance with Chapter 4.1 

6. Other development customarily incidental to  the primary use in accordance 
with Chapter 4.3. 

7. Colocatedlattached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on multi-family 
(3 or more stories) residential structures that do not increase the height of 
the existing structures by more than 17 ft for whip antennas, including 
mounting, or by 10 ft. for all other antennas, subject to the standards in 
Chapter 4.9 

8. Colocatedlattached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on 
nonresidential structures that do not increase the height of the existing 
structures by more than 17 ft for whip antennas, including mounting, or by 
10 ft. for all other antennas, subject to  the standards in Chapter 4.9 - 
Additional Provisions 

A. The City Council notes that the applicant responded to the applicable 
criteria as part of a complete application submitted for .the Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review. The Council notes that the applicant's responses to 
the applicable criteria cited above are found on Attachment 111-248 through 
111-249 of the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to Council. 
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B. The City Council notes that the subject site is designated Mixed Use 
Commercial on the Corvallis Comprehensive Map, as shown on 
Attachment 111-82 of the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to City 
Council (Appendix A). The Council also notes that the site is zoned 
PD(MUC), consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Map Designation for 
the site, as shown on Attachment 111-83 of the December 5, 2008, staff 
memorandum to City Council (Appendix A). 

C. The City Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criteria 
cited above are in the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to City 
Council (Appendix A). The Council adopts the lncorporated Findings, 
including the analysis, findings, and conclusions in the December 5, staff 
memorandum to the City Council presented on Attachments 111-12 through 
111-1 3. The Council finds that the proposed land uses are consistent with 
those listed in LDC Section 3.20.30. 

D. The City Council notes that testimony was received regarding the viability 
of the proposed development for commercial uses, as well as the 
appropriateness of residential development on the subject site. The 
Council notes that speculation regarding the viability of commercial uses 
within the development is irrelevant in relation to applicable decision 
criteria for the subject application. The Council finds that there are no 
applicable decision criteria that would allow consideration of the viability of 
a proposed commercial development. Similarly, the Council finds that 
residential uses are permitted outright in the MUC Zoning District; and 
therefore, the question of the appropriateness of residential development 
on the subject site is not an applicable decision criterion. The Council 
notes that the Avery-Helms Historic District is located directly to the east 
of the subject development site and contains a vibrant and long-standing 
residential community within close proximity to the railroad tracks in this 
area. The Council also notes that a great deal of residential development 
in Corvallis is located within close proximity to railroad tracks. 

II. Natural Resources and Natural Hazards 

A. The City Council notes that the site has not been identified as having 
natural features eligible for protection or inventoried on the Natural 
Features Inventory Map, and that no significant natural features, as 
defined by the Corvallis Land Development Code, exist on the site. The 
Council adopts the lncorporated Findings, including the analysis, findings, 
and conclusions in the December 5, staff memorandum to the City Council 
presented on Attachment 111-13. 
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Applicable Criteria 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

Requests for the approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to ensure 
consistency with the purposes of this Chapter, policies and density requirements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City 
Council. The application shall demonstrate compatibility in the areas in "a," below, as 
applicable, and shall meet the Natural Resource and Natural Hazard criteria in "b," below: 

a. Compatibility Factors - 
1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested; 

2. Basic site design (the organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' 
. relationships to neighboring properties); 

3. Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.); 

4. Noise attenuation; 

5. Odors and emissions; 

6. Lighting; 

7. Signage; 

8. Landscaping for buffering and screening; 

9. Transportation facilities; 

10. Traffic and offsi te parking impacts; 

11. Utility infrastructure; 

12. Effects on air and water quality (note: a DEQ permit is not sufficient to 
meet this criterion); 

13. Design equal to or in excess of the types of improvements required by the 
standards in Chapter 4.10 -Pedestrian Oriented Design standards'; and 

14. Preservation andlor protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent 
with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, 
Chapter 4.5 -Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 
4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. Streets shall also be designed along 
contours, and structures shall be designed to fit the topography of the site 
to ensure compliance with these Code standards. 
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b. Natural Resources and Natural Hazards Factors - 
1. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 -Natural Hazard 

and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions 
shall provide protections equal to or better than the specific standard 
requested for variation; and 

2. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 -Natural Hazard 
and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions 
shall involve an alternative located on the same development site where 
the specific standard applies. 

A. The City Council notes that the applicant responded to the applicable 
compatibility criteria as part of a complete application submitted for the 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, 
and Plan Compatibility Review. The Council notes that the applicant's 
responses to the applicable criteria cited above are found on Attachments 
111-177 through 111-202 of the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to 
Council (Appendix A). 

B. The City Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criteria 
cited above are presented on Attachments 111-13 through 111-60 of the 
December 5,2008, staff memorandum to City Council (Appendix A). The 
Council adopts the lncorporated Findings, including the analysis, findings, 
and conclusions in the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to the City 
Council noted above. The lncorporated Findings are supplemented by 
Findings C - S, below. The Council finds that, based on this analysis and 
subject to the approved conditions of approval, the application will comply 
with all applicable compatibility criteria. 

Compensatina Benefits 

C. The Council notes that the discussion of compensating benefits for 
requested variations to Land Development Code standards is located on 
Attachments 111-43 through 111-49 of the December 5, 2008, staff 
memorandum to the City Council. (Appendix A). The Council finds these 
arguments, supplemented by the discussion below, to be persuasive in 
demonstrating that compensating benefits will adequately compensate for 
the requested variations to standards. 

D. The Council notes that testimony was presented regarding the difficulty of 
attenuating the sound from adjacent railroad tracks. The Council notes 
that typically, when the noise compatibility criterion is considered, it relates 
to the potential for a proposed development to create a noise impact that 
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would be incompatible with its surroundings. In this case, the concern 
expressed regards the impact of noise from an existing use (railroad 
tracks) on the proposed development. Residential uses are permitted 
outright in the Mixed Use Commercial District. Because a potential 
resident of the development will be aware of the adjacent railroad tracks, 
and the potential noise from them, the Council finds there is less of an 
obligation on the part of the applicant to address the effect of noise 
impacts on future residents. The Council finds that significant noise 
impacts are not anticipated from the proposed development. 

The Council notes that the applicant is requesting a variance from LDC 
3.20.50.09.b, which requires fencing and a 20-foot wide landscape screen 
between the residential uses on the site and the adjacent industrial 
development (railroad tracks) to the east. The applicant is proposing 
fencing and a 9-foot wide landscape screen, along with increased sound 
attenustion in the adjacent building wall. The Council notes that it is likely 
that the sound attenuation that would be orovided bv an additional 11 feet 
of landscaped screening between the building and {he railroad tracks 
would be negligible. The Council notes that the intent of the 20-foot wide 
landscape screen requirement in LDC Section 3.20.50.09.b is to provide a 
visual screen between industrial and residential development, and is not to 
provide an acoustic buffer between the two uses. The Council finds that 
the proposed 9-foot wide landscape area, with sight-obscuring fencing 
installed along the eastern property line, as proposed, will provide a v~sual 
screen substantially equal to that required by LDC Section 3.20.50.09.b. 
Additionally, the Council finds that revising Condition #7 to a performance 
soecification that reauires the construction to achieve sound attenuation 
levels equal to that df the required landscaped screen will adequately 
compensate for the variance in the standard. 

E. The Council notes that testimony was presented concerning the safety of 
allowing the access driveway to be reduced in width from what is required 
by City standards. The Council notes that the reduction in width occurs at 
a location approximately 65' from Western Blvd., and that the point where 
the access drive intersects with Western Blvd. is proposed to be the 
standard width for commercial access drives. The Council notes that a 
narrower access lane width will likely require drivers to use greater care in 
negotiating the site, which typically reduces vehicle speeds within 
developments. The Council also notes that the LDC allows public streets 
with a paved width of 20 feet to be used for two-way traffic, under certain 
circumstances (see LDC Table 4.0-1). The Council finds that a 20-foot 
wide paved width is adequate to allow two-way traffic within a private 
parking area in the limited area where it is proposed. The Council finds 
that the benefit of developing the site to allow greater compliance with 
other LDC requirements along the development's Western Boulevard 
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frontage, such as providing adequate walkway widths and a greater 
building frontage presence, adequately compensates for the portion of the 
access drive that is reduced in width. 

F. The Council notes that testimony was presented concerning the safety of 
allowing the access drive intersection with Western Blvd. within 150' of an 
intersection. The applicant has requested to vary this standard to allow 
the access drive to be located approximately 150 feet from the intersection 
of 6th Street and Western Boulevard and approximately 100 feet from 
intersection of 7th Street and Western Boulevard (as measured from 
centerline to centerline). The Council notes that LDC Section 4.1.40.a(2) 
states as follows: 

a. Access to Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Gollector Streets 

2. Location and design of all accesses to andlor from Arterial, Collector, and 
Neighborhood Collector Streets, as designated in the Cowallis 
Transportation Plan, are subject to review and approval by the City 
Engineer. Accesses shall be located a minimum of 150 ft. from any other 
access or street intersection. Exceptions to this requirement may be 
granted by the City Engineer. Evaluations of exceptions shall consider the 
posted speed for the street on which access is proposed, constraints due 
to lot patterns, and effects on the safety and capacity of the adjacent public 
street, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. 

The Council notes that the City Engineer has reviewed the proposed 
location of the access drive in relation to posted speeds on Western 
Boulevard, lot pattern constraints, and the affect on the safety and 
capacity of adjacent street, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, as has 
determined that the proposed access drive location is acceptable. The 
Council notes that the LDC allows the City Engineer to accept variations to 
this standard without the need for a Planned Development or Lot 
Development Option, The Council also notes that the intersection at 7'h 
and Western had only one accident on record for the last three years, and 
is considered a safe intersection. The Council also notes that the 
proposed design provides the required 25 foot vision clearance triangles 
at the access drive intersection, and that the clear sight distance from the 
proposed access drive to the west, in the eastbound lane of Western Blvd. 
is approximately 250'. The Council notes that at present there exist two 
vehicular access points from the site to Western Blvd. The Council also 
notes that the configuration of the parcel makes it such that it would be 
impossible to locate the access drive the requisite 150' from the 
intersection of 7th and Western and from the intersection of 6th and 
Western. The Council notes that no other street access is available to 
serve the subject property. The Council finds that the benefit of 
consolidating the two access points into one driveway adequately 

Page 13 of Findings and Conclusions 
Western Station Conceptuai and Detailed Development Plan I Tentative Subdivision Plat / Plan Compatibility Review (PLDOB 
00009lSUBO8-00005/PCR08-00002) 



compensates for locating the one driveway 50' closer to a local 
intersection than is typically allowed. 

G. The Council notes that testimony was received regarding the adequacy of 
the applicant's proposed compensating benefits. Specifically, the Council 
notes that the appellant stated that, "The approval of this development is a 
clear abuse of the Planned Development Overlay process. The PD is 
supposed to create a "forced compromise" between the City, 
neighborhoods and new developments. But at Western Sfation, the 
developers are given permission to violate multiple Cowallis Land 
Development code and Comprehensive Plan requirements; and aren't 
reauired to arovide anv meaninaful com~ensafion. " The Citv Council 
noies that there are n; applicable criteria for a Planned ~ e v e l o ~ m e n t  that 
mandate a "forced compromise between the City, neighborhoods and new 
developments," as the appellant argues. The Council notes that LDC 
Section 2.5.40.04.a.l does require compensating benefits for any variation 
being requested. The Council notes that LDC Section 2.5.40.04.a.l does 
not describe what a compensating benefit is, or whom it should benefit. 
However, the Council notes that purpose statement 2.5.20.h helps to 
clarify this question. The purpose statement is from a list of purposes for 
the establishment of Planned Development review procedures in the LDC: 

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 Council notes that the Western Boulevard frontage is the sole street 
frontage available for building orientation and pedestrian and vehicular 
access on the development site because the site is surrounded on all 
other sides by railroad lines. The Council notes that this frontage is 
complicated by street and railroad crossing intersections at both the 
eastern and western ends of the property. The Council notes that all of 
the requested variations have to do with what occurs along the property's 
frontage along Western Boulevard. 

The Council notes that any change to the proposed design to require any 
one of the elements for which variations have been requested 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 Council notes that 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, and/or width of the 
landscaped buffer. The Council finds that, as stated on Attachment page 

' 
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111-44 of the December 5, 2008, Staff Memorandum to the City Council 
(Appendix A), "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 develooment ..... Given these constraints. 
the proposed site plan represents a bslancing of interests in these various 
requirements. None of the standards are fully met, but all are 
accommodated to a meaningful degree " The Council finds that 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 City Council finds that the proposed development accommodates all 
important site design elements (pedestrian and vehicular access, platting 
standards, landscaoe buffer, street seoaration reauirements, and building - 
frontage requirements) in a way that p'resewes thk intent of the 
development standards, while providing for a safe and functional, 
pedestrian-oriented development. 

The Council notes that 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 Council finds that the 
Planned Development process is an appropriate mechanism to allow 
flexibility to be exercised to allow development on the subject site. The 
City Council finds that the Planned Development process does not require 
concessions to be made to adjacent developed areas, if all applicable 
Planned Development criteria are met by a development proposal. 

Basic Site Desian 

H. The Council notes that testimony was presented concerning the proposed 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) calculations for the site; specifically that the 
railroad tracks easement should be included in the calculations, The 
Council notes that the railroad easement is not developable in any way 
and the land area is not a potentially commercially developable area. 
Therefore, the Council finds that it is appropriate to exclude the railroad 
easement from the FAR calculation, as discussed at Attachment 111-13 and 
111-14 of the December 5,2008, Staff Memorandum to the Mayor and City 
Council (Appendix A). 

I. The Council notes that testimony was presented concerning the layout of 
the vehicular circulation area; specifically that the layout did not lend itself 
to garbagelrecycling trucks and/or commercial delivery trucks navigating 
easily through it. The Council notes that the vehicular circulation area, 
with the exception of the reduced driveway width, as noted in Findings C 
and E regarding Compensating Benefits, is in compliance with all LDC 
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requirements. The Council notes that Condition # I5  proposed by Staff, in 
which the location of the trash enclosure is revised per direction from the 
garbagelrecycling pickup service, adequately addresses this concern. 

Visual Elements 

J. The City Council notes that the applicant submitted building elevations 
and building floor plans to demonstrate how consistency with the visual 
compatibility criterion could be achieved through compliance with the 
Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards (PODS) within Chapter 4.10 of the 
LDC. The Council notes that the applicant has requested to vary from the 
POD standards regarding walkway width and building frontage, as noted 
in Finding C regarding compensating Benefits. The council-finds that 
those variations are acce~table. as is detailed in that analvsis and 
referenced findings. with the exception of these request& variations, the 
Council notes that Conditions 6 and 7 will require the building to comply 
with POD standards. The Council finds that, as conditioned, the proposed 
development will contain sufficient architectural interest to ensure 
compatibility with its surroundings. 

K. The City Council notes that testimony was presented concerning the 
building's height and number of stories, with respect to compatibility with 
neighboring properties. The City Council notes that the proposed height 
of the building is within the maximum height allowed by the development 
standards of the underlying zone, and that no variance is being requested 
or granted for the height of the building. The Council notes that if a 
building is within the allowed building height of a zoning district, the 
compatibility of the height of the structure is not in question. The Council 
notes that if there were no Planned Development Overly on the subject 
property, a building up to 45 feet tall would be permitted outright in this 
location, while development or redevelopment on nearby RS-20-zoned 
property and GI-zoned property would pennit outright buildings up to 65' 
and 75' tall, respectively. The Council notes that the proposed buildings 
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. The Council finds that the proposed development makes 
efficient use of land; promotes efficient use of energy and other resources; 
supports a compact urban form; helps to provide the neighborhood with a 
mixture of uses, a diversity of housing types, and pedestrian scale; and 
allows for the efficient provision of transportation and other public 
services, consistent with the direction of Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.2.1. 
The Council notes that although Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.2.1 is not a 
review criterion per se, it helps to inform the Council's decisions on 
requested variations from standards and the visual compatibility of the 
development. T h e  Council finds that, based on these considerations, the 
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scale and massing of the proposed development will be compatible with 
its surroundings. 

Noise Attenuation. Odors and Emissions, Liqhtinq, and Siana~e 

L. The Council notes that findings regarding noise attenuation, odors and 
emissions, lighting, and signage are to be found in Attachment 111-50 of the 
December 5,2008, staff memorandum to the City Council (Appendix A). 
The Council finds that these findings, along with Condition 7, will ensure 
that the above listed elements will be compatible with surrounding areas. 

Landscaping for Buffering and Screeninq 

M. The City Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criteria 
cited above are presented on Attachments 111-50 through 54 of the 
December 5.2008. staff memorandum to Citv Council lAuuendix A). The . . .  
Council adopts the Incorporated Findings, including the analysis, findings, 
and conclusions in the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to the City 
Council noted above. The Council finds that, as modified by Conditions 2 
and 7, the proposed development complies with applicable requirements 
regarding buffering and other required landscaping. 

N. The Council notes that additional findings regarding the requested 
variation to MUC landscape screening requirements are located in Section 
111 - D of these findings. Those findings are incorporated by reference as 
findings under the above criterion. 

Transportation Facilities 

0. The Council notes that findings regarding transportation facilities are 
located later in these supplemental findings, under the category of 
"Circulation." The Council adopts those findings by reference as findings 
under the above criterion. The Council finds this criterion is satisfied. 

Traffic and Off-site Parkina Impacts 

P. The Council notes that the proposed development would not produce the 
30 trip per peak hour threshold that would trigger additional intersection 
Level of Service analysis, as discussed in Attachments 111-61 of the 
December 5,2008, staff memorandum to the City Council (Appendix A). 
Consequently, the Council finds that no mitigation is required due to traffic 
impacts from the development. 

The Council notes that testimony was presented concerning additional 
traffic being introduced onto Western Blvd. at an area which is already 
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very busy. The Council notes that the applicant has requested to vary 
from City standards governing access driveways, as noted in Finding F 
regarding Compensating Benefits. The Council finds that those variations 
are acceptable, as is detailed in that analysis and referenced findings 

Q. The City Council notes that testimony was presented with concerns that 
some of the commercial space within the building, specifically the 
mezzanine areas, may be used for residential uses that would generate 
more traffic andlor parking than is calculated by the proposal. The Council 
finds that Conditions 8 and 16 are adequate to ensure that these areas will 
remain in commercial usage and that parking requirements will be met by 
the applicant's proposal. The Council also finds that speculation 
expressed in testimony regarding the nature of the potential tenants of the 
residential units has no bearing on parking requirements for the 
development, as determined by the Land Development Code. 

Utility Infrastructure 

R. The Council notes that findings regarding utility infrastructure are located 
later in these supplemental findings, under the category of "Public 
Facilities and Services." The Council adopts those findings by reference 
as findings under the above criterion. This criterion is met. 

Effects on Air and Water Quality 

S. The Council notes that analysis and findings regarding the impact of the 
proposed development upon air and water quality are found in Attachment 
111-59 of the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to the City Council 
(Appendix A). The Council finds that the proposed development will not 
have a negative effect upon air or water quality. 

Pedestrian Oriented Desian Standards 

T. The City Council notes that analysis and findings in response to the 
applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards are presented on 
Attachments 111-24 through 111-43 of the December 5, 2008, staff 
memorandum to City Council (Appendix A). The Council notes that 
Conditions 5 and 6 will ensure that applicable POD standards are met, 
with the exception of variations to the POD standards approved through 
the Planned Development process. (Those findings are discussed in 
Section Ill-J of these formal findinas and at Attachments 111-44 throuah III- - 
48 of the December 5,2008, staff-memorandum to City Council 
(Appendix A) and are adopted by reference as findings under the above 
criterion) The Council adopts the Incorporated Findings, including the 
analysis, findings, and conclusions in the December 5, 2008, staff 
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memorandum to the City Council noted above. The Council finds that, as 
conditioned or appropriately varied through the Planned Development 
process, all applicable POD standards are met. 

Natural Resources and Natural Hazards 

U. The Council notes that findings regarding applicable criteria related to 
natural resources and natural hazards are located in Section II of these 
supplemental findings, under the category of "Natural Resources and 
Natural Hazards." The Council adopts those findings by reference as 
findings under the above criterion. This criterion is met. 

IV. Circulation 

Vehicular Circulation 

A. The City Council notes that analysis and findings in response to the 
applicable criteria cited above are presented on Attachments 111-60 
through 111-62 of the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to City 
Council. The Council adopts the Incorporated Findings, including the 
analysis, findings, and conclusions in the December 5, 2008, staff 
memorandum to the City Council noted above. The Incorporated Findings 
are supplemented by Findings B - F, below. The Council finds that, based 
on these analyses, proposed vehicular circulation serving the 
development will comply with applicable standards. 

B. The City Council notes that the subject site has frontage on one public 
street: SW Western Blvd. The Council notes that SW Western Blvd. is 
designated as an Arterial street in the Corvallis Transportation Master 
Plan. The Council notes that existing conditions for SW Western Blvd. 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 wide and the northern planting strip is 8 ft 
wide. Five foot wide setback sidewalks exist on both sides. The 5 ft bike 
lanes are substandard; however, the Council notes that they do meet the 
minimum width for safety concerns according to footnote 3 of LDC Table 
4.0-1- Street Functional Classification System. The Council notes that, 
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. The Council notes that improvements including, but not 
limited to, setback sidewalks and planter strips will be constructed as part 
of the proposal, which will bring the street into compliance with the current 
design standards for each respective transportation facility classification, 
as conditioned. The Council finds that widening the existing bike lanes on 
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Western Boulevard from five feet to six feet would require improvements 
that would be out of proportion with the public benefit of the bike lane 
widening. The Council finds that Condition of Approval 10 adequately 
addresses the necessary improvements and ensures that the 
improvements will be completed as part of the subject proposal, consistent 
with applicable LDC criteria. 

C. The City Council notes that some public testimony raised concerns about 
increases in vehicular traffic along SW Western Blvd. as a result of the 
subject proposal. The Council notes that the proposed development 
would not produce the 30 trip per peak hour threshold that would trigger 
additional intersection Level of Service analysis, as discussed in 
Attachments 111-61 of the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to the 
City Council (Appendix A). The Council finds that the subject proposal 
is consistent with applicable LDC criteria cited above. 

D. The Council notes that some public testimony raised safety concerns 
regarding the location of the proposed driveway access for the 
development. The Council notes that this matter is addressed in some 
detail in Section Ill-F of these formal findings. Those findings are adopted 
by reference as findings under the above criterion. 

BicvclelPedestrian Circulation 

E. The City Council notes that analysis and findings in response to the 
applicable criteria cited above are presented on Attachments 111-62 
through 111-63 of the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to City Council 
(Appendix A). The Council adopts the lncorporated Findings, including 
the analysis, findings, and conclusions in the December 5, 2008, staff 
memorandum to the City Council noted above. The lncorporated Findings 
are supplemented by Findings E - F, below. The Council finds that, based 
on these analyses, proposed bicyclelpedestrian circulation serving the 
development will comply with applicable standards. 

F. The City Council notes that the subject site has frontage on one public 
street: SW Western Blvd. The Council notes that SW Western Blvd. is 
designated as an Arterial street in the Corvallis Transportation Master 
Plan. The Council notes that existing conditions for SW Western Blvd. 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 wide and the northern planting strip is 8 ft 
wide. Five foot wide setback sidewalks exist on both sides. The 5 ft bike 
lanes are substandard; however, the Council notes that they do meet the 
minimum width for safety concerns according to footnote 3 of LDC Table 
4.0-1- Street Functional Classification System. The Council notes that, 
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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. The Council notes that improvements including, but not 
limited to, setback sidewalks and planter strips will be constructed as part 
of the proposal, which will bring the street into compl~ance with the current 
design standards for each respective transportation facility classification, 
as conditioned. The Council finds that widening the existing bike lanes on 
Western Boulevard from five feet to six feet would require improvements 
that would be out of proportion with the public benefit of the bike lane 
widening. The Council finds that Condition of Approval 10 adequately 
addresses the necessary improvements and ensures that the 
improvements will be completed as part of the subject proposal, consistent 
with applicable LDC criteria. 

G. The Council notes that testimony was presented 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. The Council notes that this was not known by 
Public Works Staff prior to the October 15, 2008, Planning Commission 
hearing. Pubic works Staff investigated this condition, and found that 
adequate paving width exists within the existing street to accommodate 
five foot wide bike lanes on both sides of the street, but recent striping of 
the street had "cut the corner," leaving a portion of the bike lane that was 
less than five feet wide on the southern side of Western Boulevard The 
Council notes that this was corrected by City crews in November with re- 
striping of the pavement. The Council finds the existing bicycle lanes on 
Western Boulevard now comply with applicable standards. 

Transit Facilities 

H. The City Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criteria 
cited above are presented on Attachment 111-63 through 64 of the 
December 5,2008, staff memorandum to City Council (Appendix A). The 
Council adopts the incorporated Findings, including the analysis, findings, 
and conclusions in the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to the City 
Council noted above. The Incorporated Findings are supplemented by 
Finding H, below. The Council finds that, based on these analyses, 
proposed and existing transit facilities serving the development will comply 
with applicable standards. 

I. The City Council notes that the subject site has frontage on SW Western 
Blvd. The Council notes that a route of the Corvallis Transit System uses 
SW Western Blvd, as described on Attachment 111-64 of the December 5, 
2008, staff memorandum to Council (Appendix A). The Council finds that 
no additional improvements are required with this development. 
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V. Public Facilities and Services 

A. The City Council notes that findings and applicable criteria related to 
public facilities and services are presented on Attachments 111-64 through 
111-68 of the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to City Council 
(Appendix A). The Council adopts the lncorporated Findings, including 
the analysis, findings, and conclusions in the December 5, 2008, staff 
memorandum to the City Council noted above. The lncorporated Findings 
are supplemented by Findings B - J, below. The Council finds that, based 
on these analyses and as conditioned, proposed public facilities and 
services serving the development will comply with applicable standards. 

B. The City Council notes that the proposed development is located in the 
City's first level water service area (elevation 210-290'). There is an 
existing 8-inch waterline located in the southern portion of the SW 
Western Blvd. right-of-way. The applicant has proposed to bank the water 
meters. The existing public wsvter facility is adequately sized to serve the 
proposed development. The Council finds that that the applicant has 
demonstrated consistency with criteria from LDC 4.0.70.a. 

Sanitaw Sewer 

C. The City Council notes that the proposed development site is located 
within the Western Boulevard Basin. A 30-inch by 30-inch cast-in-place 
public sanitary sewer is located in SW Western Blvd. The existing publ~c 
sanitary sewer facility is adequately sized to serve the proposed 
development. The Council finds that the applicant has demonstrated 
consistency with criteria from LDC 4.0.70.a. 

D. The Council notes that a sanitary sewer of unknown size and material 
runs through the development site in an easement. The Council notes 
that it is City policy to physically remove abandoned utilities whenever 
possible. The Council finds that Condition 11 adequately addresses the 
issue of the abandoned utility line. 

Storm Drainaae 

E. The City Council notes that the proposed development site is located 
within the Western Drainage Basin, and that a 36-inch concrete storm 
sewer is located in SW Western Blvd. The Council notes that the 
applicant proposes to construct private storm sewer lines internal to the 
site. The Council notes that LDC 4.0.70(f) contains criteria used to 
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determine whether private utilities are permissible. The Council finds that 
the applicant has demonstrated consistency with criteria from LDC 
4.0.70(9. 

F. The City Council notes that the applicant proposed to install and construct 
private water quality systems to address development requirements 
discussed in Findings G - H. The Council notes that, although the 
applicant has demonstrated consistency with LDC 4.0.70(f), the City 
Engineer would prefer underground water quality systems to be public 
when associated with residential subdivisions that will end up under 
multiple ownerships. The Council notes that Condition of Approval 13 was 
imposed to ensure that the proposed stormwater water quality facilities are 
public and not private, to assure proper maintenance and functionality of 
the system. The Council finds that the Condition of Approval adequately 
addresses the long term maintenance and functionality of the stormwater 
system and ensures consistency with the applicable LDC criteria cited 
above. 

G. The City Council notes that the proposed development will create less 
than 25,000 square feet of impewious surface area. The Council notes 
that LDC 4.0.130(b) does not require the implementation of stormwater 
detention facilities when less than 25,000 square feet of impervious 
surface area is constructed on a site, as described on Attachment 111-67 of 
the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to Council. 

H. The City Council notes that the proposed development will create more 
than 5,000 square feet of new pollution-generating impervious surface 
area. The Council notes that the Cowallis Off-street Parking and Access 
Standards require the implementation of stormwater quality facilities when 
more than 5,000 square feet of new pollution-generating impervious 
surface area is constructed on a site, as described on Attachment 111-66 
through 67 of the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to Council 
(Appendix A). The Council notes that the Corvallis Off-street Parking and 
Access Standards require that water quality facilities are designed 
consistent with criteria contained in the most recent version of the King 
County, Washington, Surface Water Design Manual. The Council notes 
that Condition of Approval 12 was imposed to address consistency with 
the Corvallis Off-street Parking and Access Standards and applicable LDC 
criteria. The Council finds that the Condition of Approval adequately 
addresses the provision of stormwater quality facilities and ensures 
consistency with the Corvallis Off-street Parking and Access Standards 
and appiicable LDC criteria. 

Street Lights 
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I. The City Council notes that the subject site has frontage on one public 
street; SW Western Blvd. The Council notes that existing street lights are 
currently installed along the north side of this street to satisfy the 
standards established by the City Engineer, as described on Attachment 
111-67 of the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to Council. The 
Council notes that Condition of Approval 14 prohibits additional public 
street lights from being installed, but allows the applicant to instal! private 
lights, as long as they are fully shielded to prevent glare onto adjacent 
properties. The Council finds that the Condition of Approval adequately 
addresses the provision of street lights, as required by LDC 4.0.60(q), and 
ensures consistency with the applicable CCP and LDC criteria referenced 
herein and cited above. 

Franchise Utilities 

J. The City Council notes that existing franchise utilities (e.g., gas, electric, 
and telephone lines) are located within the immediate vicinity of the 
subject site. The Council notes that LDC Section 4.0.100.b requires the 
granting of utility easements adjacent to all street rights-of-way for 
franchise utility installations. The Council notes that the applicant has 
proposed granting standard 7 ft. utility easements in accordance with LDC 
4.0.100. The Council finds the provision of necessary utility easements to 
be consistent with the applicable LDC criteria referenced herein. 

VI. Tentative Subdivision Plat 

A. The City Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criteria 
cited above are presented on Attachments 111-69 through 111-73 of the 
December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to City Council (Appendix A). The 
Council adopts the lncorporated Findings, including the analysis, findings, 
and conclusions in the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to the City 
Council noted above. The Incorporated Findings are supplemented by 
Finding B, below. The Council finds that, based on these analyses and as 
conditioned, the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat complies with 
applicable standards. 

B. The Council notes that additional analysis and findings regarding the 
requested variation to the street frontage requirement of LDC Section 
4.4.20.03.b are located at Attachments 111-48 through 111-49 of the 
December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to City Council. Those findings are 
incorporated by reference as findings under the above criterion. 

C. The Council notes that the decision criteria for the Tentative Subdivision 
Plat are the same as Planned Development decision criteria in many 
areas. Specifically, Subdivision criteria 2.4.30.04.b.l through 
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2.4.30.04.b.3 duplicate decision criteria for a Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan in LDC Section 2.5.40.04. The Council notes that the 
staff analysis of compliance with these criteria referenced findings from 
the analysis of compliance with Planned Development criteria located at 
Attachments 111-10 through 111-68 of the December 5, 2008, staff 
memorandum to City Council. The Council finds these analyses and 
findings, as modified and conditioned by the City Council in its 
deliberations on the Planned Development application, also demonstrate 
compliance with the above-referenced Tentative Subdivision Plat criteria. 

VII. Plan Compatibilitv Review 

A. The City Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criteria 
cited above are presented on Attachments 111-74 through 111-76 of the 
December 5,2008, staff memorandum to City Council (Appendix A). The 
Council adopts the lncorporated Findings, including the analysis, findings, 
and conclusions in the December 5, 2008, staff memorandum to the City 
Council noted above. The lncorporated Findings are supplemented by 
Findings B - D, below. The Council finds that, based on these analyses 
and as conditioned, the proposed development complies with applicable 
standards. 

B. The Council notes that Plan Compatibility Review criterion 2.13.30.05.b 
states as follows: 

Neighboring property owners and residents shall be protected through reasonable 
provisions regarding surface water drainage; suitable sound and site buffers; 
preservation of views, light, air; and other aspects of design that may have 
substantial effects on neighboring land uses; 

The Council notes that in addition to the findings regarding this criterion 
noted in A above, analysis and findings in regard to the compatibility of the 
development in Section Ill of these formal findings, as well as analysis and 
findings regarding the management of stormwater in Section V of these 
formal findings, have informed the Council's findings regarding compliance 
with the above criterion. Those findings are adopted by reference as 
findings under the above criterion. The Council also finds that conditions 
of approval necessary to demonstrate compliance with the criteria 
identified in Sections Ill and V of these formal findings are also necessary 
to demonstrate compliance with the above criterion. 

C. The Council notes that Plan Compatibility Review criterion 2.13.30.05.c 
states as follows: 

The proposed development shall not adversely affect traffic, parking, and access; 
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The Council notes that in addition to the findings regarding this criterion 
noted in A above, analysis and findings in regard to traffic, parking, and 
access in Section Ill of these formal findings, as well as analysis and 
findings regarding transportation facilities in Section IV of these formal 
findings, have informed the Council's findings regarding compliance with 
the above criterion. Those findings are adopted by reference as findings 
under the above criterion. The Council also finds that conditions of 
approval necessary to demonstrate compliance with the criteria identified 
in Section Ill of these formal findings regarding traffic, parking, and 
access, and in Section IV of these formal findings regarding transportation 
facilities, are also necessary to demonstrate compliance with the above 
criterion. 

D. The Council notes that Plan Compatibility Review criterion 2.13.30.05.d 
states as follows: 

Where Significant Natural Features are involved, the proposed development shall 
not adversely impact Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development 
Area (MIADA), Chapter4.12 -Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

The Council notes that in addition to the findings regarding this criterion 
noted in A above, analysis and findings in regard to natural resources and 
natural hazards in Section II of these formal findings, have informed the 
Council's findings regarding compliance with the above criterion. Those 
findings are adopted by reference as findings under the above criterion. 
The Council also finds that conditions of approval necessary to 
demonstrate compliance with the criteria identified in Section II of these 
formal findings are also necessary to demonstrate compliance with the 
above criterion. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

As the body charged with hearing appeals of a Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review, the City Council, 
having reviewed the record associated with the Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review application, considered 
evidence supporting and opposing the application and finds that the proposal, as 
conditioned, adequately addresses the review criteria and is found to be consistent with 
the City's Comprehensive Plan, applicable sections of the Land Development Code, 
and other applicable approval criteria. The City Council finds that Conditions of 
Approval are necessary to achieve compliance with the applicable criteria, and the 
conditions adequately address impacts related to the development. Therefore, the 
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appeal is DENIED, and the City Council upholds the Planning Commission decision to 
approve the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, 
and Plan Compatibility Review application (PLD08-00009/SUB08-00005lPCR08- 
00002). 

Dated: 
Charles C. Tomlinson, MAYOR 

APPENDICES: 

A. December 5,2008, staff memorandum to the City Council 

B. December 29,2008, staff memorandum to the City Council 

6. December 15,2008, City Council Minutes regarding the Western Station 
application 

D. DRAFT January 5,2009, City Council Minutes regarding the Western 
Station application 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development Direct7r zFqL / J/L;& 
DATE: December 5,2008 

RE: Western Station (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 

1. ISSUE 

The applicant, 7'h Street Station, LLC, has submitted an application seeking 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 levels, with residential units above, on a 0.64-acre site. The four- 
lot subdivision would allow each commerciallresidential unit to be located on an individual 
lot. Plan Compatibility Review approval is required because the square footage of non- 
commercial uses exceeds the square footage of commercial uses within the development. 

On October 15,2008, the Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the 
request. At that hearing, the Planning Commission honored a request to hold the record 
open. The record was held open for one week, following which, the applicant was allowed 
one week to submit a final written argument. The Planning Commission reconvened on 
November 5,2008, deliberated, and voted unanimously to approve the applicant's request. 
The Planning Commission Chair signed the Notice of Disposition from that decision on 
November 7, 2008, (Attachment I). On November 19, 2008, the appellant appealed the 
Planning Commission's decision (Attachment 11). A City Council public hearing has been 
scheduled for December 15, 2008, to consider the appeal of the Planning Commission's 
decision to approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative 
Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review. 

II. BACKGROUND and DISCUSSION 

Site and Vicinitv 

The 0.64-acre site is a small, triangular parcel, bordered to the north by Western Boulevard 
and to the south, east, and west by railroad tracks. Because of the railroad tracks, access 
to the property is available only from Western Boulevard to the north. The site currently has 
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two curb cuts providing access to Western Boulevard and a gravel parking area on the north 
side of the property. Adjacent to the gravel parking lot is a large billboard sign. The 
southern portion of the lot consists of a grassy field with drainage ditches along the west and 
southeastern edges of the property, adjacent to the railroad tracks. The site is relatively 
level and contains no trees or other significant natural features. 

This site (with the larger area to the south between 6th and 7th Streets) was part of the train 
switching yard that still exists in this area. However, within the last ten years the Southern 
Pacific Railroad sold the triangular property and the 5.4-acre parcel to the south and west 
of the existing switching yard facility to private interests. The 5.4 acre parcel to the south 
is a fairly level, open, grassy field. One large warehouse-type building sits in the middle of 
the site. To the north of the Western Station development site, on the opposite side of 
Western Boulevard, is located the Beekman Place antique store. To the west of the site, 
on the opposite side of 7th Street, are single family homes and apartments. To the east of 
the site, on the opposite side of 6th Street, is the Avery-Helms Historic District, which 
contains single family homes and some apartments. Although the subject site borders the 
boundary of the historic district to the east, it is not included within the district. 

The subject site is currently zoned Mixed Use Commercial with a Planned Development 
Overlay (PD(MUC)). This zoning district is a remnant from the 1993 Land Development 
Code, as amended. The Mixed Use Commercial zone is not addressed in the 2006 Land 
Development Code; however, there is a note on the Official Corvallis Zoning Map that 
states, "The Mixed Use Commercial Zone (MUC) and the development standards for the 
MUC effective October 16, 2004, shall apply to properties designated as such until a new 
zone is determined for these properties through a District Change approval." Therefore, the 
zoning of the site remains PD(MUC). The 5.4-acre site to the south is zoned Medium-High 
Density Residential. The residential area to the west of 7'h Street is zoned High Density 
Residential (RS-20). The Beekman Place area to the north is zoned Mixed Use Community 
Shopping (MUGS). The switching yard area immediately to the east of the subject site is 
zoned General Industrial (GI). Further to the east, nearby properties within the Avery-Helms 
neighborhood are zoned Minor Neighborhood Center, Medium Density Residential, and 
Medium-High Density Residential. 

Comprehensive Plan Designations in the area are generally consistent with Zoning 
Designations. The Comprehensive Plan designation for the subject site is Mixed Use 
Commercial. The Comprehensive Plan Designation for the 5.4-acre site to the south is 
Medium-High Density Residential. To the west, the designation is High Density Residential; 
to the north and northwest, the designations are Mixed Use Com+mercial and General 
Industrial; and to the east, the designations are General Industrial, Mixed Use Commercial, 
and Medium and Medium-High Density Residential. 

Backnround 

2002 - In August of 2002, the consulting firm of Crandall Arambula PC completed a 
development study for the subject property and the 5.4-acre property to the south, at the 
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request of the property owner. The study was funded by a grant from the State of Oregon's 
Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) Quick Response Program, with the intent 
of developing conceptual designs for a compact, pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use 
development on the subject site. A series of meetings was held with stakeholders and 
neighbors to identify issues and opportunities and to direct the development of potential site 
designs. Four designs were prepared for further discussion, and the group selected 
Alternative "Dl1 as the preferred design for development on the property. Alternative "D" was 
similar to, but not identical to, the expired Conceptual Development Plan that was 
subsequently developed for the site (Order # 2003-1 16). Alternative "D" included a 4,200 
square foot retail building and 88 residential units, and utilized RS-12 development 
standards. It is important to note that the Crandall Arambula study was not a land use 
application and was not subject to review or approval by the City of Corvallis. 

2003 -The Corvallis City Council denied an appeal and upheld the Planning Commission's 
decision to approve the following land use decisions: 

1. Consistent with the Planning Commission's recommendation, the City Council 
approved a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA01-00005) to change the 
designation for the 6.2-acre property from General Industrial to 5.4 acres of 
Residential - Medium-High Density and 0.8 acres of Mixed-Use Commercial; 

2. An approval of a District Change to modify the zoning designation of the 
subject site from General Industrial to 5.4 acres of Medium-High Density 
Residential with a Planned Development Overlay (PD(RS-12)), and 0.8 acres 
of Mixed-Use Commercial with a Planned Development Overlay (PD(MUC)); 
and 

An approval of a Conceptual Development Plan to develop up to 91 residential 
dwelling units in two- and three-story buildings on the PD(RS-I 2) portion of the 
site, and a two-story commercial building on the PD(MUC) portion of the site. 
Additional details of the Conceptual Plan included: a curvilinear alignment for 
7th Street; the exclusion of on-street parking within 7th Street; and the provision 
of a pedestrian connection to "D1'Avenue. Given the conceptual nature of the 
approval, many details of the ultimate development plan were to be resolved 
through Detailed Development approval. 

2006 - The Corvallis Planning Commission denied the Seventh Street Station application, 
which consisted of: 

1. A Major Conceptual Development Plan Modification and a Detailed 
Development Plan that would allow: (a) the construction of 73 attached and 
13 detached dwellings units on the 5.4-acre PD(RS-12) portion of the site; and 
(b) the construction of 4 attached units for commercial and residential use on 
the 0.8-acre PD(MUC) portion of the site. The applicant requested to vary 
from a number of development standards. 
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2. A Tentative Subdivision Plat that would create 86 lots and 9 tracts on the 
PD(RS-12) portion of the site; and 4 lots and 1 tract on the PD(MUC) portion 
of the project. 

3. A Plan Compatibility Review to allow construction of the PD(MUC) portion of 
the project at a Commercial Floor Area Ratio that is below the 0.25 standard 
for the MUC zone. 

The Planning Commission's decision was not appealed. 

2006 - On August 20, 2006, the 2003 Conceptual Development Plan expired because a 
Detailed Development Plan had not been approved for the property within three years of the 
approval date of the Conceptual Development Plan approval. 

2007 - In response to direction from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD), the City Council removed the PD Overlay Zone from the 5.4-acre 
Medium-High Density Residential property to the south of the subject property (ZDC07- 
00001), The City Council also initiated and approved a Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
and Zoning District Change for the 5.4-acre property to re-designate and re-zone the 
property for General Industrial development. No change was made to the Comprehensive 
Plan Designation or Zoning District of the MUC property under consideration here. The City 
Council's decision on the property to the south was appealed to the State Land Use Board 
of Appeals (LUBA). LUBA remanded the City Council's decision and directed the City 
Council to re-instate the 5.4-acre property's zoning to Medium-High Density Residential with 
no Planned Development Overlay. 

2007 - In April of 2007, 7'h Street LLC applied for approval of a Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review for the 
Palazzo (PLD07-00004, SUB07-00001, and PCR07-00003), a four-unit attached livelwork 
development on the same site as the subject application. The application was denied by 
the Planning Commission, then appealed to the City Council. In October of 2007, the City 
Council denied the appeal and the application. Reasons cited for the City Council's denial 
of the application included: 1) failure to comply with the 0.25 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
requirement in the Mixed Use Commercial (MUC) Zoning District; 2) failure to comply with 
on-site parking requirements for the development; and 3) lack of compatibility with adjacent 
development. 

2008 - The City Council complied with LUBA's remand order and removed the Planned 
Development Overlay from the 5.4-acre property to the south, thereby changing the zoning 
of the property to Medium-High Density Residential (RS-12). The zoning of the subject 
development site was not changed, and remains Mixed Use Commercial with a Planned 
Development Overlay (PD(MUC)). 



Proposal 

Four, 4-story, livelwork units are proposed for this location. The units will front Western 
Boulevard and have parking in the rear. The ground floor and mezzanine levels of these 
units are designed for commercial uses, while the two upper floors are designed for 
residences. Parking for the residents and commercial customers will be in the back of the 
units, with access from a driveway just west of the building. The parking lot will contain 18 
parking spaces and a dumpster that will be located behind a wall at the northeast corner of 
the parking lots. Additional trees, shrubs, and groundcoverwill be planted in and around the 
parking lot. 

An extra wide sidewalk (approximately 15 feet) will be provided in front of the storefronts, 
in addition to a twelve-foot-wide planting strip between the sidewalk and curb along the 
south side of Western Boulevard. Street trees are proposed to be planted in the twelve foot 
wide planter strip, The buildings will be designed with commercial ground floor storefront 
windows. Either blade signs or wall mounted signs are anticipated to be installed by the 
future users. Each storefront will have a bicycle hoop to accornmodate two parked bicycles. 

The proposed building will include a palette of materials: the base of the building will be a 
mix of brick veneer and stucco. The exterior of the upper levels will include smooth-faced, 
fiber cement horizontal siding, stucco, and wrought iron guard rails. Decks are provided at 
each unit on the fourth floor; these decks recess in up to 9 feet to add to the visual character 
of the building. The entries at the ground floor are recessed 36 inches to provide pedestrian 
appeal. The continuous canopy breaks up the visual plane, dividing the pedestrian level 
from the living units above. 

The applicant has requested to vary from a number of Land Development Code 
requirements. In addition, a variation to the building frontage requirement is necessary to 
approve the proposed development plan. The following table explains these variations: 

Table I: Requested Val 
Item Code 

Section 
(refers to 2006 

LDC unless 
otherwise 

noted) 

Driveway 4.1.40 and 
Access Off-Street 
Width Parking and 

Access 

iations to Develo~ment Standards 

Code 
Standard 

Proposed 
Variation 

compensating Benefit 

Commercial 
access 
drives shall 
be 24-ft. 
wide 

Allow the drive 
to narrow from 
the required 24 
ft. width at 
Western Blvd. 
to a 20 ft. width 
at the 
southwest 
corner of the 
building 

-- 

Improves the opportunity to efficiently 
use an irregularly shaped piece of land 
which is permanently constrained by 
existing street networks and railroad 
tracks. 
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improves the opportunity to efficiently 
use an irregularly shaped piece of land 
which is permanently constrained by 

the railroad portion of the site containing the 
easement) railroad easement is not developable. 

In addition to Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan approval, the applicant has also 
requested approval of a Tentative Subdivision Plat to create four lots and one common tract 
to be maintained by a Homeowner's Association. The common tract would contain all 
remaining land areas on the site, excluding building "footprints," but including common 
parking, walkways, and landscaped areas. Additionally, the applicant has requested Plan 
Compatibility Review approval, as is required because the square footage of the proposed 
non-commercial uses exceeds the square footage of the proposed commercial uses. 

Land Development Code Section 2.0.50.1 5 states as follows: 

2.0.50.15 - Reapplication Following Denial 

Upon final denial of a development proposal, a new application and fee for the 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 written 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 proposai, the 
Director may waive the one-year waiting period. 

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: 

1. This application has added a commercial mezzanine level to each unit within the 
structure in order to comply with the FAR requirement; 

2. The applicant has reduced the residential portions of the livelwork units to two 
bedrooms each, and limited commercial uses to only those forwhich 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 

3. The applicant has submitted a recent article, concerning the market for similar 
iiveiwork units in other communities in Oregon, from the August, 2008, Oregon 
Business Magazine. 

Based on these changes, the Community Development Director has waived the one-year 
waiting period for this application. 

Planning Commission Action 

Specific criteria and policies that apply to the proposed Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review were 
addressed in the October 3, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Attachment 
Ill). Specifically, pages 10 - 68 of the October 3, 2008, Staff Report address compliance 
with LDC criteria applicable to the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development plan, 
pages 69 - 73 address compliance with LDC criteria regarding the proposed Tentative 
Subdivision Plat, and pages 74 - 76 address compliance with LDC criteria regarding the 
proposed Plan Compatibility Review. 

As reflected in the October 3, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission, and draft 
minutes from the October 15,2008, and November 5,2008, Planning Commission meetings 
(Attachment IV), City Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the 
applicant's requests, with conditions. The Planning Commission reviewed the application, 
heard public testimony, and voted to approve the application based on findings from the 
October 3, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission and minutes from the October 
15,2008, and November 5,2008, Planning Commission meetings that support the decision 
to approve the application (Attachment I). 
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Appeal Issues 

Land Development Code section 2.19.30.02(d) - Hearings Authority states that appeals of 
Planning Commission decisions shall be reviewed by the City Council. Land Development 
Code section 2.19.30.01(c) states that all hearings on Appeals shall be held de novo (as a 
new public hearing), and the Council's decision is not limited to the stated grounds for 
appeal. Under the terms of LDC 2.19.30.01(~), the Council is charged with reviewing the 
application for consistency with the relevant criteria, and the Council is not charged with 
reviewing the decision of the Planning Commission for errors. 

The appellant cites a number of reasons that the City Council should reverse the Planning 
Commission's decision to approve the proposed development. Following is an analysis of 
each of the appellant's arguments, shown in italics, followed by Staff's analysis, in plain text: 

The approval of this development is a clear abuse of the Planned Development 
Overlay process. The PO is supposed to create a "forced compromise" between the 
City, neighborhoods and new developments. But at Western Station, the developers 
are given permission fo vb!ate mr_r!fi,o!e Co.wa!!is land Developmer?f Code and 
Comprehensive Plan requirements; and aren't required to provide any meaningful 
compensation. The inevitable result will be maximum profit for the developers, and 
major Traffic , Parking, Safety and Compatibility problems for Corvallis. 

There is nothing in the applicable criteria for a Planned Development that mandates a 
"forced compromise between the City, neighborhoods and new developments," as the 
appellant argues. This may be the appellant's interpretation of the intent, or purpose, of the 
Planned Development process, but there is no mention of a "forced compromise" in either 
the Planned Development Purpose statements in LDC Section 2.5.20, or in the Planned 
Development review criteria in LDC 2.5.40.04. The applicant has requested to vary from a 
number of Land Development Code requirements with this application, as is specifically 
allowed through the Planned Development process, per LDC 2.5.1 O.b. Criterion 
2.5.40.04.a.l does require compensating benefits for any variation being requested. The 
applicant has proposed a number of compensating benefits for the proposed variations. 
Staff and the Planning Commission have reviewed these compensating benefits and have 
found them to be sufficient. This issue is discussed fully on pages 43 - 49 of the October 
3, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Attachment Ill). As is noted in that 
discussion, many of the requested variations are due to the odd configuration of the 
development site, which is a triangular parcel, surrounded on three sides by railroad tracks, 
with the only available site access to the north, along Western Boulevard. Staff and the 
Planning Commission have determined that these variations, as conditioned, will not impair 
traffic, parking, safety, or compatibility in the general area. 

Additionally, the City Council was correct in the following paragraphs of a previous 
decision involving this property. These are quoted from : Cowallis City Council 
Notice of Disposition Order 2007-082: 
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Council didn't find any need for additional residential housing in fhe area. 

Attachment A, Page 6 - ZDC07-00001, "The Council finds.. . . there is no longer a 
public need for additional Medium High and High Density Residenfial in this location 
or in the City. " 

These findings are from the City Council's decision to amend the Comprehensive Plan 
Designation and Zoning for the site and the property to the south to return the properties to 
a General lndustrial Zoning Designation. That decision was later remanded by the State 
Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA), and was reversed by the City Council's subsequent 
decision to remove the Planned Development Overlay and retain the Medium-High Density 
Residential zoning for the property to the south (Order #2006-126). That decision retained 
the prior zoning designation for the subject site of PD(MUC). 

Regardless of these decisions, the question of whether there is a need for residential 
housing in the area is not a decision criteria that is applicable to the subject application. A 
"need argument" must be addressed in an application for a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment (l!X 2 1.30.06 h I), but is not germane to a decision on a Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, or Plan Compatibility Review. The 
Mixed Use Commercial zone allows for a mixture of residential and commercial uses, such 
as is proposed. Plan Compatibility Review is required because the residential square 
footage within the development is higher than the commercial square footage, but the 
proposed development does comply with the 0.25 Floor Area Ratio requirement of 1993 
LDC 3.20.40.01.a. Staff and the Planning Commission find that the criteria to allow a 
Planned Compatibility Review are met, as conditioned. There is no basis to deny the 
proposed application based on the perceived lack of need for residential housing in this 
area. 

Council also recognized the need to consider Comprehensive Plan Policies fhaf 
weren't resolved in the original change from General lndustrial to Mixed Use 
Commercial. 

Affachmenf A, Page 7-ZDC07-00001, "The Cify Council finds fhaf such 
Comprehensive Plan policies must be addressed.. ..since they were infended to be 
addressed wifh the proposed development. " 

Some unresolved Comp. Plan Policies listed in the sfaff handout when the properfy 
changed from GI to MUC include: 3.2. I; 3.2.3; 5.3. 1; 7.5.5; 8.2.1; 8.10.4; 8.10.7; 
8.70.9; 8.10.10; 8.14.3; 9.2.1; 9.2.2; 9.2.5; 9.3.2; 10.2.9; 10.2.11; 10.2.12; 11.2.2; 
11.3.4; If.3.8; 11.3.9; 11.4.3; 11.4.5; 11.4.7; 11.5.12; 11.6.6; 11.6.12; 12.2.5; 12.2.7. 
But staff has nof provided any assurance fhaf these unresolved policies have been 
adequately addressed. 

The appellant again cites criteria that were considered in relation to ZDC07-00001, which 
was later remanded by LUBA. Applicable criteria for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
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and Zoning District Change are not the same as the applicable criteria for a proposed 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Pian, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review, such as the current application under consideration. As noted on 
page 9 of the October 3, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission, the adoption of 
the 2006 Land Development Code fully implements the Comprehensive Plan, and therefore, 
Comprehensive Plan Policies do not need to be specifically addressed in an analysis of 
compliance with applicable decision criteria, unless a variation to a standard has been 
requested. In that case, decision-makers may look to applicable Comprehensive Plan 
Policies for direction regarding a requested variation. Such Comprehensive Plan Policies 
were identified and discussed in the October 3, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission. Comprehensive Plan Policies 9.2.4, 3.2.3, 3.2.4, 11.3.2, 11.3.1 1, 5.3.1, and 
9.2.5 are discussed in this manner on pages 43 - 49 of the October 3, 2008, Staff Report 
to the Planning Commission (Attachment Ill). Staff and the Planning Commission found 
the requested variations to be acceptable, based, in part, on consistency with these 
Comprehensive Plan Policies. 

In conclusion, Staff find that the appellant's first argument, that the Planning Commission's 
approval of the proposed development is not consistent with the purposes and intent of the 
Planned Development process, is not accurate. As detailed in the October 3, 2008, Staff 
Report to the Planning Commission, and as evidenced by the Planning Commission's 
approval, the proposed development complies with applicable decision criteria, as 
conditioned. The appellant's claim that Planned Developments require an overarching 
"forced compromise" is not borne out by a review of the applicable decision criteria. The 
appellant's second argument, that there is no public need for additional residential 
development in this area, is not a decision criteria that is applicable to the subject land use 
application. The third argument, that Comprehensive Plan Policies related to a Zoning 
District Change decision for the property (which was later remanded by LUBA) are 
applicable to the subject land use application, is not accurate. Consequently, Staff 
recommend that the City Council uphold the Planning Commission's decision to approve the 
land use application, thereby denying the appeal. 
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Ill. REQUESTED ACTION 

Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan 

With respect to the appeal of the Planning Commission decision to approve the Western 
Station Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan (PLD08-00009), the City Council has 
the following options: 

OPTION #I : Approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan, subject to conditions from the November 7, 2008, 
Planning Commission Notice of Disposition (Attachment I), 
thereby upholding the Planning Commission's decision and 
denying the appeal; or 

OPTION #2: Deny the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development plan, 
thereby reversing the Planning Commission's decision and 
approving the appeal; or 

OPTION #3: Approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development 
plan with amended conditions of approval, thereby upholding 
the Planning Commission's decision and denying the appeal. 

From the facts presented in the October 3, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission 
(Attachment Ill), as well as the facts presented in this December 5, 2008, Memorandum 
from Community Development Director Ken Gibb to the Mayor and City Council, Staff 
recommend that the City Council pursue Option # I ,  approving the Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan request, subject to conditions, and direct Staff to prepare Formal 
Findings in support of the City Council's decision. 

Consistent with Option # I ,  the motion below is based upon the facts in the October 3,2008, 
Staff Report to the Planning Commission that support the Planning Commission's decision 
to approve the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan. This motion is also based on 
the criteria, discussions, and conclusions contained within the December 5, 2008, 
Memorandum to the Mayor and City Council from the Community Development Director; 
and the reasons given by the City Council, as reflected in the meeting minutes, during their 
deliberations on this matter. 

MOTION: I move to approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, 
subject to conditions from the November 7, 2008, Planning Commission 
Notice of Disposition (Order #2008-091), subject to the adoption of Formal 
Findings and Conclusions. 
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Tentative Subdivision Plat 
With respect to the appeal of the Planning Commission decision to approve the Western 
Station Tentative Subdivision Plat (SUB08-00005), the City Council has the following 
options: 

OPTION #I : Approve the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat, subject to conditions 
from the November 7, 2008, Planning Commission Notice of 
Disposition (Attachment I), thereby upholding the Planning 
Commission's decision and denying the appeal; or 

OPTION #2: Deny the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat, thereby reversing the 
Planning Commission's decision and approving the appeal; or 

OPTION #3: Approve the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat with amended 
conditions of approval, thereby upholding the Planning Commission's 
decision and denying the appeal. 

From the fzcts presented in the October 3, 2008, Staff Report tr? the F)!anning C~mmissior! 
(Attachment Ill), as well as the facts presented in this December 5, 2008, Memorandum 
from Community Development Director Ken Gibb to the Mayor and City Council, Staff 
recommend that the City Council pursue Option # I ,  approving the Tentative Subdivision Plat 
request, subject to conditions, and direct Staff to prepare Formal Findings in support of the 
City Council's decision. 

Consistent with Option #I, the motion below is based upon the facts in the October 3,2008, 
Staff Report to the Planning Commission that support the Planning Commission's decision 
to approve the Tentative Subdivision Plat. This motion is also based on the criteria, 
discussions, and conclusions contained within the December 5, 2008, Memorandum to the 
Mayor and City Council from the Community Development Director; and the reasons given 
by the City Council, as reflected in the meeting minutes, during their deliberations on this 
matter. 

MOTION: I move to approve the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat, subject to 
conditions from the November 7, 2008, Planning Commission Notice of 
Disposition (Order#2008-091), subject to the adoption of Formal Findings and 
Conclusions. 
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Plan Compatibility Review 
With respect to the appeal of the Planning Commission decision to approve the Western 
Station Plan Compatibility Review (PCR08-00002), the City Council has the following 
options: 

OPTION #I : Approve the p.roposed Plan Compatibility Review, subject to conditions 
from the November 7, 2008, Planning Commission Notice of 
Disposition (Attachment I), thereby upholding the Planning 
Commission's decision and denying the appeal; or 

OPTION #2: Deny the proposed Plan Compatibility Review, thereby reversing the 
Planning Commission's decision and approving the appeal; or 

OPTION #3: Approve the proposed Plan Compatibility Review with amended 
conditions of approval, thereby upholding the Planning Commission's 
decision and denying the appeal. 

Frow! the facts presented in the Octeber 3, 2008, Stsff Report to the P!anning Cnmmisslor! 
(Attachment Ill), as well as the facts presented in this December 5, 2008, Memorandum 
from Community Development Director Ken Gibb to the Mayor and City Council, Staff 
recommend that the City Council pursue Option # I ,  approving the Plan Compatibility Review 
request, subject to conditions, and direct Staff to prepare Formal Findings in support of the 
City Council's decision. 

Consistent with Option # I ,  the motion below is based upon the facts in the October 3,2008, 
Staff Report to the Planning Commission that support the Planning Commission's decision 
to approve the Plan Compatibility Review. This motion is also based on the criteria, 
discussions, and conclusions contained within the December 5,2008, Memorandum to the 
Mayor and City Council from the Community Development Director; and the reasons given 
by the City Council, as reflected in the meeting minutes, during their deliberations on this 
matter. 

MOTION: I move to approve the proposed Plan Compatibility Review, subject to 
conditions from the November 7, 2008, Planning Commission Notice of 
Disposition (Order #2008-091), subject to the adoption of Formal Findings and 
Conclusions. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

ATTACHMENT I - Planning Commission Notice of Disposition (Order #2008-091) 
regarding the Western Station Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review, signed 
November 7,2008. 

ATTACHMENT l l  - Appeal Letter, received November 19, 2008. 

ATTACHMENT 111 - October 3, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission regarding 
the Western Station application. 

ATTACHMENT IV- Draft minutes of the October 15, 2008, and November 5, 2008, 
Planning Commission meetings. 

Review and Concur: 
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis. OR 97333 

CORVALLIS PLANNING COMMISSION 
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 

ORDER 2008 - 091 

CASE: Western Station (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 

REQUEST: The applicant requests approval of a Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility 
Review to construct four attached units containing ground floor and 
mezzanine-level commercial spaces with residential units above on a 0.8 
acre site. The four-lot subdivision would allow each 
commercial/residential unit to be located on an individual lot. Plan 
Compatibility Review approval is required because the square footage of 
non-commercial uses exceeds the square footage of cornmereial uses. 

T- I - 
+d 

APPLICANT1 e: Q, 

OWNER: 7th Street Station, LLC E 
1900 Front Street. NE I: 

0 

Salem, OR 97303 

LOCATION: The subject site is located on the south side of Western Blvd., 
between 6th and 7th Streets, and north of Highway 20134. More 
specifically, the development site is a roughly triangular piece of 
property bordered to the north by Western Boulevard and to the 
south by railroad tracks along the east, south, and west boundaries. 
The subject site is also identified on Benton County Assessor's Map 
12-5-2 BB, as Tax Lots 16003 and 16001. 

DECISION: The Corvallis Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on 
October 15, 2008, and honored a request that the record be held 
open. The record closed on October 22, 2008, and the applicant 
was allowed one additional week to submit final written arguments, 
which were received on October 29, 2008. The Planning 
Commission met and deliberated on November 5, 2008, and 
decided to approve the requested Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review, subject to the attached conditions of approval, 
The Planning Commission adopts the findings contained in the 
October 3, 2008, Planning Commission Staff Report, and the 
portions of the October 15, 2008, and November 5, 2008, Planning 
Commission minutes that demonstrate support for the Planning 
Commission's actions. 



If you are an affected party and wish to appeal the Planning Commission's decision, 
appeals must be filed, in writing, w~th the C~ty Recorder w~thin 12 days from tile date 
that the order is signed. The following information must be included: 

1. Name and address of the appellant(s). 
2. Reference the subject development and case number, if any. 
3. A statement of the specific grounds for appeal. 
4. A statement as to how you are an affected party. 
5. Filing fee of $240.00. 

Appeals must be filed by 5:00 p.m. on the final day of the appeal period. When the 
final day of an appeal period falls on a weekend or holiday, the appeal period shall be 
extended to 500 p.m. on the subsequent work day. The City Recorder is located in the 
City Manager's Office, City Hall, 501 SW Madison Avenue, Cowallis, Oregon. 

" Cowallis Planning Commission 
L 

Signed this 7th day of November, 2008 
E 
C 
0 
ta 

Appeal Deadline: Wednesday, November 19, 2008, at 5 p.m. 
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Conditions of Approval 

Cond I CONDITIONS I 

Consistencv with Plans - Development shall comply with the plans identified 
in Attachments A and J of the staff report, unless a requested modification 
otherwise meets the criteria for a Minor Planned Development Modification. 
Such changes may be processed in accordance with Chapter 2.5 of the 
Land Development Code. 1 2 1 Landscaoe Plans: 

a. Landscape Construction Documents - Prior to issuance of building 
permits, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by the 
Development Services Manager, landscape construction documents for 
this site which contain a specific planting plan (including correct plant 
names in the Latin format) for proposed iandscaping, trees; shr~lbs, and 
groundcover. Plans for an automatic irrigation system to irrigate this 
landscaping shall also be submitted for review and approval. The plans 
may be submitted to Development Services staff for review. The 
detailed landscape plans shall be generally consistent with the 
landscape plans submitted for land use approval, with the exception of 
the following required changes: 

1. Required street trees along the south side of Western Boulevard 
shall be specified and planted at a minimum caliper size of 2.25 
inches at time of planting. Ail proposed street tree species shall 
be reviewed by the City Forester and Public Works staff to ensure 
that the proposed trees will not conflict with overhead utility lines 
nor interfere with vision clearance requirements at all associated 
intersections. 

2. As proposed by the applicant, special planting techniques shall be 
specified and utilized at the time of planting for all parking lot and 
buffer trees that will not be located within the standard 1 0-foot- 
wide planting areas. 

b. Landscape Maintenance Bond - All required landscaping for the 
development shall be planted or financially secured prior to issuance of 
an occupancy permit for the new building. All required landscape areas 
shall be designed to achieve a minimum of 90% ground coverage within 
3 years. A 3-year maintenance bond for all required plantings shall be 
provided prior to the City's on-site approval of the plantings. The 
landscape bond shall be submitted to Development Services staff for 
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applicant shall only use full-cut-off lights for all site lighting. Outdoor site 
lighting fixtures shall not cast glare onto adjacent properties. Submitted 
building permit plans shall include details of fixture designs to ensure this 
standard is met. 

Service Area and Roof-Mounted Equipment Screenina - Compliance with 
LDC requirements shall be demonstrated through review of submitted 
building permit plans. Building permit plans, including any future applications 
to add roof-mounted or ground level equipment to existing facilities, shall 
demonstrate that all proposed equipment will be adequately screened in 
compliance with the requirements of LDC Section 4.1 0.60.05. 

Ground Floor Windows - The ground floor windows for the four commercial 
spaces along the development's northern facade shall not utilize glass with 
an opacity greater than 60 percent. These required ground floor windows 
shall allow views from adjacent sidewalks into working areas or lobbies, 
pedestrian entrances, or display windows set into the wall, as required by 
LDC Section 4.10.70.05. bV6(a)2. 

Mezzaiiiiie IA4ndows - At the time of btrifding permit s~lbmitC;=i, the applicant 
shall revise the design of the western facade at the mezzanine level to 
incorporate a windowed area representing at least 20% of the mezzanine- 
level facade, in cornpiiance with LDC 4.1 0.70.05.b.6(b). 

i 

Acoustic Bufferins in East Wall - Building permit plans shall include 
construction methods for the east wall of the proposed building to include 
sound attenuation methods that would equal or exceed the attenuation that 
would be afforded by a 20-foot-wide vegetated buffer. Calculations shall be 
measured in decibels through all audible frequencies. 

Limited Commercial Uses - To ensure that parking requirements shall be met 
on-site, only commercial uses with a parking requirement of 3.5 or fewer 
spaces are allowed per unit, based on standards within the Land 
Development Code. Additionally, only commercial uses, and no residential 
uses, are allowed on the ground floor and mezzanine level of each unit. The 
restrictions contained in this condition of approval shall be recorded as deed 
restrictions on each of the four new lots and in conjunction with final plat 
approval of the proposed subdivision. The required deed restrictions shall 
be provided to the Planning Division Manager for review prior to recordation 
of the deed restrictions and final subdivision plat. 

In conjunction with final plat approval, the applicant shall also record 
conditions, covenants, and restrictions (CC & R's) governing all lots and 
tracts within the proposed development to address maintenance obligations 
for Tract A. The CC & R's shall also include the requirements noted by the 
deed restrictions above. The required CC & R's shall be provided to the 
Planning Division Manager for review prior to recordation of the CC & R's, 
deed restrictions, and final plat. 

Public Improvements - Any plans for public improvements referenced within 
- -- 
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the application or this staff report shall not be considered final engineered 
pubiic improvement plans. Prior to issuance of any structural or site utility 
construction permits, the applicant shall obtain approval of, and permits for, 
engineered plans for public improvements from the City's Engineering 
Division. The applicant shall submit necessary engineered plans and studies 
for public utility and transportation systems to ensure that adequate street, 
water, sewer, storm drainage and street lighting improvements are provided. 
Final utility alignments that maximize separation from adjacent utilities and 
street trees shall be engineered with the plans for public improvements in 
accordance with all applicable LDC criteria and City, DEQ and Oregon 
Health Division requirements for utility separations Public improvement plan 
submittals will be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer under the 
procedures outlined in Land Development Code Section 4.0.80. 

consistent with both criteria outlined in Appendix F of the Storm Water 
Master Plan, and criteria outtined in the King County, Washington, Surface 

53 Public Drainaae - All pubiic storm drainage facilities, including water quality 
facilities, located outside of public right-of-way shall be placed in an 
easement granted to the City. The minimum required easement width is 15 
ft for a single utility and 20 ft for two utilities. All weather accesses shall be 
provided to the facilities. 

Development Retated Concerns: 

A. Mailbox Locations - Maifbox locations shall be coordinated between the 
developer and the Post Office as part of the public improvements construction 
process. 
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B. Excavation and Grading Plans - Prior t o  issuance of any construction permits, 
the applicant shall submit an excavation and grading plan, including e r ~ s i ~ n  
controi methods, to the City's Deveioprnent Sewices Deparirneiit for review and 
approval. 

C. lnfrastructure Cost Recovery - Where it is determined that there will be 
lnfrastructure Cost Recovery payments from past pubiic improvements the 
developer shall pay their required share of the costs prior to receiving any 
building permits in accordance with Corvallis Municipal Code 2.18.040. 

D. Work in Railroad Riaht-of-Wy - Any work done in the railraad right-of-way 
should be done in accordance to any applicable railroad standards. If permits 
are required from the railroad, they should be obtained before commencing any 
work in the railroad right-of-way. 
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CEDAR CREST APAA 

TOTAI. AREA 27.891 SO FT 
RAILROAD EASEMENT 5.835 SQ Ff 
DEVELOPABLE AREA 22.056 SQ Ff 
COMMERCIAL AREA 5,548 SQ FT 
FAR 0 25 

Attachment 1 - 8 

I OWNER: I 
7th Street Station LLC 

19GU Front she& NE 
Salem. Oreoon 97303 

ATTACHMENT "0" -- 



-- . - - -- - 
LANDSCAPE LEGEND -- - - - . 
WSllNG MGETAllON - .  

I 
I Attachment 1 - 9 ATTACHMENT "S" 



S T A  
1 V E W O R K  B U I L D  N 

FRONT ELEVAT 

2 Sf PTEMBER 2008 
- - 
" ATTACHMENT X 

Attachment l - 10 

P O D  



W E S T E R N  S T A T  0 N 
P O D  

- 
rt. 

's 
A 2 SEPTEMBER 2 0 0 8  ' TTACHMENT Y 

Attachment I - I 1  



W E S T E R N  S T A T  
P O D  

REAR ELEVAT 

a 
W 2 SEPTEMBER 2008 
.b 

I \ I  -PACHMENT Z 
Attachment 1 - 12 



APPEAL TO THE CHW OF COWVALLIS PhaNMIMG DIVISION 

I am appealing Order No. 2008-091, Notice of Disposition for approval of Western Station (PLDO8- 
00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 

The approval of this development is a clear abuse of the Planned Development Overlay process. The 
PD is supposed to create a "forced compromise" between the City, neighborhoods and new 
developments. But at Western Station, the developers are given permission to violate multiple 
Cowallis Land Development Code and Comprehensive Plan requirements; and aren't required to 
provide any meaningful compensation. The inevitable result will be maximum profit for the 
developers, and major Traffic, Parking, Safety and Compatibility problems for Cowallis. 

Additionally, the City Council was correct in the following paragraphs of a previous decision involving 
this property. These are quoted from: 
Corvallis Civ Council Notice of Disposition Order 2007-082 

Council didnft find any need additional residential housing in the area. 

Attachment A Page-6-ZDC07-080001 The Council finds. .... there is no longer a public need for 
additional Medium High and High Density Residential in this location or in the City. 

- - 
Council also recognized the need to consider Comprehensive Plan Policies that weren't resolved in the 2 
original change from General Industrial to Mixed Use Commercial. a, 

E 
1: 
0 

Attachment A Page-7-ZDC07-00000 1 7-he City council finds that such Comprehensive Plan a 

policies must be addressed . ..since they were intended to be addressed with the proposed 3 
development " 

Some unresolved Comp Plan Policies listed in the staff handout when the property changed from GI 
to MUC include: 3.2.1; 3.2.3; 5.3.1; 7.5.5; 8.2.1; 8.10.4; .10.7; 8.10.9; 8.10.10; 8.14.3; 9.2.1; 
9.2.2; 9.2.5; 9.3.210.2.9; 10.2.11; 10.2.12; 11.2.2; 11.3.4 ; 11.3.8 ; 11.3.9 ; 11.4.3; 11.4.5; 11.4.7; 
11.5.12;11.6.6; 11.6.12; 12.2.5; 12.2.7. But staff has not provided any assurance that these 
unresolved policies have been adequately addressed. 

Thank you for taking time to consider our situation. I am a party affected by this land use decision in 
that I provided written testimony to the Planning Division during their review of the said case. 
Additionally, please find attached the required filing fee of $240. 

Sam Hoskinson 
827 SW loth ST 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Signature 
Date /LZe,J ) q i  2 @ 0 8  

J 
h m u n i ~  Developmeat 

Planning Division 



TOPIC: 

CASE: 

REQUEST: 

APPLICANT1 
OWNER: 

LOCATION : 

LOT SIZE: 

COMP PLAN 
DESIGNATION: 

ZONING 
DESIGNATION: 

PUBLIC 
COMMENT: 

Corvallis Planning Division 
Staff Report to the Planning Commission 

PC Hearing: October 15, 2008 
Report to Copiers: October 3, 2008 
Staff: Kevin Young, Senior Planner 

Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative 
Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review 

Western Station (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 

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, on a 0.64-acre site. The four-lot 
subdivision would allow each commercial/residential unit to be 
iocatea on an individuai iot. Pian Compatibiiity Review approval is 
required because the square footage of non-commercial uses 
exceeds the square footage of commercial uses within the T- 

development. 

7th Street Station, LLC 
1900 Front Street, NE 
Salem, OR 97303 

The subject site is located on the south side of Western Blvd., 3 
between 6'h and 7'h Streets, and north of Highway 20134. More 
specifically, the development site is a roughly triangular piece of 
property bordered to the north by Western Boulevard and by 
railroad tracks along the east, south, and west boundaries. The 
subject site is also identified on Benton County Assessor's Map 12- 
5-2 BB, as Tax Lots 16003 and 16001. 

0.64 acres 

Mixed Use Commercial (MUC) 

Mixed Use Commercial with a Planned Development Overlay (PD 
(MUCH 

190 Notices were mailed, or emailed, on September 23, 2008. As 
of October 3,2008, no public comments were received. 
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ATTACHMENTS: A. Proposed Site Plan 
B. Comprehensive Plan Map 
C. Zoning and Natural Features Maps 
D. Existing Conditions 
E. Preferred Land Use Scenario (Alternative D), 2002 Crandall 

Arambula Transportation Growth Management Study 
F. Notices of Disposition for Seventh Street Station Conceptual 

Development Plan, et. al. - 

Order 2003-58, Planning Commission Approval of Seventh 
Street Station Zoning District Change, Conceptual 
Development Plan, and Minor Land Partition, and 

Order 2003-1 16, City Council Approval of Seventh Street 
Station Comprehensive Plan Amendment and denial of 
Appeal of Zoning District Change and Conceptual 
Development P l a ~  

G. Order 2007-1 16, Notice of Disposition of City Council's 
Denial of the Palazzo Application N 

H. LDC Administrative Decision - Administrative Parking - I 

Reductions - Thresholds - - 
.cI 

I. Staff-identified Applicable Review Criteria s 
J. Applicant's Narrative and Graphics E 

r, 

SITE & VICINITY 

The 0.64-acre site is a small triangular parcel, bordered to the north by Western Boulevard 
and to the south, east, and west by railroad tracks. Because of the railroad tracks, access 
to the property is available only from Western Boulevard to the north. The site currently 
has two curb cuts providing access to Western Boulevard and a gravel parking area on the 
north side of the property. Adjacent to the gravel parking lot is a large billboard sign. The 
southern portion of the lot consists of a grassy field with drainage ditches along the west 
and southeastern edges of the property, along the railroad tracks. The site is relatively 
level and contains no trees or other evident significant natural features. 

This site and the larger area to the south between 6th and 7th Streets was part of the train 
switching yard that still exists in this area. However, within the last ten years the Southern 
Pacific Railroad sold the triangular property and the 5.4-acre parcel to the south and west 
of the existing switching yard facility to private interests. The 5.4 acre parcel to the south 
is a fairly level, open, grassy field. One large warehouse-type building sits in the middle 
of the site. To the north of the site, on the opposite side of Western Boulevard, is located 
the Beekman Place antique store. To the west of the site, on the opposite side of 7th 
Street, are single family homes and apartments. To the east of the site, on the opposite 
side of 6th Street, is the Avery-Helms Historic District, which contains single family homes 
and some apartments. Although the subject site borders the boundary of the historic 
district to the east, it is not included within the district. 
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The subject site is currently zoned Mixed Use Commercial with a Planned Development 
Overlay (PD(MUC)). This zoning district is a remnant from the 1993 Land Development 
Code, as amended. The Mixed Use Commercial zone is not addressed in the 2006 Land 
Development Code; however, there is a note on the Official Corvallis Zoning Map that 
states, "The Mixed Use Commercial Zone (MUC) and the development standards for the 
MUC effective October 16,2004, shall apply to properties designated as such until a new 
zone is determined for these properties through a District Change approval." The 5.4-acre 
site to the south is zoned Medium-High Density Residential. The residential area to the 
west of 7th Street is zoned High Density Residential (RS-20). The Beekman Place area to 
the north is zoned Mixed Use Community Shopping (MUCS). The switching yard area 
immediately to the east of the subject site is zoned General Industrial. Further to the east, 
nearby properties within the Avery-Helms neighborhood are zoned Minor Neighborhood 
Center, Medium Density Residential, and Medium-High Density Residential (see 
Attachment C). 

Comprehensive Plan Designations in the area are generally consistent with Zoning 
Designations. The Comprehensive Plan designation for the subject site is Mixed Use 
Commerziat. The Comprzhe~sive Plan Designation f ~ r  the 5.4-acre site t~ the south is 
Medium-High Density Residential. To the west, the designation is High Density 
Residential; to the north and northwest, the designations are Mixed Use Commercial and rn 
General Industrial; and to the east, the designations are General Industrial, Mixed Use 1 - - 
Commercial, and Medium and Medium-High Density Residential (see Attachment B). + 

s 
a, 

BACKGROUND r: E 
0 
(II 

2002 - In August of 2002, the consulting firm of Crandall Arambula PC completed a 3 
development study for the subject property and the 5.4-acre property to the south, at the 
request of the property owner. The study was funded by a grant from the State of 
Oregon's Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) Quick Response Program, with 
the intent of developing conceptual designs for a compact, pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use 
development on the subject site. A series of meetings was held with the stakeholders and 
neighbors to identify issues and opportunities and to direct the development of potential 
site designs. Four designs were prepared for further discussion, and the group selected 
Alternative "D" as the preferred design for development on the property (Attachment E). 
Alternative "D" was similar to, but not identical to, the expired Conceptual Development 
Plan that was subsequently developed for the site (Order 2003-1 16). Alternative "D" 
included a 4,200 square foot retail building and 88 residential units, and utilized RS-12 
development standards. It is important to note that the Crandall Arambula study was not 
a land use application and was not subject to review or approval by the City of Corvallis. 

2003-The Corvallis City Council denied an appeal and upheld the Planning Commission's 
decision to approve the following land use decisions: 

1. Consistent with the Planning Commission's recommendation, the City 
Council approved a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPAOI-00005) to 
change the designation for the 6.2-acre property from General Industrial to 
5.4 acres of Residential - Medium-High Density and 0.8 acres of Mixed-Use 
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Commercial; 

2. An approval of a District Change to modify the zoning designation of the 
subject site from General Industrial to 5.4 acres of Medium-High Density 
Residential with a Planned Development Overlay (PD(RS-12)), and 0.8 acres 
of Mixed-Use Commercial with a Planned Development Overlay (PD(MUC)); 
and 

3. An approval of a Conceptual Development Plan to develop up to 91 
residential dwelling units in two- and three-story buildings on the PD(RS-12) 
portion of the site, and a two-story commercial building on the PD(MUC) 
portion of the site (Attachment F). Additional details of the Conceptual Plan 
included: a curvilinear alignment for 7th Street; the exclusion of on-street 
parking within 7th Street; and the provision of a pedestrian connection to "Dl' 
Avenue. Given the conceptual nature of the approval, many details of the 
ultimate development plan were to be resolved through Detailed 
Development approval. 

2006 - The Corvallis Planning Commission denied the Seventh Street Station application, 
which consisted of: 

* 
1. A Major Conceptual Development Plan Modification and a Detailed - I 

Development Plan that would allow: (a) the construction of 73 attached and 5 
13 detached dwellings units on the 5.4-acre PD(RS-12) portion of the site; 
and (b) the construction of 4 attached units for commercial and residential 

C use on the 0.8-acre PD(MUC) portion of the site. The applicant requested 
to vary from a number of development standards. m 

2 
2. A Tentative Subdivision Plat that would create 86 lots and 9 tracts on the 

PD(RS-12) portion of the site; and 4 lots and 1 tract on the PD(MUC) portion 
of the project. 

3. A Plan Compatibility Review to allow construction of the PD(MUC) portion of 
the project at a Commercial Floor Area Ratio that is below the 0.25 standard 
for the MUC zone. 

The Planning Commission's decision was not appealed. 

2006 - On August 20, 2006, the 2003 Conceptual Development Plan (Attachment F) 
expired because a Detailed Development Plan had not been approved for the property 
within three years of the approval date of the Conceptual Development Plan approval. 

2007 - In response to direction from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD), the City Council removed the PD Overlay Zone from the 5.4-acre 
Medium-High Density Residential property to the south of the subject property (ZDC07- 
00001). The City Council also initiated and approved a Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
and Zoning District Change for the 5.4-acre property to re-designate and re-zone the 
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property for General Industrial development. No change was made to the Comprehensive 
Plan Designation or Zoning District of the MUC property under consideration here. The 
City Council's decision on the property to the south was appealed to the State Land Use 
Board of Appeals (LUBA). LUBA remanded the City Council's decision and directed the 
City Council to re-instate the 5.4-acre property's zoning to Medium-High Density 
Residential with no Planned Development Overlay. 

2007 - In April of 2007, 7th Street LLC applied for approval of a Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review for the 
Palazzo (PLD07-00004, SUB07-00001, and PCR07-00003), a four-unit attached livelwork 
development on the same site as the subject application. The application was denied by 
the Planning Commission, then appealed to the City Council. In October of 2007, the City 
Council denied the appeal and the application. Reasons cited for the City Council's denial 
of the application included: 1) failure to comply with the 0.25 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
requirement in the Mixed Use Commercial (MUC) Zoning District; 2) failure to comply with 
on-site parking requirements for the development; and 3) lack of compatibilitywith adjacent 
development (Attachment G). 

2008 - The City Council complied with LUBA's remand order and removed the Planned 
Development Overlay from the 5.4-acre property to the south, thereby changing the zoning 
of the property to Medium-High Density Residential (RS-12). The zoning of the subject 
development site was not changed, and remains Mixed Use Commercial with a Planned rr, 

Development Overlay (PD(MUC)). 
I - - - 

.w 
s 
Q) 

APPLICANT'S PROPOSAL .s E 
0 
(ZI 

Four, 4-story, livelwork units are proposed for this location. The units will front Western 
Boulevard and have parking in the rear. The ground floor and mezzanine levels of these 2 
units are designed for commercial uses, while the two upper floors are designed for the 
shop owners' residences. Parking for the residents and their customers will be in the back 
of the units, with access from a driveway just west of the building. The parking lot will 
contain 18 parking spaces and a dumpster that will be located behind a wall at the 
northeast corner of the parking lots. Additional trees, shrubs, and groundcover will be 
planted in and around the parking lot (see Attachment J). 

An extra wide sidewalk (approximately 15 feet) will be provided in front of the storefronts 
so that businesses can accommodate outdoor dining. Street trees in this location are 
proposed to be planted in a twelve foot wide planter strip. The buildings will be designed 
with commercial ground floor storefront windows. Either blade signs or wall mounted signs 
are anticipated to be installed by the future users. Each storefront will have a bicycle hoop 
to accommodate two parked bicycles. 

The proposed building will include a palette of materials: the base of the building will be 
a mix of brick veneer and stucco. The exterior of the upper levels will include smooth- 
faced, fiber cement horizontal siding, stucco, and ornate wrought iron guard rails. Decks 
are provided at each unit on the fourth floor; these decks recess in up to 9 feet to add to 
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the visual character of the building. The entries at the ground floor are recessed 36 inches 
to provide pedestrian appeal. The continuous canopy breaks up the visual plane, dividing 
the pedestrian level from the living units above. 

The applicant has requested to vary from a number of Land Development Code 
requirements. In addition, a variation to the building frontage requirement is necessary to 
approve the proposed development plan. The following table explains these variations: 

Table I: R 

Driveway 
Access 
Width 

Access to 
arterial 
street 

Planting 

Fencing and 
landscape 
screening 
for MUC 
Residential 

adjacent to 
Industrial 
Districts 

Minimum 
width for 
sidewalk 
around 
building 

quested Va 
Code 

Section 
(refers to 2006 

LDC unless 
otherwise 

noted) 

4.1.40 and 
Off-Street 
Parking and 
Access 
Standards 

from (1993 
LDC, as 
amended) 

iations to Development Standards 

Commercial 
access 
drives shall 
be 24-ft. 
wide 

Allow the drive 
to narrow from 
the required 24 
ft. width at 
Western Blvd. 
to a 20 ft. width 
at the 
southwest 
corner of the 
building 

lmproves the opportunity to efficiently 
use an irregularly shaped piece of land 
whicn is permanently constrained by 
existing street networks and railroad 
tracks. 

Minimum 
150 feet 
from 
intersection 

Minimum 100 
feet from 
intersection 

Two existing non-conforming 
approaches are consolidated into one 
approach, which meets the spacing 
requirement from the 6'h Street 
intersection, but not from the 7th St. 
intersection. 

10 foot 5 foot planter The special planting techniques 
planter width for proposed allow maximizing the 
width parking lot and quantity of trees on the site. 

perimeter trees 

Fencing 
required 
and 20-foot 
wide 
landscape 
screen 

Fencing and 9- 
foot-wide 
landscape 
screen 

Intense landscaping and increased 
sound attenuation in the adjacent wall 
improves the opportunity to efficiently 
use an irregularly shaped piece of land 
which is permanently constrained by 
regular but intermittent industrial use 
along the east side of the property. No 
permanent structure would ever be 
built on the industrial land. 

Minimum 5 
ft, width 

5 ft. width, 
except 4 ft., 6 
in. at southwest 
corner of the 
building 

lmproves the opportunity to efficiently 
use an irregularly shaped piece of land 
which is permanently constrained by 
existing street networks and railroad 
tracks. The 4 ft. minimum width of 
accessibility is met. 
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Percentage 
of Building 
Frontage for 
Attached 
Residential 
Buildings 

At least 
50% of the 
site's street 
frontage to 
be occupied 
by buildings 

Allow 52% of 
developable 
site frontage to 
be occupied by 
a building (the 
area outside of 
the railroad 
easement) 

Allo'is attainment of other iiecessary 
site design elements, such as 
adequate pedestrian and vehicular 
access and landscape buffering 
between the development and the 
railroad tracks to the east. 
Acknowledges that the portion of the 
site containing the railroad easement 
is not developable. 

In addition to Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan approval, the applicant has also 
requested approval of a Tentative Subdivision Plat to create four lots and one common 
tract to be maintained by a Homeowner's Association. The common tract would contain 
all remaining land areas on the site, excluding building "footprints," but including common 
parking, walkways, and landscaped areas. Additionally, the applicant has requested Plan 
Compatibility Review approval, as is required because the square footage of the proposed 
non-commercial uses exceeds the square footage of the proposed commercial uses. 

Land Development Code Section 2.0.50.1 5 states as follows: 

2.0.50.15 - Reapplication Following Denial 
b 

Upon final denial of a development proposal, a new application and fee for the 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 written statement by the applicant showing how the c 

a, proposal has been sufficiently modified to overcome the findings for denial or that conditions E 
have changed sufficiently to justify reconsideration of the original or a similar proposal, the s 
Director may waive the one-year waiting period. 0 

CB z 
As noted above, the Palazzo application, an application for a very similar development on 

a 
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: 

1. This application has added a commercial mezzanine level to each unit within the 
structure in order to comply with the FAR requirement; 

2. The applicant has reduced the residential portions of the livetwork 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 

3. The applicant has submitted a recent article, concerning the market for similar 
Iivelwork units in other communities in Oregon, from the August, 2008, Oregon 
Business Magazine. 

Based on these changes, the Community Development Director has waived the one-year 
waiting period for this application. 
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STAFF REPORT FORMAT, ANALYSES, AND REQUIRED ACTION 

The Land Development Code specifies that Planned Developments are reviewed by the 
Planning Commission following a public hearing. The Code specifies that a Subdivision 
and Plan Compatibility Review are administratively reviewed with the Community 
Development Director making a decision following notice to affected parties. No public 
hearing is required. However, to facilitate a comprehensive review, one public hearing 
before the Planning Commission is being held to consider all three requests. Section 
2.0.50.1 6 of the Land Development Code states the following: 

When more than one application has been filed at one time for a specific property or 
development, the review of those applications shall be coordinated as follows: 

a. If any of those applications would ordinarily be heard by the Planning Commission, 
all of the applications shall be heard by the Planning Commission at the same 
meeting, except as outlined in "b," below. For example, applications for Zone 
Changes are ordinarily heard by the Land Development Hearings Board. When a Zone 
Change is sought siiiiultaneous:y with a Conditional Devefop~ent; he~vever, the twe 
applications shall be considered together by the Planning Commission and no action 
by the Land Development Hearings Board shall be required. 

B. Applications ordinarily heard by the Historic Resources Commission shall not be filed 
together (combined) with another application(s) requiring a public hearing that is 
ordinarily heard by some other hearing authority. Historic Preservation Permit 
applications and Historic Preservation Overlay-related Zone Change applications that 
are ordinarily decided by the Director, or the Director's designee, shall be filed 
together (combined) with applications ordinarily heard by the Historic Resources 
Commission. In these cases, the combination of historic applications shall be 
reviewed by the Historic Resources Commission and no prior action by the Director 
shall be required. 

The Public Hearing before the Planning Commission is consistent with this requirement. 

On December 31, 2006, the Cowallis City Council implemented the 2006 Land 
Development Code (LDC) and associated Zoning District Changes. This change brought 
about a new set of development regulations and created a number of new zoning districts 
in Cowallis. Along with the LDC changes, the City Council approved zoning district 
changes to rezone many properties in Corvallis consistent with the zoning districts in the 
new code. However, because the original LDC changes did not include a zone change for 
this property and the Mixed Use Commercial zone was applied to this property after the 
new Land Development Code was developed, the zone changes that were prepared in 
conjunction with implementation of the new LDC did not reflect the MUC zone. To avoid 
possible appeals of the LDC, such changes were left in place. Consequently, the new LDC 
does not contain an MUC Zoning District, nor does it contain development standards for 
these areas. This issue is addressed by a note on the official City of Corvallis Zoning Map, 
which states, "The Mixed Use Commercial Zone (MUC) and the development standards 
for the MUC effective October 16,2004, shall apply to properties designated as such until 
a new zone is determined for these properties through a District Change approval." For 
this reason, the review of the subject development, which is located on an MUC-zoned 
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property, is subject to MUC Development District Standards from the 1993 Land 
Development Code, as amended. 

Because the adoption of the 2006 Land Development Code fully implements the 
Comprehensive Plan, as acknowledged by the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD), Comprehensive Plan Policies will not be specifically referenced in 
this staff report, unless a variation to a standard has been requested, in which case, the 
staff report will refer to applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies for direction regarding the 
requested variation. The following Comprehensive Plan Policies were identified in the 
public notice sent out regarding the Western Station land use application: 

9.2.2, 9.2.4, 9.2.5, 11.2.2, 11.3.2, 17.3.11, 5.3.1, 3.2.3, and 3.2.4 

Unless these policies are needed to provide direction in relation to a requested variation 
to standards, the policies are considered to be fully implemented by the Land Development 
Code standards referenced in this staff report. 

The report is divided into three parts. Part I of this repcrt reviews the criteria fer a 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Part II reviews the criteria for a Subdivision, 
and Part Ill reviews the criteria for a Plan Compatibility Review. A comprehensive 
summary of conclusions and a staff recommendation follow at the end of the report. 
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PART I 

CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

REVIEW CRITERIA 

Section 2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 
Requests for the approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to ensure 
consistency with the purposes of this Chapter, policies and density requirements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City 
Council. The application shall demonstrate compatibility in the areas in "a", below, as 
applicable, and shall meet the Natural Resource and Natural Hazard criteria in "b", below. 

a. Compatibility Factors - 
1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested 

2. Basic site design (the organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' 
relationships to neighboring properties); 

3. Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.); 

4. Noise attenuation; 

5. Odors and emissions; 

6. Lighting; 

7. Signage; 

8. Landscaping for buffering and screening; 

9. Transportation facilities; 

10. Traffic and off-site parking impacts; 

11. Utility infrastructure; 

12. Effects on air and water quality (note: a DEQ permit is not sufficient to meet 
this criterion); 

13. Design equal to or in excess of the types of improvements required by the 
standards in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; and 

14. Preservation andlor protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent with 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 
Streets shall also be designed along contours, and structures shall be 
designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure compliance with these 
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Code standards. 

b. Natural Resources and Natural Hazards Factors - 
1. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 

and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions shall 
provide protections equal to or better than the specific standard requested for 
variation, and 

2. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions shall 
involve an alternative located on the same development site where the specific 
standard applies. 

For purposes of reviewing the applicant's proposal based on the criteria listed above, the 
compatibility factors have been grouped into the following five categories: 

A. Land Use and Purposes 

€3. Natural Resources 

C. Compatibility 

D. Circulation 

E. Public Services & Utilities 

Within these categories, analysis of the merits of the proposal based on applicable 
Comprehensive Plan and LDC policies will be presented. Conclusions and 
recommendations will be given for the Planning Commission's consideration following the 
discussion for each component of the proposal. 

A. LAND USE AND PURPOSES 

Ap~licable Land Development Code Requirements 

Section 2.5.20 - PURPOSES 

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

a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in location of structures; 

b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a more economical 
arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, land uses, and utilities; 
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c. Preserve, to the greatest extent possible, existing Significant Natural Features and 
landscape features and amenities, and use such features in a harmonious fashion; 

d. Provide for more usable and suitably located pedestrian andlor recreational facilities 
and other public andlor common facilities than would otherwise be provided under 
conventional land development procedures; 

e. Combine and coordinate architectural styles, building forms, and building 
relationships within the Planned Development; 

f. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate approval before 
expenditure of complete design monies, while providing the City with assurances that 
the project will retain the character envisioned at the time of approval; 

g. Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than would otherwise be 
provided under conventional land development procedures; and 

h. Provide benefits within the development site that compensate for the variations from 
development standards such that the intent of the development standards is still met. 

The proposed Western Station development is consistent with a number of the iisted 
purposes for a Planned Development. The Planned Development process will allow 
additional flexibility in the design and location of the proposed structure, consistent with 
LDC 2.5.20.a. By facilitating the use of a small, awkwardly-configured, infill site the 
Planned Development process will also promote the efficient use of land, consistent with 
LDC 2.5.20.b. As noted later in this staff report, the proposed design will also provide 
benefits within the development site that compensate for the requested variations from 
development standards, consistent with LDC 2.5.20.h. In conclusion, the proposed 
development is consistent with the purposes for a Planned Development. 

Proposed uses within the Western Station development include single family residential 
in attached, townhouse units on the upper two floors, as well as a variety of potential 
commercial uses in the ground-floor and mezzanine-level spaces. Single family residential 
in attached townhouses is an outright permitted use in the Mixed Use Commercial (MUC) 
zone. Outright permitted commercial uses in the MUC zone include Retail Sales - General; 
Business Support Services; Communication Services; Convenience Sales and Personal 
Services; Eating and Drinking Establishments - Sit Down; Financial, Insurance, and Real 
Estate Services; Food and Beverage Sales; Laundry Services; Medical Services; 
Professional and Administrative Services; and many other uses. Although it is not known 
at this time what businesses will choose to locate within the commercial portion of the 
development, the business type must be a permitted use in the MUC Zoning District. 
Additionally, because of the limited on-site parking available to serve the site, the applicant 
proposes to restrict some otherwise permitted uses from this development due to an 
inability to accommodate required parking. This issue is discussed in more detail in the 
Parking portion of this staff report. Regardless, land uses within the Western Station 
development shall comply with the requirements of the MUC zone. 

In conclusion, the proposed development is consistent with the Purposes for a Planned 
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Development, as listed in LDC Section 2.5.20. Proposed uses within the development are 
permitted within the MUC Zone. These criteria are met. 

B. NATURAL RESOURCES 

This site was not identified as having natural features eligible for protection or inventoried 
on the Natural Features Inventory Map. The site is largely undeveloped and contains a 
gravel parking area, a large billboard sign, and some grasses in the southern portion of the 
site. No significant natural features exist on the site. 

CONCLUSIONS ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

As presented above, no natural resources or significant trees or shrubs are present on the 
site. Staff conclude that no preservation plans or mitigation methods are required for 
development. 

C. COMPATIBILITY 

Following is a complete listing of applicable Land Development Code requirements related m 
T- to compatibility. Following each cited LDC section is a brief discussion of compliance with , 

the subject standard. - - - 
+d 

C 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirements: Q1 
E 
r 
0 

Mixed Use Commercial (MUC) Zone Standards (from the 1993 Land Development (B 

Code, as amended) 2 
LDC 3.20.40.01 Preservation of Commercial Land Supply 

a. A minimum floor area ration (FAR) of 0.25 of commercial use is required for all 
property with a commercial Comprehensive Plan Map designation. This requirement 
is to ensure that commercial land is preserved for primarily commercial purposes. (A 
minimum FAR of 0.25 would require that a 40,000 square foot lot would have at least 
10,000 square feet of commercial uses). This provision does not apply when 
commercial uses are applied to an existing residential building within a commercial 
district that existed proper to the adoption of this MUC district. The commercial uses 
on an MUC site are required to be developed prior to or concurrently with residential 
and limited manufacturing uses, with the exception of residential andlor limited 
manufacturing uses that are in existence as of the adoption of this MUC district. 
Variations from the 0.25 FAR commercial minimum can only be allowed through the 
Planned Development process. 

The applicant's proposed tentative subdivision plat indicates that the development site is 
27,891 square feet in size, or approximately 0.64 acres. Of that area, 5,835 square feet 
are within an existing railroad easement that contains a portion of the adjacent rail line. 
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Because the easement and rail line effectively preclude any further development in this 
area, the easement is not considered as part of the FAR calculation for this property. The 
remaining portion of the site is 22,056 square feet in size, which is approximately 0.51 
acres. The proposed development contains 1,387 square feet of commercial floor area 
within each of the four livelwork units. This sums to 5,548 square feet of commercial 
space on a 22,056 square foot site, which results in a FAR slightly greater than 0.25. 
Therefore, the proposed development is in compliance with the 0.25 FAR requirements in 
the MUC Zoning District. 

b. When a project is composed of two or more phases, then the mixed use site shall be 
reviewed asa Planned Development and each phase shall meet the minimum 0.25 FAR 
(floor area ratio requirement) as described in Section 1 above or an alternative 
proposed through the Planned Development review processes. 

This project will be developed in a single phase, so this criterion is not applicable. 

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 JFCR) 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 .d. 
which must be used for commercial purposes, the City can ensure compliance with 7 
Goal 9. - - - 

+I 
r: The applicant is proposing four live-work units. These units include 1,387 square feet of a, 

ground floor and mezzanine-level commercial uses each. The upper two residential floors E 
of the units include approximately 1,720 square feet of living area. Because the square $ 
footage of non-commercial uses exceeds the square footage of commercial uses, it is +I 

subject to the Plan Compatibility Review Process, which is addressed later in Part Ill of this 3 
staff report. Findings from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under 
the above criterion. 

LDC 3.20.40.02 Minimum Lot Area and Setback Requirements 

a. A setback of not less than 20 ft shall be provided along each MUC District boundary 
line where the line abuts any residential (RS) district. Off-street parking and loading 
shall be permitted in this area except within 15 ft of the district boundary line, which 
shall be limited to landscaping, fences, walls, driveways, orwalks. Driveways, parking, 
and loading areas adjacent to residential districts shall be landscaped and screened 
in accordance with Chapter 4.2. Alternative to this standard may be considered 
through the Planned Development process. 

The MUC district boundary only abuts a residential district along its southerly boundary, 
where the boundary line is located along the curved center line of the railroad track. The 
property to the south of the development site is zoned Medium-High Density Residential 
(RS-12). There are no buildings proposed within 20-feet of this boundary line and the 
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proposed parking is over 20-feet from the boundary as well. Evergreen landscaping is 
probosed 'alongthe southwest portion of the parking lot in order to comply with the 
landscaping and screening requirements in LDC Chapter4.2. The proposed development 
is consistent with the above requirement. 

b. The requirements for residential structures containing a residential use shall be in 
accordance with Chapter 3.8-RS-20 standards, and the Mixed Use Design Guidelines 
contained in this chapter. Ground floor commercial uses within existing residential 
structures shall be exempt from the RS-20 minimum setback requirements and shall 
also be subject to a Plan Compatibility Review (PCR) process. 

The proposed structure is not solely a residential structure, but will be a mixed use 
structure. Therefore, the above provisions do not apply and the development standards 
of the Mixed Use Commercial zone do apply. 

c. For maximum permitted setbacks, refer to Section 3.20.50.02 

The maximum setback in LDC 3.20.50.02 is 20-feet from the street. The proposed 
live/work units are to be iocated approximately seven feet froi-ir the front propertji line iii 
order to accommodate a required utility easement. This is well within the 20-foot maximum 
setback requirement. 

LDC 3.20.40.03 Structure Height 

No structure shall exceed 45 ft in height 

The proposed structure will be four stories in height and will be 45 feet tall at its highest 
point, in compliance with the maximum height limit. 

LDC 3.20.40.04 Open Space Standards 

A minimum of 20 percent of the total site area shall be retained as open space. Open space 
may include landscape areas, natural areas, andlor pedestrian amenities (Section 3.20.50.07). 
The site design and building design standards of this chapter shall also be met. Structures, 
parking, and driveways of interior parking areas are excluded from the open space area. 

The MUC site contains approximately, 7,664 square feet of open space, which represents 
about 35% of the 22,056 square foot developable portion of the MUC site, and 
approximately 27% of the total 27,891 square foot site. This open space area includes 
landscaped areas, natural areas, and pedestrian walkways. This standard is met. 

LDC 3.20.40.05 Off-Street Parking 

Off-street parking shall be provided in accordance with Chapter 4.1. Required parking shall 
be provided on the same site as the use or upon abutting property. Street right-of-way shall 
be excepted when determining contiguity, except on arterials and collectors where there is 
not a controlled intersection within 100 feet of the subject property. Chapter 4.1 allows 
adjustments to minimum parking standards when transit service and bicycle parking are 
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available. Additional flexibility for required parking may be granted in the MUC District in 
conformance of the following standards. 

a. Shared parking agreements may be used to provide additional reductions in required 
parking, provided that the applicant demonstrates that there is an adequate supply of 
parking for each use. Parking may include surplus parking during peak periods, or 
capacity provided due to off-peak use. 

b. Additional flexibility to vehicle parking provisions may be granted through the Lot 
Development Option (when the site is less than 3 acres), or Planned Development 
procedures (Chapter 2.12 and 2.5, respectively). This flexibility is provided to 
encourage development patterns that reduce the reliance on the automobile by taking 
advantage of alternate modes of travel. 

The applicant proposes to provide all required parking to serve the new development on 
the development site, consistent with the requirements of LDC Chapter 4.1. Findings 
regarding required parking are located in the Parking Section of this staff report. Findings 
from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the above criterion. 
This criterion is met. 

Section 3.20.50 - Design Guidelines and Standards 

LDC 3.20.50.01 Coordinated Development 

New development shall be designed in a manner that does not preclude development of 
adjacent property(ies) and ensures the logical and efficient extension of public facilities and 
services, including but not limited to sanitary sewer, water, storm drainage, street, and 
pedestrian facility connections. 

The proposed developmentwill not preclude development of adjacent properties. Findings 
regarding the extension of public facilities are contained in the Public Facilities and 
Services section of this staff report. Findings from that discussion are incorporated by 
reference as findings under the above criterion. That discussion finds that, as conditioned, 
the proposed public facilities will comply with all applicable requirements, including the 
requirements above. This criterion is met. 

LDC 3.20.50.02 Building Orientation and Maximum Setbacks 

a. All new buildings in the MUG District shall be oriented to existing or new public streets 
or to private streets as approved by the City. Building orientation is demonstrated by 
placing buildings and their public entrances close to streets so that pedestrians have 
a direct and convenient route from the street sidewalk to building entrances. 

b. At least one major public entrance should be oriented to each street that the building 
abuts. Corner entrances may be used to provide entrance orientation to two streets, 
provided that the length of the building adjacent to the street does not exceed 50 feet. 

c. Building setbacks from streets or plazas shall not exceed 20 feet, except when 
necessary to preserve healthy, mature tree(s), or provide pedestrian amenities in 
conformance with 3.20.50.07 or to accommodate handicapped access requirements. 
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A further exception to these setback requirements may be considered when the site 
is  fronted by more than two streets. 

d. Street setbacks of greater than 20 feet (Section 3.20.50.02) may be approved when the 
building design incorporates seating, plazas, or  other usable public spaces, as 
defined by Section 3.20.50.07 Public Amenities. 

The proposed building fronts Western Boulevard, consistent with the building orientation 
requirements noted above. Each of the four commercial/retail spaces will have a door 
facing onto the abutting sidewalk, and the building will be located seven feet from the front 
property line to accommodate a required utility easement. This is consistent with the 20 
foot maximum setback requirement. The proposed building is therefore in compliance with 
the building orientation and setback requirements, as noted above. The livelwork units will 
be located along the front property line abutting the sidewalk on Western Boulevard, in 
compliance with the minimum street setback requirements noted above. 

LDC 3.20.50.04 Weather Protection 

a. Where new commercial or residentia! development Is constructed adjacent to street 
sidewalks or pedestrian plazas, a 6-ft wide, weather-protected area (e.g. awnings and 
canopies) shall be provided along the portion of the building(s) adjacent to the 
sidewalks andlor plazas. 

b 
The applicant is proposing a 6'-0" wide continuous canopy along the north (Western Blvd), 7 
west, and south face of the building. The canopy would be constructed of materials to 
match the proposed palette of wood and steel. The canopy will be supported from the .-, 
proposed building via steel rods. This criterion is met. a, 

E 
s 

LDC 3.20.50.05 Landscaping and Screening o a 

Landscaping and screening shall be required, in accordance with Chapter 4.2. In addition, the 3 
following standards apply to the MUC District: 

a. Street trees shall be required, consistent with Chapter 4.2. Species should be 
compatible with the design features provided persection 3.20.50.07, and shall provide 
continuitywith nearby landscaping. A reduction to the number of required street trees 
may be granted when a development preserves healthy, mature tree(s) adjacent to the 
sidewalk. 

b. Screening of parking areas, drives, mechanical equipment, and solid waste 
receptacles with vertical elements is required and shall be installed prior to building 
occupancy. Screening options include landscape plants, planters, ornamentals walls, 
trellises, fences, or other features consistent with Chapter 4.2. 

c. Irrigation systems shall be installed to support landscaping. 

The parking behind the new building will be screened with evergreen shrubs and parking 
lot trees. The trash enclosure at the southeast corner of the parking lot will also be 
screened by a wall and landscaped with evergreen shrubs along the south and eastern 
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side. These measures will be consistent with LDC Chapter 4.2. All newly planted 
landscaped areas will be watered with an automatic irrigation system in order to achieve 
90% coverage within 3-years and will be maintained by a homeowners association. 
Condition of Approval #2 will ensure these requirements are met, and that all required 
screening materials are installed prior to building occupancy. A complete discussion of 
compliance with LDC landscaping requirements is located in the Landscaping Section of 
this staff report. Findings from that discussion are incorporated as findings under the 
above criterion. As conditioned, the proposed landscaping and screening will comply with 
all applicable LDC requirements. 

LDC 3.20.50.06 Street Connectivity and Internal Circulation 

a. New structures and substantial improvements may be required to provide street or 
driveway stubs and reciprocal access easements to promote efficient circulation 
between uses and properties, and promote connectivity and dispersal of traffic. 

The proposed design includes all the connections to the adjacent neighborhood needed 
or desired given the location and shape of the site, so no street or driveway stubs or 
reciprocal access easements are needed. This cr~terion is met. 

CQ 
r 

b. The maximum block perimeter shall be 1200 feet. Alternatives to this standard may be I 

considered through the Planned Development process, provided that direct pedestrian E 
access is maintained at least every 300 feet. +d 

s 
d) 

€ This project does not create any new blocks, nor is it possible to create a new block based c 
on the configuration and constraints of the subject site. This standard is met. o a 

iCI 

c. Traffic lanes shall be internal to the site and not located between the building(s) and 
3 

the sidewalk(s), except as provided in "d" below. 

The project traffic lanes are internal to the site, and are not located between the building 
and sidewalk. 

d. Where drop off facilities are provided (e.g. handicapped access) they shall be 
designed to meet ADA disability needs but still provide for direct pedestrian 
circulation. 

The proposed ADA-compliant parking will not interfere with pedestrian circulation. This 
criterion is met. 

LDC 3.20.50.07 Pedestrian Amenities 

All new structures and substantial improvements shall provide pedestrian amenities, as 
defined by this chapter. The number of pedestrian amenities provided shall comply with the 
following sliding scale. 

Size of Structure or 
Substantial Improvement Number of Amenities 
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<5,000 square feet 1 
5,000-10,000 square feet 2 
10,000-50,000 square feet 3 
>50,000 square feet 4 

Acceptable pedestrian amenities include: 

Sidewalks with ornamental treatments (e.g. brick pavers) or sidewalks which are 50% 
wider than required by the Land Development Code. 
Benches and public outdoor seating 
Sidewalk planters 
Public art (e.g. sculpture, fountain, clock, mural, etc) with a value equal to or greater 
than one (1) percent of construction value of the structure(s). 
Pocket parks (minimum usable area of 300 feet) 
Plazas (minimum usable area of 300 feet) 
Street trees of a caliper 50% wider than required by the Land Development Code (may 
include preservation of healthy mature trees adjacent to the street sidewalk). 
Additional weather protection in excess of 3.20.50.04 
Other improvements approved through the Lot Development Option (Chapter 2.12), 
or Planned Development process (Chapter 2.5) 

Pedestrian amenities shall comply with the following standards and guidelines: 

a. Amenities should be visible and accessible to the general public from an improved 
street. Access to pocket parks, plazas, and sidewalks must be provided via a public 
right-of-way or a public access easement. 

b. The size or capacity of pedestrian amenities should be roughly proportional to their 
expected use, including use by employees, customers, residents, and other visitors. 
The minimum area standards for pocket parks and plazas may be increased based on 
this guideline. 

c. Amenities which are eligible for credit toward open space standards, and adjustment 
to the maximum 20-feet setbackstandard, include plazas, pocket parks, seating areas, 
and other areas that provide usable pedestrian space and street furniture. 

d. Amenities should be consistent with the character and scale of surrounding 
developments. Forexample, similarity in awning height, bench style, plantermaterials, 
street trees, and pavers is recommended to foster continuity in the design of 
pedestrian areas. Materials should be suitable for outdoor use, easily maintained, and 
have a reasonably long life cycle (e.g. 10 years before replacement. 

e. When provided at or near a bus stop, amenities should generally conform to 
standards of the Corvallis Transit System. 

The proposed building will contain approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial and 
residential uses and is therefore required to provide three pedestrian amenities. The 
applicant is proposing to widen the existing standard 5-foot sidewalk so that it is up to 
17-feet wide in front of the new building. The wider sidewalk is in compliance with the 
acceptable pedestrian amenities noted above. The applicant is also proposing to install 
4 new street trees that are 50% larger in caliper size than required by the LDC. Typically, 
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street trees are planted with a minimum caliper of 1.5-inches. The applicant is therefore 
proposing to install 4 new street trees with a minimum caliper of 2.25-inches. The 
applicant also proposes to provide weather protection in excess of that required by LDC 
3.20.50.04, with a continuous 6-foot-wide canopy on its north, south, and west face. The 
proposed amenities will be visible and accessible to the general public. To ensure that 
street trees are planted in the appropriate size, a condition of approval is recommended 
(Condition 2). As conditioned, the proposed development will comply with the MUC 
Pedestrian Amenity requirements. 

LDC 3.20.50.08 General Building Design Standards 

Mixed use districts require special attention to building design because of the intermixing of 
land uses in such areas. The following standards are intended to be specific and quantifiable, 
while allowing for flexibility in design. Additional flexibility is provided through the Planned 
Development and Lot Development Option review processes. This section provides both 
required and optional design elements. 

a. Minimum Requirements 

New structures and substantial improvements should provide architectural relief and 
interest, with emphasis at building entrances and along sidewalks, to promote and a 
enhance a comfortable pedestrian scale and orientation. Blank walls shall be avoided 
when practicable by complying with the following minimum requirements: - - - 

4d 

1. Ground floor windows shall be provided. The main front elevation(s) of I= 

buildings shall provide at least 60 percent windows or transparency at the 
pedestrian level (on corner lots, this provision applies to two elevations). The 5 
transparency is measured in lineal fashion (e.g. a 100-foot wide building m 
facade shall have a total of at least 60 lineal feet of windows). 3 

The ground floor elevation of the building will be composed of storefront glass provided on 
71% of the lineal frontage. The glazing will occur from grade to the bottom of the 
continuous canopy above, which is roughly 9'-0" high (See Attachment J). The amount 
of glazing will contribute to the pedestrian scale and avoid blank walls. This criterion is 
met. 

2. Along the vertical face of a structure, offsets shall occur at a minimum of 
every 50 feet by providing at least one of the following [Note: the PA-0 and SA 
districts require offsets at 30 feet; consider a larger dimension based on a 
larger development scale in MUC: 

. Recessed (entrances, floor area, etc.) of a minimum depth of 8 feet. 

e Extensions (entrances, floor area, etc.) at a minimum clearance of 8 
feet, a minimum depth of 8 feet, and a maximum length of an overhang 
shall be 25 feet. 

e Offsets or breaks in roof elevation by a minimum of 3 feet or more in 
height. 
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The front (north) and side elevations of the proposed building include the required offsets. 
The building is approximately 90 feet wide, which would require one offset. The central 
roof offset meets this standard, but the building design incorporates additional roof offsets 
and recesses that also contribute to the visual articulation of the building. This criterion is 
met. 

3. In order to break up vast expanses of single element building elevations, 
building design shall include a combination of architectural elements and 
features such as offsets, windows, entry treatments, wood siding, brick, 
stucco, synthetic stucco (e.g. EIFS), textured concrete block, or textured 
concrete, etc. 

The proposed building will include a palette of materials. The base of the building will be 
a brick fascia mixed with storefront glass. Upper level exterior finishes will include fiber 
cement, smooth-faced horizontal siding and stucco, with ornate wrought iron guardrails on 
balconies. Decks are provided on the fourth floor of each unit. These decks are recessed 
up to nine feet to contribute to building articulation. Ground floor entries will also be 
recessed three feet. The continuous canopy and "belly band" break up the visual plane 
dividing the pedestrian-oriented commercial space from the residentiai space above. This 
criterion is met. 

v- 
4. Provide differentiation between ground-level spaces and upper stories. For cu 

example, bays or balconies for upper levels, and awnings, canopies or other _I - 
similar treatments for lower levels can provide differentiation. Variation in z 
building materials, trim, paint, ornamentation, windows, orotherfeaturessuch S 

a, as public art, may also be used. Other design solutions may be approved by E 
the Director. C: 

0 
(P 

The ground floor is provided with a continuous pedestrian canopy along the north, south, 3 
and west faces of the building. The canopy helps separate the public from the private 
spaces above. The commercially-oriented ground floor is provided with roughly %foot high 
windows, greater in height than the windows of the third and fourth floors. The finish at the 
base of the building is predominately brick veneer, in contrast to the stucco finish and 
horizontal lap siding used for the upper floors. The upper levels are provided with smaller 
windows and the exterior walls at the decks recess into the building up to nine feet. 
Decorative wrought iron guardrails are provided at the decks. Ornate cornices will add 
additional character to the tops of the buildings. This criterion is met. 

5. Ensure privacy in residential developments through effective window 
placement, sound-proofing, landscape screening, and/or orientation of 
outdoor living areas (e.g. balconies, porches, patios, etc.). Opposite facing 
windows at close distances should be offset vertically or horizontally, or 
employ appropriate materials (e.g. glazed, tinted, etc.) to protect privacy. 

Because only one building is proposed and there are no existing buildings in the immediate 
vicinity (the nearest off-site residential development is located approximately 100 feet to 
the east), residents within the new building will be afforded a high degree of privacy, and 
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the nearest residential neighbors to the development will not have their privacy 
compromised by the proposed building. Sound-mitigating construction methods are 
proposed for the east wall of the building to reduce the noise impacts of the adjacent 
railroad switching yard on residents of the development. The design of the fourth floor 
porches will afford a high degree of privacyfor residents, even at the center of the building, 
where two porches would be adjacent to one another. This criterion is met. 

6. Access shall be designed to minimize interference with traffic circulation. 
Where necessary, additional right-of-way shall be dedicated to maintain 
adequate circulation. 

The entire project will have only one point of access onto Western Boulevard. The access 
driveway has been located between the two railroad crossings on Western Boulevard in 
a location that will optimize vehicular and pedestrian safety. This criterion is met. 

LDC 3.20.50.09 Neighborhood Compatibility 

a. Minimum standards adjacent to a residential district: 

1. Architectural compatibility between new development and adjacent 
residences (e.g. similar roof forms, windows, trim, and materials) is 
required. Pitched roofs shall provide a minimum of 4:12 pitch [this is 
the same pitch that is used in the PA-0 district]. Flat roofs shall 04 

provide a cornice, or other decorative treatment. 
I - - - 

The development site is separated from nearby residentially-zoned property by a railroad 
right-of-way and tracks. Evergreen landscaping along the MUC side of the track is 
proposed to address screening requirements between the two land uses. There is no 
residential development on the 5.4-acre site to the south. Some residential uses exist to 
the west and east of the site; however, developed residential structures to the west and 
east are located at least 100 feet from the proposed development site. As such, the 
architecture of the MUC building has been designed to be more commercial in nature, 
consistent with the commercial buildings to the north of the site and with the mixed use 
character of the development. However, the upper two residential floors contain exterior 
finish treatments, such as horizontal lap siding and stucco, that mimic materials used on 
existing residential development in the area. The proposed building has been designed 
to be compatible with other commercial uses along Western Boulevard. The flat roofs 
provided will include a cornice along the front and sides of the building. This criterion is 
met. 

2. Roof elevation(s) shall gradually step-down so that the height of the 
proposed structure does not exceed the height(s) of adjacent 
residential structures(s) by more than one (1) story. This provision 
applies to that portion of the structure that is closest (20 feet, 
minimum) to the adjacent residential structures. 

As noted above, none of the livelwork units are within 20-feet of an existing residential 
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structure. The closest residential structures (to the east) are two and one-half stories in 
height. This criterion is not applicable. 

3. The site design shall preserve healthy mature trees on-site, to the 
maximum extent practicable. Trees which are likely to create a hazard 
for the development or adjacent properties may be removed, 
consistent with Chapter 4.2. 

There are no trees on the site. Therefore, this criterion is not applicable. 

4. Artificial lighting shall be arranged and constructed not to produce 
direct glare on adjacent residential properties. 

All outdoor lighting will be shielded so as not to produce glare on adjacent residential 
properties. This provision applies to parking lot lighting, lighting at the entry monument 
signs, and exterior building lights. This issue is discussed in greater detail, and a condition 
of approval is recommended (Condition 3), in the Lighting Section of this staff report. 
Findings from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the above 
criterion. As conditioned, tnis criterion is met. 

LDC 3.20.50.09 Neighborhood Compatibility 
c") 
(V 

b. Minimum standards adjacent to a industrial district: I - - - 
C, 

1. The site design shall preserve healthy mature trees on-site, to the S 

maximum extent practicable. Trees which are likely to create a hazard 
for the development or adjacent properties may be removed, s 
consistent with Chapter 4.2. 0 m 

C, 

2. If residential uses are introduced in areas that are adjacent to an 3 
industrial district, the site design for the residential use shall 
incorporate fencing and a 20 foot landscape screen between the 
residential uses on the MUC site and the industrial district in 
accordance with Section 4.2.50. Driveways may occur within the 
landscape screen but in no case may they be less than 10 feet from the 
adjacent industrial district boundary. 

The development site abuts a piece of General Industrial-zoned land. This property 
accommodates the existing Southern Pacific railroad track along 6th Street. Residential 
uses have been proposed; however, they are not separated from the industrial uses by the 
stipulated 20 foot landscape screen. The MUC building is located 9 feet from the industrial 
district boundary. The 9-foot-wide setback area is proposed to include a 6-foot-high fence 
along the property line, columnar trees, a mix of deciduous and evergreen shrubs, and 
groundcover (Attachment J). No pedestrian access is proposed through this area. The 
applicant is requesting a reduction to the fencing and screening standard through the 
Planned Development process because the industrial use of this area is not likely ever to 
be anything other than a railroad track. This reduction is consistent with the purposes of 
a Planned Development found in LDC 2.5.20.a and 2.5.20.b because the change will allow 
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a more flexible design and promote a more efficient use of the land. It is recommended 
that the requested variation from the standard be allowed. The requested variation to this 
standard is discussed in more detail later, in the section of this staff report regarding 
deviations from standards. Findings from that discussion are incorporated by reference 
as findings under the above criterion. 

CHAPTER 4.10 - PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DESIGN STANDARDS 

Section 4.10.40 - APPLICATION OF STANDARDS 

c. Mixed Use Buildings - For mixed use buildings, the applicable provisions for each use 
component shall apply to that portion of the building. For example, if a mixed use 
building has ground floor retail and residential above, the standards for Commercial, 
Industrial, and Civic Uses shall apply to the commercial portion, and the Residential 
Use standards shall apply to the remainder of the building. If a conflict exists between 
standards, the standard that provides more pedestrian amenities applies. 

Because the proposed building will be a mixed use building, with commercial space on the 
first two floors and residential space on the third and fourth levels, both sets nf standards 
must be evaluated in relation to the respective portions of the development. 

Section 4.10.60 - STANDARDS FOR ATTACHED SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS THREE UNITS 
OR GREATER, TOWNHOME, TRIPLEX, FOURPLEX, AND APARTMENT 
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING TYPES 

4.10.60.01 - Building Orientation, Entrances, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas 

All building orientations, facades, and entrances shall comply with the following standards. 

a. Orientation of Buildings -All dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed public 
or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land Division 
Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed in 
accordance with Chapter 4.9 -Additional Provisions may be accessed from an alley. 
Private streets used to meet this standard must include the elements in Chapter 4.0 - 
Improvements Required with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for public and private 
street standards. 

1. Primary building entrances shall face the streets or be directly accessed by a 
sidewalk or multi-use path less than 200 ft. long, as shown in Figure 4.10-13 - 
Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street, below. Primary 
entrances may provide access to individual units, clusters of units, courtyard 
dwellings, or common lobbies. Entrances shall open directly to the outside 
and shall not require passage through a garage or carport to gain access to 
the doorway. 

The face of the structure is oriented to Western Boulevard, with the primary entrances to 
the commercial spaces accessing the Western Boulevard public sidewalk directly. The 
primary entrances to the residential space are on the opposite side of the building and are 
connected to Western Boulevard with a sidewalk around the south end of the building. The 
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longest path of travel to the public way from a residential entrance is approximately 125 
feet, in compliance with the above standard. 

Open courtyard space may increase up to 50 percent of the building front 
beyond the maximum setback, as shown in Figure 4.10-14 -Open Courtyards, 
below. Open courtyard space is usable space that shall include pedestrian 
amenities such as benches, seating walls, or similar furnishings, and shall 
include landscaping. For example, an apartment building in a Mixed Use 
Residential Zone is required to have a front yard setback of no more than 15 
ft. If a developer desires to construct a u-shaped building with a pedestrian 
courtyard in the center, then one half the width of the building, based upon the 
lineal footage of the building's street frontage, could be located farther back 
than the maximum setback of 15 ft. 

No courtyard is proposed or necessary, as the proposed building meets building orientation 
standards. 

Off-street parking and vehicular circulation shall not be placed between 
buildings and the streets to which those buildings are primarily oriented, 
except for driveway parking associated with single-family development. See 
Figure 4.10-13- Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street for 
compliant locations of parking and circulation. An exception may also be 
granted for up to two parking spaces per dwelling unit for Duplexes and 
Triplexes, provided these spaces are within driveway areas designed to serve 
individual units within the Duplexes or Triplexes, as shown in Figure 4.10-15 - 
Driveway Exception for Duplexes and Triplexes, on the next page. Parking to 
the side of buildings is allowed in limited situations, as outlined in Section 
4.10.60.02 below. 

- 

0 
nJ 

No off-street parking is proposed between the building and Western Boulevard. All vehicle 
parking will be provided behind and to the south of the proposed building. This standard 3 
is met. 

b. Percentage of Frontage - On sites with 100 ft. or more of public or private street 
frontage, at least 50 percent of the site frontage width shall be occupied by buildings 
placed within the maximum setback established for the zone, except that variations 
from this provision shall be allowed as outlined in Section 4.10.60.01.a.2, above. See 
Figure 4.10-16 - Portion of Building Required in Setback Area on Sites with At Least 
100 ft. of Frontage. For sites with less than 100 ft, of public or private street frontage, 
at least 40 percent of the site frontage width shall be occupied by buildings placed 
within the maximum setback established for the zone, except that variations from this 
provision shall be allowed as outlined in Section 4.10.60.01.a.2, above. See Figure 
4.10-17 - Portion of Building Required in Setback Area on Sites with Less Than 100 ft. 
of Frontage. 

The site has approximately 213 feet of frontage on Western Boulevard. According to 
the above standard, the required amount of building frontage required within the 20 foot 
maximum setback area would be approximately 107 feet. However, because of the 
triangular shape of the site and the fact that the railway easement covering Tax Lot 
16001 precludes the construction of buildings in that area, the limitations on the location 
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of structures on the property reduce the buildable portion of the property's frontage 
along Western Boulevard to approximately 170 feet. The proposed building will provide 
88 feet of building frontage within the maximum setback area. This constitutes 
approximately 52% of the developable frontage of the site, but only 41 % of the total site 
frontage. Because of the existence of the unbuildable area within the railroad 
easement on the property and the real constraints on development within the tapering, 
triangular western portion of the lot, Staff support a variation to the building frontage 
standard. This variation is discussed in detail in the portion of this staff report regarding 
deviations from standards. Findings from that discussion are incorporated by reference 
as findings under the above criterion. Based on this analysis, a deviation from the 
above standard is warranted. 

c. Windows and Doors -Any facade facing streets, sidewalks, and multi-use paths shall 
contain a minimum area of 15 percent windows andlor doors. This provision includes 
garage facades. Gabled areas need not be included in the base wall calculation when 
determining this minimum 15 percent requirement. 

The northern facade of the building is the facade that will face Western Boulevard and the 
sidewaik along tnai sireet. None of the other buiiding facades wiii face a sireet, sidewalk, 
or multi-use path. The residential portion of the north facade is located on the 3rd and 4th 
floors of the building. For these areas, windows and doors constitute 37% percent of the a 
overall facade area. This standard is met. hl 

I - - - 
d. Grading (Cuts and Fills) - Structures and on-site improvements shall be designed to +-i 

s 
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 

C Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 0 
4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant 3 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 3 
Provisions. 

There are no significant natural features on the site and no significant slopes. Compliance 
with the requirements of Chapter 4.2 is discussed in the Landscaping Section of this staff 
report. Findings from that discussion are incorporated as findings under the above 
criterion. The other cited LDC Chapters are not applicable to the subject application. 

4.1 0.60.02 - Parking Location 

a. Standards 

1. Parking lots shall be placed to the rear of buildings. Ministerial exceptions to 
this standard allow parking to the side of a building if required parking cannot 
be accommodated to the rear. These ministerial exceptions may be granted in 
the following cases: 

a) Where lot depth is less than 75 ft.; 

b) Where parking on the side would preserve Natural Hazards or Natural 
Resources that exist to the rear of a site, and that would be disturbed 
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by the creation of parking to the rear of structures on a site; 

c) Where a common outdoor space at least 200 sq. ft. is proposed to the 
rear of a site, and parking in the rear would prohibit the provision of 
this common outdoor space area for residents of a development site; 
andlor 

d) Where parking on the side would solve proximity issues between 
dwelling unit entrances and parking spaces. A proximity issue in this 
case involves a situation where a parking lot to the rear is in excess 
of 100 ft. from the entrances to the dwelling units being served by the 
parking lot. 

2. On corner lots, parking areas shall not be located within 30 ft. of a roadway 
intersection, as measured from the center of the curb radius to the edge of the 
parking area's curb or wheel stop. 

4.10.60.03 - Ratio of GaragelCarport Facade to Street, Placement, and Materials 

Provisions for the ratio of garage and carport facades to the street, placement, and materials 
si-tail be as outiined in Section 4.-78.50.82. 

All proposed parking will be located to the rear of the building. The subject site is not a 
corner lot. No garages or carports are proposed as part of this development. These 
standards are met. (V a 

4.10.60.04 - Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 

a. Pedestrian Features Menu for Triplexes, Fourplexes, and Townhomes - Each Triplex, 
Fourplex, or Townhome shall incorporate a minimum of one of the following three 5 
pedestrian features.Theapplicant shall indicate proposed options on planssubmitted a 
for Building Permits. While not all of the pedestrian features are required, the 2 
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. 

The first floor of the residential portion of the structure is elevated approximately 22 feet 
above grade. 

2. Front PorcheslPatios - A front porch or front patio for each ground floor 
dwelling unit, with a minimum size of six ft. deep by 10 ft. wide (60 sq, ft.), and 
with a minimum of 60 percent of the porch or patio covered to provide weather 
protection. 

Not applicable. There are no ground floor dwelling units. 

3. SidewalkNValkway 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 
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be part of the driveway area. 

A concrete walkway connects the street sidewalk to the front door of each residential unit. 
In most locations, this walkway will be at least five feet wide, but the applicant has 
requested to narrow the walkway to a four foot width at the southwest corner of the building 
to accommodate vehicle circulation. Regardless, the walkway width will provide the three- 
foot width required by this criterion. This criterion is met. 

b. Design Variety Menu - Roof forms shall be at least a 4:12 pitch with at least a six-in. 
overhang. Mixed use buildings may provide flat roofs with a decorative cap, such as 
a parapet or cornice, that is a distinctive element from the main wall of the building. 
Additionally, each structure shall incorporate a minimum of four of the following eight 
building design features. The applicant shall indicate proposed options on plans 
submitted for building permits. While not all of the design features are required, the 
inclusion of as many as possible is strongly encouraged. 

The proposed mixed use building has a flat roof with decorative parapets and cornices, as 
called for by the standard. Compliance with other design feature requirements is 
discussed below. 

I. 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. 

2. Building and Roof Articulation - Exterior building elevations that incorporate 
design features such as off-sets, balconies, projections, window reveals, or - 
similar elements to preclude large expanses of uninterrupted building = 
surfaces. Along the vertical face of a structure, such features shall be 
designed to occur on each floor and at a minimum of every 45 ft. To satisfy E this requirement, at least two of the following three choices shall be 
incorporated into the development: o a 

.c, 

a) Off-sets or breaks in roof elevation of three ft. or more in height, 3 
cornices two ft. or more in height, or at least two-ft. eaves; 

b) Recesses, such as decks, patios, courtyards, entrances, etc., with a 
minimum depth of two ft. and minimum length of four ft.; andlor 

C) Extensionslprojections, such as floor area, porches, bay windows, 
decks, entrances, etc., that have a minimum depth of two ft. and 
minimum length of four ft. 

The front (north) facade of the building includes offsets, balconies, roof articulation, and 
a continuous awning. The roof is provided with breaks greater than three feet in height at 
a spacing less than every 45 feet. Decks are provided with up to 9 foot recesses and 
widths greater than 4 feet, at a spacing less than every 45 feet. This standard is met. 

3. Building Materials - Buildings shall have a minimum of two different types of 
building materials on facades facing streets, including but not limited to 
stucco and wood, brick and stone, etc. Alternatively, they shall have a 
minimum of two different patterns of the same building material, such as 
scalloped wood and lap siding, etc. on facades facing streets. These 

Western Station (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) Page 28 of 80 



requirements are exclusive of foundations and roofs, and pertain only to the 
walls of a structure. 

The building uses three different types of siding materials on the front facade: brick veneer, 
stucco, and lap siding. This standard is met. 

4. Increased Eaves Width - Eaves with a minimum 18-in. overhang. 

5. Increased Windows - A  minimum area of 20 percent windows andlor 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. 

As noted previously, the area percentage of windows and doors on the residential portion 
of the front facade is approximately 37%. This standard is met. 

6. Increased Roof Pitch - A minimum 6:12 roof pitch with at least a six-in. 
overhang. 

7. Architectural Features -M!east one architectural feature included on dwelling 
facades that face the street. Architectural features are defined as bay 
windows, oriels, covered porches greater than 60 sq. ft. in size, balconies 
above the first floor, dormers related to living space, or habitable cupolas. If 
a dwelling is oriented such that its front facade, which includes the front door, en 

CV 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. - - - 

The proposed building contains a number of architectural features, including a detailed 
cornice along the top of the building and balconies on the fourth floor. This standard is 
met. 

8. Architectural Details - Architectural details used consistently on dwelling 
facades that face streets. Architectural details are defined as exposed rafter 
or beam ends, eave brackets, windows with grids or true divided lights, or 
pergolas integrated into building facades. If a dwelling is oriented such that 
its front facade, which includes the front door, 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. 

In conclusion, the proposed development incorporates building and roof articulation, varied 
building materials, increased windows, and architectural features that qualify as four 
required elements of the design variety menu. This standard is met. 

4.10.60.05 - Service Areas and Roof-Mounted Equipment 

a. Service Areas - When provided, service areas such as trash receptacles shall be 
located to provide truck access and shall not be placed within any required setback 
area. When located outside a setback area, but within five-I0 ft. of a property line, 
such service areas shall be screened on all sides with a solid fence orwall at least one 
ft. higher than the equipment within the service area and also screened with 
landscaping in accordance with landscape screening provisions of Chapter 4.2 - 
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Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. When located outside a setback 
area, but greater than 10 ft. from a property line, such service area shall still be 
screened, but may be screened with landscaping only, provided it is in accordance 
with landscape screening provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting. 

Service areas for residential building types other than single-family, duplex, and 
triplex units shall be located a minimum of 20 ft. from both on-site and off-site 
residential buildings. Transformers shall also be screened with landscaping. When 
service areas are provided within alleys, the alleys shall be constructed in accordance 
with the provisions in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. 

The only at-grade service area proposed with this project is the trash enclosure, which is 
located in the southeastern portion of the property. The trash enclosure will be screened 
on all sides by a solid masonry wall at least 6 feet tall, with allowance for a sight-obscuring 
access gate on the north side. Landscape screening in accordance with LDC 4.2 will be 
provided between the enclosure and the adjacent east property line. The trash enclosure 
is located more than 20 feet away from the nearest residential structure. Any power 
transformers required to be located on the site will be screened with landscaping in 
accordance with LDC Chapter4.2. A condition of approval is recommended to ensure that 
the necessary screening is installed (Condition 4). 

b. Roof-Mounted Equipment - Roof-mounted equipment, such as heating, ventilation, air 3 
conditioning equipment, etc., shall be screened by providing screening features at I - 
least equal in height to the equipment and constructed of materials used in the =: 
building's exterior construction. Screening features include features such as a E 
parapet, wall, or other sight-blocking feature. The roof-mounted equipment shall be 
painted to match the roof. !! 

L: 
0 
(FI 

The applicant states that all roof mounted equipment will be screened and painted in + 

compliance with the standard. A condition of approval is recommended to ensure that the 3 
necessary screening is installed (Condition 4). 

4.10.60.06 - Pedestrian Circulation 

Applicability a. 

These additional pedestrian circulation standards apply to all residential 
developments with eight or more units. 

The proposed development contains only four residential units. Therefore, this standard 
is not applicable. 

Conclusion 

As conditioned above, the residential portion of the proposed development will comply with 
all applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards (PODS). 

As noted above, per LDC 4.1 0.40.c, the commercial portion of the mixed use building must 
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be evaluated in relation to the Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards for commercial 
buildings. This analysis is provided below. 

Section 4.10.70 - STANDARDS FOR COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, AND CIVIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

4.10.70.01 - Applicability 

a. All new commercial, industrial, and civic building types and associated features, such 
as parking lots, within all zones that refer to Section 4.10.70 shall comply with 
Sections 4.10.70.02 through 4.10.70.05. 

4.10.70.02 - Building Orientation 

All buildings shall be oriented, as outlined in this Section, to existing or proposed public or 
private streets. See Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development for public and 
private street standards. Buildings on corner parcels shall be oriented to both streets 
bordering the property. Private streets used to meet this standard must include the elements 
in Chapter 4.0. 

The building orientation standard is met when all of the following criteria are met: 
7- 

a. Cr) Street Frontage Setback - At least 50 percent of the building's linear frontage is , 
located within the maximum setback established for the zone for structures that have = - 
street frontage, as shown below in Figure 4.10-18 - Percent of Building Frontage w 

Within Maximum Setback Area. An exception to this requirement pertains to E 

provisions elsewhere in this Chapter for development in the Neighborhood Center 
(NC) Zone. Expansion of a structure existing prior to December 31, 2006, and in 5 
conformance with the Code on that date is deemed to meet this criterion, provided the 3 
area of expansion is between the street and the existing building frontage. 3 

All of the proposed building's linear frontage is within the maximum setback for the MUC 
zone. This criterion is met. 

b. Entrances -All building sides that face an adjacent public or private street include at 
least one customer entrance. When the site is adjacent to more than one street, corner 
entrances at an angle of up to 45 degrees, from the largest of the two adjacent streets, 
may be substituted for separate entrances on adjacent streets. If the building does not 
have frontage along an adjacent street, direct pedestrian access to the street may be 
achieved by a sidewalk or courtyard connecting to a street no farther than 100 ft. from 
the building's pedestrian entrance. Examples of these requirements are shown below 
in Figure 4.10-19 -Site Development Element Locations. Buildings of less than 3,000 
sq. ft. fronting on only one street may provide the customer entrance on the side of 
the building in lieu of the front, if a sidewalk or courtyard provides a direct pedestrian 
connection of less than 50 ft, between the entrance and the street. 

All units contain customer entrances that are oriented to Western Boulevard. This criterion 
is met. 

c. Parking and Vehicle Circulation - Off-street parking or vehicular circulation shall not 
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be placed between buildings and streets used to complywith this standard, as shown 
above in Figure 4.10-19 -Site Development Element Locations. Where allowed by the 
underlying zone, outdoor vehicle display lotsfor sale of autos, noncommercial trucks, 
motorcycles, trailers with less than 10,000 Ibs. gross cargo weight, motor homes, and 
boats may be located adjacent to streets. The parking lot perimeter landscaping 
requirements of Section 4.2.40 of Chapter4.2 -Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and 
Lighting shall be met. 

All off-street parking is provided behind the new building. Compliance with the landscaping 
requirements of LDC Chapter 4.2 is addressed in the Landscaping Section of this staff 
report. Findings from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the 
above criterion. As conditioned, this criterion is met. 

d. Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone Special Provisions - Buildings in the Neighborhood 
Center (NC) Zone shall comply with the following additional standards. See Figure 
4.10-20 - Shopping Streets for context: 

1. Buildings shall be oriented to designated Shopping Streets, public open 
space, or a public park; and 

2. On designated Shopping Streets in the Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone, 80 
percent of the building front*shall be within the maximum setback. The 
maximum setback may be waived if pedestrian amenities occupy the extended 
setback area, as shown in Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development Element cq 

Locations. Pedestrian amenities are defined in Section 4.10.70.05. 0 
I 

e. Exception for Enhanced Pedestrian Environment - Within a Minor Neighborhood 
Center, an exception to the requirement that all buildings on corner parcels front both 
streets may be granted through the process identified in Chapter 2.16 - Request for 
Interpretation if the proposed Shopping Street's design and layout can be shown to 
provide a pedestrian environment that is clearly superior to the environment that 
would result from the corner orientation. An example of a design and layout with a 
clearlysuperior pedestrian environment is one where the Shopping Street is enclosed, 
etc. For Major Neighborhood Centers, such exceptions may be granted, based on the 
same standard, through the process identified in Chapter 2.10 - Major Neighborhood 
Center Master Site Plan Requirements. 

Not applicable. 

f. Grading (Cuts and Fills) -Structures and on-site improvements shall be designed to 
fit the natural contours of the site and be consistent with the Natural Hazards and 
Natural Resource Provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and 
Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 
4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. 

Findings from the discussion of compliance with LDC 4.10.60.01 .d in this staff report are 
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incorporated by reference as findings for the above criterion. This standard is met. 

4.10.70.03 - Pedestrian Circulation Standards 

a. Requirements for New Development and Options for Expansions of a Commercial, 
Industrial, or Civic Structure, Consistent with Section 4.10.70.01 .c - 
1. Continuous Internal Sidewalks and Multi-use Paths - A continuous internal 

sidewalk, including associated necessary sidewalk crossings, no less than 
five ft. wide, shall be provided from public sidewalks or rights-of-way to all 
customer entrances, and between customer entrances of all buildings, as 
shown in Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development Element Locations. Sidewalks 
shall be direct and convenient and form a network of walking routes. Internal 
multi-use paths shall be no less than 12 ft. wide. 

A continuous sidewalk with a minimum width greater than 5 feet links all customer 
entrances with the public sidewalk adjacent to the building. This criterion is met. 

2. Sidewalks along Building Walls -Sidewalks no less than five ft. wide shall be 
provided along the full length of building walls featuring a customer entrance 
and along any wall parallel to and abutting parking areas larger than eight 
parking spaces, except in situations where the sidewalk would not provide 
connectivity between an entrance and parking area. Where sidewalks are 
adjacent to buildings, except along Shopping Streets, a five-ft.-wide 
foundation landscape strip andlor weather protection with planters shall be M 

provided. These elements are noted in Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development 2 - 
Element Locations. - 

-w 
s 

The applicant has provided a sidewalk to the west of the building that will link the customer 
entrances on the north facade to the parking area to the south of the building. A 5 
continuous awning is proposed along this sidewalk, with a planter along the face of the -II! 
curb to separate pedestrian and vehicle traffic. Additionally, a 5-foot wide awning is 3 
proposed over pedestrian circulation areas on the north and south sides of the building. 
Planter areas are also proposed along the north and south sides of the building. In nearly 
all locations, the sidewalk will be at least five feet wide (15 feet wide along the north 
facade); however, the applicant has requested a variation to the 5-foot sidewalk width 
requirement for the area at the southwest corner of the building, where, due to the need 
to accommodate vehicle access to the parking lot and to ensure that no development 
occurs within the adjacent railway easement, a 4-foot, 6-inch wide sidewalk is proposed. 
Discussion of this requested variation is contained in the portion of this staff report 
regarding variations to standards. That analysis finds that the requested variation is 
warranted and that compensating benefits are provided by the proposed development. 
Findings from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the above 
criterion. Based on this analysis, this criterion is met. 

3. Separation and Distinction from Driving Surfaces - Where any internal 
sidewalk is parallel to and abuts a vehicular circulation or parking area, the 
sidewalk shall be raised and separated from the vehicular circulation or 
parking area by a raised curb at least six in. in height. In addition to this 
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requirement, a landscaping strip at least five ft. wide, or wheel stops with 
landscaping strips at least four ft. wide, are strongly encouraged to enhance 
the separation of vehicular from pedestrian facilities. 

Internal sidewalks will be located on 6-inch raised curb except in locations where access 
for persons with disabilities requires a transition from street grade to walkway grade. A 
five-foot wide planter area is proposed, where possible, along the western sidewalk where 
it abuts a vehicle circulation area, to clearly separate pedestrians and vehicles. This 
criterion is met. 

4. Sidewalk and Multi-use Path Surface Treatment - Public internal sidewalks 
shall be concrete and shall be at least five ft. wide. Private internal sidewalks 
shall be concrete or masonry pavers, and shall be at least five ft. wide. Public 
multi-use paths, such as paths for bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency 
vehicles, shall be concrete, and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. Private multi-use 
paths shall be of the same materials as private sidewalks, or asphalt, and shall 
be at least 12 ft. wide. All materials used for public sidewalks and multi-use 
paths shall meet City Engineering standards. 

5. Crossinas -'Where any internal sidewalk crosses an internal street, driveway, 
or parking aisle, the sidewalk shall be clearly marked with contrasting paving 
materials. Additional use of other measures to clearly mark a crossing, such 
as an elevation change, speed humps, or striping, is encouraged. 3 

6. Connection to Adjacent Properties or Streets - In addition to the sidewalk A - connections required by the block development standards in Chapter 4.0 - +, 
lmprovements Required with Development, sidewalk connections shall be 
provided between internal sidewalk networks and all adjacent planned streets, 
sidewalks, and multi-use paths. Multi-use paths shall be connected with 5 
adjacent multi-use paths, sidewalks, andlor bike lanes. Where appropriate, 3 
such connections shall also be provided to adjacent residential properties. 3 

7. Planting Strips - For lots abutting existing streetside sidewalks, sidewalks 
shall be reconstructed with a planting strip consistent with the requirements 
in Chapter 4.0 - lmprovements Required with Development. 

The proposed design complies with standards 4 - 7 above. Other than along the sidewalk 
and vehicle lanes within the Western Boulevard right-of-way, there is no ability to connect 
portions of this site to adjacent developed areas, because the remaining three sides of the 
development are surrounding by rail lines. The proposed development will improve the 
substandard components of the Western Boulevard right-of-way abutting the site to comply 
with City standards. These criteria are met. 

b. Additional Requirement for New Development and Additional List of Options for 
Expansions of a Commercial, Industrial, or Civic Structure, Consistent with Section 
4.10.70.01.d.l -New development shall comply with one of the following five options. 
Expansions in accordance with Section 4.10.70.01.c shall add this list of choices to 
those presented in Section 4.10.70.03.a to obtain a larger list of options to comply with 
the requirements of Section 4.10.70.01 .d.l. 

Options: 
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I. Drivewav Consolidation - Removal of at least one driveway through outright 
removal or access consolidation, such that the net number of driveways for 
the site is at least one less than prior existing conditions for the site. 

There are currently two curb cuts providing access from the site onto Western Boulevard. 
The proposed design would consolidate the two accesses into one access, consistent with 
the option above. 

2. Landscape Buffer - Construction or expansion of a landscape buffer between 
the back of a sidewalk and existing vehicle parking or circulation areas. The 
constructed or expanded landscape buffer shall, when completed, be a 
minimum of 20 ft. wide. 

3. Reduced Parkinq - Establishment of an agreement that shares parking 
between the subject site and an abutting site and results in a reduction of total 
parking spaces for the subject site to 90 percent or iess of the required 
minimum. Such shared parking agreements may be used, provided the 
applicant demonstrates an adequate supply of parking for each use. 
Identification of surplus parking during peak periods, or surplus capacity 
provided due to off-peak use, are methods of demonstrating this adequacy. 

4. V) Covered Walkways - Installation of weather protection resulting in covered m 
pedestrian walkways between and around all buildings and between the - 
primary building and adjacent public pedestrian facilities. - - 

+ 
2= - 

The proposed design would provide a 6-foot wide weather protected canopy along the 
north, west, and south sides of the building, consistent with the above standard. .s 

0 
m 

5. Notarized Letter - Where development is proposed on property adjacent to 3 
existing five-lane arterial streets or highways, recording a signed and 
notarized letter with the Benton County Clerk from the owner of the 
development site agreeing not to oppose construction of a future median or 
pedestrian refuge. 

This criterion is not applicable, as the subject site does not border a five-lane arterial street 
or highway. 

The proposed development satisfies two of the five options listed above, in excess of the 
requirements of LDC 4.10.70.03.b above. 

4.10.70.04 - Vehicle Circulation and Design Standards 

a. Parking Lots - 
1. Parking lots shall be placed to the rear of buildings in accordance with Section 

4.10.70.02. Administrative exceptions to this standard are allowed based on 
the following provisions. To the extent that required parking cannot be located 
to the rear of the building due to other requirements of this Code or unusual 
site constraints, both of which are defined in the following paragraph, the 
amount of parking and vehicle circulation that cannot be accommodated to 
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the rear of the building may be provided only to the side of the building. 

2. Other requirements of this Code may include, but are not necessarily limited 
to, significant Natural Resource and Natural Hazard provisions in Chapter 4.2 
- Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions; and Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access 
Requirements. Unusual site constraints may include parcels fronting more 
than two streets, irregular lot configuration, weak foundation soils, or other 
physical site factors that constrain development when considered with 
Building Code requirements. 

Parking to serve the new building will be located to the rear of the building. The proposed 
design complies with this standard. 

b. Corner Parcels - Parking areas shall not be located within 30 ft. of a roadway 
intersection, as measured from the center of the curb radius to the edge of the parking 
area's curb or wheel stop. 

The development site is not a corner parcel. Therefore, this criterion is not applicable. co 
Cr) 
I 

c. Parking Lot Access - Commercial driveway approaches shall be used to access = - 
parking lots from public streets. Parking lot approaches shall be located no closer + 
than 50 ft. from local street intersections, as measured from the intersection of two C 

rights-of-way lines. Approaches on collector and arterial streets shall comply with 
parking lot approach standards provided in Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and 5 
Access Requirements. .W C(I 

Western Boulevard is classified as an arterial street in the City's Transportation Plan. The 
3 

proposed access point to the development is located 100 feet from the intersection of 7th 
Street and Western Boulevard, which does not comply with the 150-foot standard for 
intersection separation along arterial streets. The applicant has requested to vary from the 
standards for access to arterial streets found in LDC 4.1.40.a(2). This is discussed in more 
detail in the section of this staff report regarding variations to standards. Findings from that 
discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the above criterion. Staff find 
the requested variation to be warranted and find that compensating benefits will be 
provided by the variation. This criterion has been addressed. 

d. Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone Special Provisions - Parking in the Neighborhood 
Center (NC) Zone shall comply with the following additional standards: 

1. Off-street parking shall be located behind new buildings and building 
expansions for buildings constructed after adoption of this Code; 

2. Exceptions to this standard for new buildings may be requested only in 
association with a Planned Development application in accordance with 
Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development; 

3. Exceptions to this standard for expansion of a building in existence prior to 
December 31,2006, may allow parking on the side of a building to the extent 
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that required parking cannot be located to the rear due to other requirements 
of this Code or unusual site constraints, identified in Section 4.10.70.04.a 
above, and provided that the parking at the side of the building does not 
exceed 20 percent of the total minimum parking for the building. 

4. On-street parking along the property's frontage may count toward minimum 
parking requirements in the Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone. 

These standards are not applicable to the subject application. 

e. Drive-through Facilities 

1. Internal driveways are prohibited between buildings and streets to which the 
building entrances are oriented, except for carwashes and fuel sales pursuant 
to "3," below. Examples of correct and incorrect locations of these facilities 
are shown on the next page in Figure 4.10-21 - Drive-through Facilities. 

2. Drive-through Facilities Usesare prohibited in the Minor Neighborhood Center 
(NC) Zone. In other commercial zones, Drive-through Facilities are allowed 
provided "I," above is met. Pedestrian areas shall be buffered from drive- 
through vehicles in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, I, 
Screening, and Lighting. m 

I - - 
3. Car Washes and Fuel Sales uses may include internal driveways, drive aisles, 5; 

accessways, and queuing lanes between a building that meets setback c 
requirements and the street to which the building's entrances are oriented, 
subject to the following standards: c 

0 
m 
CI 

a) Pedestrian areas shall be buffered from drive-through vehicles in 3 
accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and 
Lighting; 

b) A minimum eight-ft.-wide landscape buffer shall be provided between 
the vehicular circulation areas of the use and any sidewalk within the 
public street rights-of-way; and 

C) When building entrances are separated from sidewalks by drive- 
through facilities, contrasting paving materials shall be required to 
ensure safe, direct, and convenient crossings. In addition, raised 
elevation warning signs andlor landscaping screens are encouraged 
to enhance safe, direct, and convenient crossings and to further buffer 
pedestrian areas from Drive-through Facilities. 

These standards are not applicable to the subject application. 

4.10.70.05 - Standards and Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 

a. Pedestrian Amenities Standards 

1. Weather Protection - Where new commercial and civic development is 
constructed immediately adjacent to (abutting) street sidewalks or pedestrian 
plazas, a minimum six-ft.-wide, weather-protected area, protected by such 
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elements as awnings or canopies, shall be provided and maintained along at 
least 60 percent of any building wall immediately adjacent to the sidewalks 
andlor pedestrian plazas. An additional requirement shall include a minimum 
eight-ft. vertical clearance between the sidewalk and the lowest portion of the 
weather protection. This vertical clearance shall be nine ft. for balconies. 
These requirements are shown below in Figure 4.10-22 -Weather Protection. 

Weather protection by canopy or awning is proposed along 86% of the Western Boulevard 
frontage for the project, in compliance with the above standard. The vertical clearance 
requirement is met. This criterion is met. 

2. Pedestrian Amenity Requirements - All new development and substantial 
improvements shall provide pedestrian amenities as defined by this Section. 
The number of pedestrian amenities provided shall comply with the following 
sliding scale: 

Size of Structure or Substantial Number of 
Improvement Amenities 

c 5,000 sq. ft. 1 

5,001 - 10,000 sq. ft. 2 

3 
a0 

10,001 - 50,000 sq. ft. rn 
I 

> 50,000 sq. ft. 4 - - - 
CI 
s 

3. Acceptable Pedestrian Amenities - Acceptable pedestrian amenities include E the items listed below, some of which are shown in Figure 4.10-23 -Pedestrian 
Amenities: o a 

.l.J 

a) Sidewalks with ornamental treatments, such as brick pavers, or 3 
sidewalks 50 percent wider than required by this Code; 

b) Sidewalk planters with benches and public outdoor seating; 

c) Significant public art, such as sculpture, fountain, clock, mural, etc.; 

d) Mini parks or plazas that providea minimum usable area of 300 sq. ft.); 
and 

e) Street trees of a caliper 50 percent wider than required by this Code. 
This approach may include preservation of healthy mature trees 
adjacent to the street sidewalk. 

4. Accessibility of Pedestrian Amenities - Pedestrian amenities shall be visible 
and accessible to the general public from an improved street. Access to mini 
parks, plazas, and sidewalks shall be provided via a public right-of-way or a 
public access easement. 

Because the commercial portion of the proposed development is 5,548 square feet, two 
pedestrian amenities are required, per the above standard. The proposed design 
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incorporates at least two of the listed pedestrian amenities, including a sidewalk 50 percent 
wider than the Code requires (Code requires 5 foot width, 15 foot width is proposed) and 
street trees with a caliper size 50 percent greater than required by the Code (2.25 inches 
instead of 1.5 inches). Additionally, the applicant proposes to locate a sculpture or 
hardscape landscape feature in the northwest corner of the site. A condition of approval 
is recommended to ensure that larger than typical street trees are specified on approved 
landscape plans (Condition 2). All proposed amenities will be visible and accessible from 
Western Boulevard. As conditioned, this standard is met. 

b. Design Standards and Design Variety Menus 

1. Encroachments - Special architectural features, such as bay windows, 
decorative roofs, and entry features may, with City Council approval, project 
up to three ft, into public rights-of-way, provided that they are not less than 
nine ft. above the sidewalk. Trellises, canopies and fabric awnings may project 
6.5 ft. into setbacks and public rights-of-way, provided that they are not less 
than eight ft. above the sidewalk. No such improvements shall encroach into 
alley rights-of-way. 

Because the building will be set back from the edge of the right-of-way by 7 feet to 
accommodate a utility easement, there will be no overhanging encroachment from the 
building over the public right-of-way. 

2. Loadin~/Service Facilities - Loading and service areas such as trash 
enclosures shall be located to minimize conflicts with public pedestrian areas; I - 
screened in accordancewith Chapter 4.2 -Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, = 
and Lighting; designed to provide convenient access fortrucks; and designed = 
to minimize noise and other impacts with adjoining uses. Service areas shall E be located to the back or sides of buildings, or in alleys where available. 
Loading dock doors are encouraged to be placed in recessed areas or $ 
between buildings to minimize impacts to the pedestrian and human-scale - 
aspects of the development. 2 

This standard is met. The trash enclosure will be located and screened according to 
applicable requirements, as discussed previously. Each commercial space will be served 
by a loading area accessed through roll-up doors at the rear of each unit. 

3. Roof-mounted Equipment - Roof-mounted equipment, such as heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning equipment, shall be screened. Screening 
features shall be at least equal in height to the equipment, compatible with 
roof lines, and constructed of materials used in the building's exterior 
construction. Screening features include such elements as a parapet, wall, or 
other sight-blocking feature, etc. The roof-mounted equipment shall be 
painted to match the roof. 

This standard is met, as discussed previously in this staff report. 

4. Sign Standards 

a) Pole-mounted, freestanding signs are prohibited in Neighborhood 
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Center (NC) Zones. 

b) Blade signs placed under awnings are allowed along Shopping 
Streets. 

C) Remaining sign provisions are in accordance with Chapter 4.7 -Sign 
Regulations. 

No signage is proposed with this Planned Development proposal. All future signage for 
the site shall be in compliance with the applicable signage requirements of Chapter 4.7 of 
the Land Development Code. 

5. Liahtina Standards - Lighting shall be provided consistent with the lighting 
provisions in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

Lighting is discussed later in the Lighting section of this staff report. Findings from that 
discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the above criterion. As 
conditioned (Condition 3), this standard is met. 

6. Windows -The provisions in this Section shall apply to placement and type of 
windows. Figure 4.10-24 -Windows and Glass Doors on Street-facing Facades 
is provided for context. 

a) Ground Floor Windows and Doors - Except for the Neighborhood o 
Center (NC) Zone, which is addressed in "c," below, a minimum of 60 d 

I 

percent of the length and 25 percent of the first 12 ft. in height from the 
adjacent grade of any street-facing facade shall contain windows 
andlor glass doors. An exception may be granted if the 
expansionlenlargement is for space neither adjacent to a street nor 

C open to customers or the public. Additional requirements forwindows 0 
shall include the following: .cI 03 

2 
1) Ground floor windows shall be framed by bulkheads, piers, 

and sills such as are used in a recessed window, where 
applicable. Ground floor windows shall also have a Top 
Treatment such as a hood, awning, or a storefront cornice 
separating the ground floor from the second story. 
Alternatively, all ground floor windows shall provide a 
minimum three-in.-wide trim or recession. The Base 
Treatment standards under Section 4.10.70.05.b.7.d, below, 
and the Top Treatment standards under Section 
4.10.70.05.b.7.e, below, shall be used as a guide for providing 
bulkheads and cornices that meet this standard. 

2) Window Type - Ground floor windows used to comply with 
"a," above, shall meet all of the following standards: 

a. Opacity of greater than 60 percent prohibited for any 
required window; and 

b. Ground floor windows shall allow views from adjacent 
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sidewalks into working areas or lobbies, pedestrian 
entrances, or dispiay windows set into the wail. 
Display cases attached to the outside wall do not 
qualify. The bottom of windows shall be no more than 
four ft. above the adjacent exterior grade. 

The proposed ground floor windows will comprise 71 percent of the lineal frontage of the 
north facade of the building. Ground floor windows will have a 3-inch minimum width frame 
or recess and all have a canopy above that will provide the required Top Treatment. A 
condition of approval is recommended to ensure that ground floor windows continue to 
allow views from the adjacent sidewalk into the working area or lobby space (Condition 
5). As conditioned, this standard is met. 

b) Windows on Commercial Stories above Ground Floor - Each facade on 
commercial stories above the ground floor and that faces a street or 
other area accessible to the public shall include at least 20 percent 
window coverage. 

Windows on the north facade of the mezzanine level of the commercial units within the 
development constitute approximately 42% of the square footage of the mezzanit.re-ievei 
facade area. Windows on the south facade of the mezzanine level constitute 
approximately 22% of the mezzanine-level facade area. This area faces the parking lot 
to the south of the building. Windows on the west side of the building, which faces the 
walkway connecting the sidewalk to the parking lot, constitute 11 O/O of the mezzanine-level 
facade area. A condition of approval is recommended to add additional window area to 
the west facade of the building to allow compliance with the 20% window coverage - 
standard for that facade (Condition 6). The east side of the building does not directly face = 

.c, 

an area that is accessible to the public, and therefore, the above criterion does not apply c 
to that facade. As conditioned, this criterion is met. E 

r - 
0 

c f Neighborhood Center Special Window Provisions - For building walls $ 
facing Shopping Streets, windows andlor glass doors shall be 7 
provided on a minimum of 75 percent of the building wall length and 
50 percent of the first 12 ft. in the building wall height from the 
adjacent grade. Public art, mini parks, andlor plazas, as defined in 
Section 4.10.70.05.a.3 may substitute for up to 50 percent of the 
required window area if construction is of permanently fixed, durable 
materials. 

Not applicable. 

7. Design Varietv Menu - Each structure shall incorporate a minimum of three of 
the following five 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. 

a) Building Walls - Building walls in excess of 30 ft. in length shall not 
exceed a heightlwidth ratio of 1 :3 without a change in height of at least 
four ft., as addressed below in Figures 
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4.10-25A through C - Building Walls. 

The proposed building does not exceed the heightlwidth ratio of 1 :3. The building is 88 
feet wide and 45 feet tall at its highest point. Although this ratio (45188 = approximately 
51%) is greater than 113, the intent of the provision is clearly shown in LDC Figures 4.10- 
25A and 4.1 0-25B. Per these illustrations, a ratio of approximately 1 :2, as is the case here, 
complies with the standard. Therefore, there is no required height change element perthis 
standard. 

b) Maximum Wall Segments -Al l  building wall segments on all sides of 
buildings visible from public areas or adjacent uses shall be a 
maximum of 30 ft. in length. Building wall segments shall be 
distinguished by architectural features including at least one of the 
following: columns, reveals, ribs or pilasters, piers, recesses, or 
extensions. The segment length may be increased to a maximum of 60 
ft. if the segment contains integral planters, public art, or permanent 
seating such as a seating wall, that conform to the accessibility 
standards in Section 4.10.70.05.a.4. 

The fscade which faces public areas is the ncrth facade, a!ong Western Eoulevard. This 
facade is approximately 88-feet wide. This facade is punctuated by recesses and 
extensions, including recessed decks, at a frequency greater than every 30 feet. Similarly, 
the west, east, and south facades are also punctuated by architectural features such as 
columns and contrasting exterior materials at a frequency greater than every 30 feet. This 
standard is met. - - - 

.c1 
e 

C) Entrances - Primary building entrances shall be clearly defined by E" recess or projection, and shall be framed by a sheltering element such 
I: 

as an awning, overhang, arcade, or portico. o 
(rJ 

Primary building entrances are recessed and covered by an awning. This standard is met. 3 

d) Base Treatments - A recognizable Base Treatment consisting of at 
least one of the following: 

1) Thicker walls, such as a bulkhead, ledges, or sills as viewed 
from the exterior of the building; 

2) Integrally textured materials such as stone, stucco, or other 
masonry; 

3) Integrally colored and patterned materials such as smooth- 
finished stone or tile; 

4) Lighter or darker colored materials, Mullions, or panels; 

5) Detailing such as scoring, ribbing, moldings, or 
ornamentation; or 

6) Planters integral to the building. 
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The front and side elevations of the building (the publicly-oriented facades) contain a 
masonry base treatment in compliance with this standard. 

e) Top Treatments - A recognizable Top Treatment consisting of at least 
one of the following: 

1) Cornice treatments, other than colored stripes or bands that 
are integral to the building design. Materials such as stone, 
masonry, brick, wood, galvanized and painted metal, or other 
colored materials shall be used; 

2) Sloping roof (4:12 or greater) with overhangs. Overhangs may 
be boxed with moldings such as Modillions, Dentils, or other 
moldings, as applicable; or contain brackets; or 

3) Stepped parapets. 

The top of the building is provided with a decorative cornice treatment along all sides of the 
building. Additionally, the front and sides of the building contain stepped parapets. This 
criterion is met. 

Conclusion 
CY) e 

As conditioned above, the commercial portion of the proposed development will comply _L - 
with all applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards (PODS). - 

+I 
C 

E 
I= 

Section 2.5.40.04 - COMPLIANCE WITH PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMPATIBILITY g 
FACTORS +I 3 

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,"beIow: 

a. Compatibility Factors - 
1. COMPENSATING BENEFITS FOR THE VARIATIONS BEING REQUESTED: 

The applicant has requested a number of variations from standards. Following is a 
discussion of each requested variation and analysis of the compensating benefits provided. 

Driveway Access Width 

Related Comprehensive Plan Policy: 
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9.2.4 Neighborhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. Neighborhood development patterns 
shall give priority consideration to pedestrian-based uses, scales and experiences in 
determining the orientation, layout, and interaction of private and public areas. 

The City's Off-Street Parking and Access Standards require two-way commercial access 
drives to be 24 feet wide. The applicant has requested to narrow the width of a portion of 
the commercial access drive serving the development to 20 feet. This would occur only 
on the portion of the site between the proposed building and the railroad tracks. No 
parking spaces are directly accessed from this location and it would not effect the width of 
the commercial approach area where the access drive meets Western Boulevard, which 
would be 24 feet wide. The applicant states that the narrower access way width improves 
the opportunity to efficiently use an irregularly shaped property that is permanently 
constrained by existing street accesses and surrounding railroad tracks. Staff note that a 
number of the requested Code variations relate to requirements along the northern 
boundary of the site, which contains the only access and street frontage available to serve 
the development site. As discussed in this section of the staff report, variations to building 
frontage, vehicle access drive width, landscape buffering, and minimum sidewalk width are 
necessary to approve the proposed development plan. 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. Complete compliance with the 
building frontage requirement would seem to necessitate reductions in pedestrian and 
vehicle access width requirements and landscape buffer requirements, for example. 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. Comprehensive Plan Policy 9.2.4 helps to clarify that pedestrian- 
based "uses, scales, and experiences" should receive a high priority in the design of - I 
development projects. In response to this, the proposed development plan requests to = 

.w 
reduce the width of the sidewalk connecting the parking lot with the front doors of the c 
commercial uses by only six inches on a limited "bottleneck" area of the site. In the same 
area, the applicant requests to narrow the vehicle access drive to 20 feet, which will 5 
maintain functionality and which may help to reduce traffic speeds in this area because of 3 
the more limited width available for vehicular maneuvering. Narrowing the access drive 3 
below a 20 foot width would impair the ability to support two way vehicle traffic. Based on 
this analysis, Staff find that allowing a narrower access drive width, as proposed, is 
warranted, supports a functional and safe pedestrian connection on the site, and will not 
impair the functionality of the proposed parking area. 

Minimum Sidewalk Width 

LDC Section 4.10.70.03.a.2 requires sidewalks along building walls to be no less than 5 
feet wide. The applicant has requested to vary this standard for the area at the southwest 
corner of the proposed building, where the need to accommodate the railroad easement, 
a commercial access drive, a pedestrian connection, and building frontage requirements 
results in a narrow space between the railroad line and the proposed building. The 
applicant requests to narrow the sidewalk in this area to 4 ft., 6 inches. This width 
complies with accessibility requirements and allows accommodation of a vehicular access 
drive and pedestrian connection in a narrow, constrained area. Staff note that nearly all 
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of the requested variations for this project result from requirements that apply to the site's 
frontage along Western Boulevard. These requirements include landscape buffering 
between the residential units and adjacent industrial zone, building frontage requirements 
from the residential Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards, access drive width 
requirements from the City's Off-Street Parking and Access Standards, and the subject 
sidewalk width requirement from the commercial Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. 
Based on this analysis, Staff support a slight reduction to the required pedestrian access 
width in this location. 

Fencinq and Landscape Screening to Buffer Industrial Neiqhbor 

Related Comprehensive Plan Policies: 

3.2.3 The City shall address compatibility conflicts through design and other transitional 
elements, as well as landscaping, building separation, and buffering. 

3.2.4 In the case of compatibility conflicts, requirements will be imposed on both sides of 
a given property line, in the following manner: 

A. Where both lots are undeveloped, each will be required to provide transitional 
elements when it develops. 

B. The development in the more intensive development district shall provide the 
bulk of the transitional elements but shall not be required to provide the full 
amount unless the property in the less intensive district is already developed. 

Section 3.20.50.09.b of the 1993 Land Development Code, as amended, requires fencing 
and a 20-foot-wide landscape screen in the MUC Zoning District, when residential uses are 
introduced adjacent to an Industrial Zoning District. The Zoning District immediately to the 
east of the development site is General Industrial, so this standard would apply between 
the residential units within the new building and the adjacent property to the east, which 
contains the railroad line. The applicant requests to reduce the width of the required 
landscape screen from 20 feet to 9 feet in this area. The applicant proposes to provide a 
6-foot-tall fence along the property line in this area, as well as intensive landscaping in the 
buffer area. Additionally, the applicant proposes to upgrade the sound isolation quality of 
the exterior wall adjacent to the industrial land by including the following acoustic 
construction details: acoustical sealant at joints, staggered studs at exteriorwall on a single 
plate, interior steel hat channels over studs with a double layer of interior sheet rock, and 
triple pane glazing for the windows that face the railroad tracks. The applicant states that 
the requested variation improves the opportunity to efficiently use an irregularly shaped 
piece of land that is permanently constrained by regular, but intermittent, use by train 
traffic. Staff note that construction of the full 20-foot buffer bordering the railroad line would 
not significantly reduce the noise impacts from the adjacent railroad line, which are 
anticipated to be the most significant compatibility impacts between the new residential 
units and the existing railroad line. Staff also note that a reduction to the landscaped buffer 
width allows a higher degree of compliance with building frontage and vehicular and 
pedestrian access width requirements elsewhere along the site's frontage on Western 
Boulevard. Utilization of improved acoustical buffering within the residential units, as 
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proposed, will provide a compensating benefit to offset the reduced width of the landscape 
buffer. For these reasons, Staff find that the requested variation is warranted and the 
proposed compensating benefits are acceptable. A condition of approval is recommended 
to ensure that the proposed acoustic construction details are incorporated into the design 
of the new building (Condition 7). 

Access to Arterial Street Standard 

Related Comprehensive Plan Policies: 

11.3.2 Circumferential routing of major streets with controlled access and adequate setbacks 
shall be developed to facilitate the movement of through traffic. 

11.3.11 Private driveway access shall be limited on all existing and future arterial streets to 
reduce interference, improve safety, and preserve traffic capacity. New residential 
driveways shall not directly access arterial streets where alternate access can be 
developed. At the time of development or redevelopment, opportunities to restrict or 
combine access points along arterials should be pursued. 

Typically, access to arterial streets should be !imited to locations 150 feet from existing 
intersections, per LDC 4.1.40.a(2). However, if that standard were followed, the subject 
site would not be developable. The proposed access point for the development is 
optimally located to minimize conflicts with adjacent vehicle and railway intersections. 

v Additionally, Consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policies 11.3.2 and 11.3.1 1, the , 
proposed development will eliminate the two existing curb cuts on the subject property and 
will create one access for the site at a more optimal location. Staff find that approval of this 
variation is warranted. Compensating benefits are provision of safer access to the site 
than is currently available and the elimination of one of the two existing access points. c 

0 

Tree Plantinq Area 

Related Comprehensive Plan Policv: 

5.3.1 To increase the aesthetic qualities of the community and enjoy the engineering and 
ecological benefits of trees, the City shall require developers to plant appropriate 
numbers and varieties of trees with alf new development. Such standards shall be 
maintained in the Land Development Code. 

The applicant requests that the required area for parking lot and buffer trees, as stipulated 
in LDC 4.2.30.b, be reduced from 10 feet to 5 feet. To compensate for this, the applicant 
proposes using special planting techniques to better assure the health of the parking lot 
and buffer trees. Staff concur that the limited site area makes provision of large landscape 
planter beds difficult in all necessary locations on this site. A condition of approval is 
recommended to ensure that special planting techniques are specified on landscape plans 
and utilized in development to ensure the health of parking lot and buffer trees (Condition 
2). Staff also note that variation to a Land Development Code standard is not required in 
this instance, as LDC 4.2.30.b.1 clearly allows trees to be planted within five feet of 
permanent hard surface paving if "special planting techniques and specifications are used 
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and particular species of trees are planted ...." Condition 2 will address these requirements 
and a variation to this standard is not necessary. 

In addition to the variations requested by the applicant, the following variations, necessary 
to approve the proposed development, have been identified by Staff: 

Percentaqe of Frontaqe 

Related Com~rehensive Plan Policv: 

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 b 

located close to the focus of essential services and transit. 
-4. 
I - - - 

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 

r 
0 

D. Neighborhood development provides for compatible building transitions in a 
terms of scale, mass, and orientation. 2 

E. Neighborhoods have a mix of densities, lot sizes, and housing types. 

F. Neighborhoods have an interconnecting street network with small blocks to 
help disperse traffic and provide convenient and direct routes for pedestrians 
and cyclists. In neighborhoods where full street connections cannot be made, 
access and connectivity are provided with pedestrian and bicycle ways. 
These pedestrian and bicycle ways have the same considerations as public 
streets, including building orientation, security-enhancing design, enclosure, 
and street trees. 

G. Neighborhoods have a layout that makes it easy for people to understand 
where they are and how to get to where they want to go. Public, civic, and 
cultural buildings are prominently sited. The street pattern is roughly 
rectilinear. The use and enhancement of views and natural features reinforces 
the neighborhood connection to the immediate and larger landscape. 

H. Neighborhoods have buildings (residential, commercial, and institutional) that 
are close to the street, with their main entrances oriented to the public areas. 
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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. 

Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards (P0DS)forattached townhome residential building 
types require, for sites with more than 100 feet of street frontage, at least 50 percent of the 
site's frontage to be occupied by buildings within the maximum setback area. The site has oo 

'3 approximately21 3feet offrontage on Western Boulevard. According to the POD standard, , 
the required amount of building frontage required within the 20 foot maximum setbackarea E 
would be approximately 107 feet. However, because of the triangular shape of the site and 
the fact that the railway easement covering Tax Lot 16001 precludes the construction of 
buildings in that area, the limitations on the location of structures on the property reduce 5 
the buildable portion of the property's frontage along Western Boulevard to approximately nr 
170 feet. The proposed building will provide 88 feet of building frontage within the 2 
maximum setback area. This constitutes approximately 52% of the developable frontage 
of the site, but only 41% of the total site frontage. Because of the existence of the 
unbuildable area within the railroad easement on the property, the constraints on 
development within the tapering, triangular western portion of the lot, and the necessity of 
accommodating landscape buffer area and vehicular and pedestrian connections along the 
site's northern frontage, Staff support a variation to the building frontage standard. Staff 
note that the full implementation of requirements along the northern portion of the property, 
such as the MUC setback, access drive width, and sidewalk width would further reduce the 
percentage of frontage provided by the building. The proposed design represents a 
balance of elements that will allow for a functional site design containing all necessary 
elements, including desired parking location, building frontage, landscape buffering, and 
vehicular and pedestrian access. For these reasons, Staff support a variation to the 
building frontage requirement. 

Street Frontage Requirements 

As discussed in the Subdivision portion of this staff report, the proposed Lots within the 
development do not meet the 25 foot street frontage requirement, as required by LDC 
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4.4.20.03.b. This is because access to each lot has been consolidated into one location 
along Western Boulevard, consistent with the City's desire to minimize access points on 
arterial streets, especially in areas with multiple intersections, such as this one. To 
accommodate access to the proposed development, the applicant has proposed creating 
a common tract to be utilized and maintained by the homeowners association (HOA) for 
the four new lots on the site. The HOA will maintain the parking lot on the site to benefit 
residents, patrons, and guests for the four lots. Because access to the four lots will be 
managed in this way, it is not necessary to ensure that each lot has 25 feet of street 
frontage. The lots are configured as they are to correspond exactly to the size of the 
building units to be located on them. The required 25 feet of lot frontage is not necessary 
to serve any other purpose, other than to provide adequate width for street access. For 
these reasons, and to encourage flexibility in the implementation of this innovative mixed 
use development concept, it is recommended that the street frontage requirements for the 
four lots be relaxed. 

Conclusion 

Staff find that acceptable compensating benefits will be provided to compensate for the 
requested variations to standards. 

2. BASIC SITE DESIGN (THE ORGANIZATION OF USES ON A SITE AND THE 
USES' RELATIONSHIPS TO NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES); Q, w 

I - 
Given the constraints of a development site that is surrounded on three sides by railroad = 

.+a 
lines and limited to access from an arterial street, the proposed site design complies with r 
required site design elements such as building orientation and parking location while 
allowing for mixed use development that will be compatible with adjacent development. 5 m 

3. VISUAL ELEMENTS (SCALE, STRUCTURAL DESIGN AND FORM, MATERIALS, 2 
ETC.); 

As noted and conditioned in the discussion of compliance with Mixed Use Commercial 
District standards and Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards in this staff report, the 
proposed development will comply with nearly all applicable requirements. Where 
variations to standards have been requested, these variations are warranted and adequate 
compensating benefits will be provided. The proposed building design will be taller than 
other development in the area, but is within the 45-foot height limit in the MUC District. The 
separation of the building from any nearby development will ensure that the height and 
scale of the structure are not incompatible with adjacent development. The privacy of 
nearby residential development will not be compromised by the proposed building, due to 
the physical distance separating the proposed building from existing residences in the 
area. 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. 
It should be noted that most residential development within the immediate area is at least 
two stories in height. 

Although adjacent to the Avery-Helms Historic District, the proposed development is not 
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within the District and is therefore not subject to historic review. However, the building has 
been thoughtfully designed, and although it will not mimic the design of any adjacent 
buildings, it is anticipated to visually complement the area. 

4. NOISE ATTENUATION; 

5. ODORS AND EMISSIONS; 

No unusual noise, odors, or emissions are anticipated from the proposed development. 
The proposed development will be compatible with adjacent development in regards to 
noise, odors, and emissions. 

In regards to noise attenuation within the proposed building to buffer noise from the 
adjacent railroad tracks, the applicant proposes to upgrade the sound isolation quality of 
the exterior wall on the eastern side of the building (immediately adjacent to the main 
railroad line) by including the following acoustic construction details: acoustical sealant at 
joints, staggered studs at exterior wall on a single plate, interior steel hat channels over 
studs with a double layer of interior sheet rock, and triple pane glazing for the windows that 
face the railroad tracks. Condition 7 will ensure that these construction elements are 
incorporated into the construction of the building to mitigate noise impacts from the 
adjacent rail yard on residents of the proposed building. 

6. LIGHTING; 

The applicant has proposed to install three new historic-style street lamps along the site's 
frontage on the south side of Western Boulevard. However, existing street lights on the 
north side of Western Boulevard already provide adequate light for Western Boulevard. 
Because the City does not wish to take on the maintenance responsibility and energy costs 
for three unnecessary street lights, it is recommended that the proposed street lights not 
be installed. If the applicant wishes to install street lights on the subject property, to be 
maintained by the owner, such lighting would be allowable. (See also the discussion of 
lighting in the Public Facilities section of this staff report) However, this lighting, and all 
other on-site lighting should be subject to a condition of approval to ensure that new 
exterior lighting on the site is full-cut-off shielded and will not project glare onto adjacent 
properties (Condition 3). As conditioned, this criterion is met. 

7. SIGNAGE; 

No signage is proposed for the subject site at this time. Any future signage on the site will 
be subject to applicable Sign Code requirements that will ensure that on-site signage does 
not create compatibility conflicts. 

8. LANDSCAPING FOR BUFFERING AND SCREENING; 

Required landscaping for the site includes street trees along Western Boulevard, required 
buffering between the MUC site and adjacent General Industrial land, and required parking 
lot trees and landscape buffering. There are no existing significant trees on the site. 

Western Station (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) Page 50 of 80 



Applicable Land Development Code Requirements: 

Section 4.2.30 - REQUIRED TREE PLANTINGS AND MAINTENANCE 

a. Tree Plantings - 

Tree plantings in accordance with this Section are required for all landscape areas, 
including but not limited to parking lots for four or more cars, public street frontages, 
private streets, multi-use paths, sidewalks that are not located along streets, alleys, 
and along private drives more than 150 ft. long. 

1. Street Trees - 

a) Along streets, trees shall be planted in designated landscape parkway 
areas or within areas specified in a City-adopted street tree plan. 
Where there is no designated landscape parkway area, street trees 
shall be planted in yard areas adjacent to the street, except as allowed 
elsewhere by "d," below; 

b) Along all streets with planting strips in excess of six ft. wide and 
where power lines are located underground, a minimum of 80 percent 
of the street trees shall be large canopy trees; 

C) Planting strips on Local Connector and Local Streets shall be planted 
with medium canopy trees; and v1 

I - - 
d) If planting strips are not provided on Arterial, Collector, and 'I; 

Neighborhood Collector Streets, an equivalent number of the required S 
a large and required medium canopy trees shall be provided in other E 

locations within common open space tracts on the site, or within the c: 
front yard setback areas of the parcels and lots adjacent to the street. 0 

a 
Such plantings in-lieu-of street trees shall be in addition to the 
mitigation trees required in Section 4.12.60; 2 

2. Along alleys, trees shall be planted on the sides of the alleys at a minimum of 
one tree per lot; and the trees shall be located within 10 ft. of the alley; 

3. Along sidewalks and multi-use paths not located along streets, a minimum five 
ft.-wide landscaping buffer is required on either side of the facility. Examples 
of sidewalks and multi-use paths not located along streets include pedestrian 
and bicycle connections between Cul-de-sacs or between residential areas 
and neighborhood centers, etc. Within these buffers, trees shall be planted 
at least every 30 ft., or as determined by the type of tree used. See Table 4.2-1 
- Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees; 

4. Conditions of Approval for individual development projects may require 
additional tree plantings to mitigate removal of other trees, or as part of 
landscape buffering or screening efforts; 

5. The distance between required trees shall be determined by the type of tree 
used. See Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees; and 
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6. Trees in parking areas shall be dispersed throughout the lot to provide a 
canopy for shade and visual relief. 

Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees 

Medium-canopy trees: - Maximum 30 ft. on-center 
trees that normally reach spacing 
30-50 ft. in height within 
30 years 

Large-canopy trees: - Maximum 50 ft. on-center 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. spacing 
in height within 30 years, but 
exceed 50 ft. in height at maturity 

Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees 

Medium-canopy trees: - Minimum one tree per eight cars 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. 
in height within 30 years 

Large-canopy trees: - Minimum one tree per 12 cars 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. 
in height within 30 years, but 
exceed 50 ft. in height at maturity 

(V 
The proposed street trees comply with the 30-foot spacing requirement above. Despite the u;, 
size of the 12-foot wide planter strip in this location, large canopy trees should not be = - 
planted along the south side of Western Boulevard because of the presence of overhead 
utility lines in this area. A condition of approval is recommended to ensure that the E selected street trees will not conflict with overhead utility lines or interfere with vision 
clearance requirements near the intersection of Western Boulevard and the Southern 2 
Pacific railway (Condition 2). 2 

b. Areas Where Trees May Not be Planted - 
1. Trees may not be planted within five ft. of permanent hard surface paving or 

walkways, unless special planting techniques and specifications are used and 
particular species of trees are planted, as outlined in Section 4.2.40.c or approved by 
the Director. These limitations apply most frequently in areas such as landscape 
parkways, pedestrian walkways, and plaza areas, where there may be tree grates. 

2. Unless approved otherwise by the City Engineer, trees may not be planted: 

a) Within 10 ft, of fire hydrants and utility poles; 

b) Within 20 ft. of street light standards; 

C) Within five ft. from an existing curb face, except where required for street 
trees; 

d) Within 10 ft. of a public sanitary sewer, storm drainage, or water line; or 

e) Where the Director determines the trees may be a hazard to the public interest 
or general welfare. 
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The applicant has requested to vary from the required ten foot width of tree planting areas 
because the configuration of the site makes it difficult to accommodate a vehicle parking 
area of adequate size and tree planters in required sizes. The applicant proposes to use 
special planting techniques to ensure that parking lot and buffer trees without the full ten 
foot planter width will be able to grow and thrive. A condition of approval is recommended 
to ensure that these special planting techniques are utilized (Condition 2). 

Section 4.2.40 - BUFFER PLANTINGS 

Buffer pfantings are used to reduce apparent building scale, provide a transition between 
contrasting architectural styles, and generally mitigate incompatible or undesirable views. 
They are used to soften rather than block viewing. Where required, a mix of plant materials 
shall be used to achieve the desired buffering effect. At minimum, this mix shall consist of 
trees, shrubs, and ground cover, and may also consist of existing vegetation, such as natural 
areas that will be preserved. 

At minimum, buffering is required in areas identified through Conditions of Approval, in areas 
required by other provisions within this Code, and in Through Lot areas, and as required 
below. 

Parking, Loading, and Vehicle Maneuvering Areas - 
a. Buffering is required for parking areas containing four or more spaces, loading areas, 

and vehicle maneuvering areas. Boundary plantings shall be used to buffer these 
uses from adjacent properties and the public right-of-way. A minimum five-ft.-wide 
perimeter landscaping buffer shall be provided around parking areas; and a minimum 
10 ft.-wide perimeter landscaping buffer shall be provided around trees. Additionally, 
where parking abuts this perimeter landscape buffer, either parking stops shall be 
used or planters shall be increased in width by 2.5 ft. On-site plantings shall be used 
between parking bays, as well as between parking bays and vehicle maneuvering 
areas. Low-lying ground cover and shrubs, balanced with vertical shrubs and trees, 
shall be used to buffer the view of these facilities. 

Decorative walls and fences may be used in conjunction with pfantings, but may not 
be used alone to comply with buffering requirements. 

b. In addition to any pedestrian refuge areas, each landscaped island within and around 
parking lot areas shall - 
1. Include one or more shade canopy trees; 

2. Be a minimum length of eight ft. at its smallest dimension; 

3. Include at least 80 sq. ft. of ground area per tree to allow for root aeration; and 

4. Include raised concrete curbs around the perimeter. 

To ensure compliance with the above standards, as well as with the requirements of LDC 
4.2.20, a condition of approval is recommended to require detailed landscape plans to be 
submitted for review and approval by the Development Services Manager (Condition 2). 
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Conclusion 

As conditioned, the proposed development will comply with all applicable landscaping 
requirements. 

9. TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES; 

Phis topic is discussed in detail in the Circulation portion of this staff report. Findings and 
conclusions from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings and conclusions 
under the above criterion. 

10. TRAFFIC AND OFF-SITE PARKING IMPACTS; 

Traffic 

As noted above, the applicant conducted a trip generation study for the commercial and 
residential portions of the development. The trip generation study found that the proposed 
mixed use development would generate 23 PM peak hour trips per day. The City of 
Corvallis typically defines an impact as 30 or more peak hour trips to a single intersection. 
Because the caicuiated peak hour trip total is iower than the City's threshold, no further 
analysis is required. It is determined that the proposed development will not generate a 
significant impact upon the adjacent transportation system. 8 

I - - - 
Off-Site Parkinq l mpacts iC, 

C 
dl 

Applicable Land Development Code Criteria: E 
L: 
0 
m 

Section 3.20.30 - PERMITTED USES IN THE MIXED USE COMMERCIAL ZONE (1993 Land iC, 

Development Code, as amended) 3 

3.20.30.01 - General Development 

a. Primary Uses Permitted Outright: 

3. Commercial Use Types: 
c Animal Sales and Services (small animals): 

Grooming 
Veterinary 

C Building Maintenance Services (no outdoor storage) 
t Business Equipment Sales and Services 
c Business Support Services 
t Communication Services 
b Construction Sales and Service (no outdoor storage) 
t Convenience Sales and Personal Services 
C Day Care Facilities 
C Eating and Drinking Establishments - sit down 
C Family Day Care 
+ Financial, insurance, and Real Estate Services 
t Food and Beverage Sales 
C Laundry Services 
t Medical Services 
t Personal Services - General 
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C Professional and Administrative Services 
C Repair Services - Consumer 

Research Services 
b Retail Sales - General 
c Transient Habitation - Lodging 
C Commercial uses legally established and developed in conformance 

with the Development District in place on December 7,1998. 

Section 4.1.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS 

g. Mixed Uses -When several Uses occupy a single structure or lot, the total required 
vehicle and bicycle parking shall be the sum of the requirements of individual Uses. 
Exceptions to this provision for shared parking may be considered through the 
Planned Development process outlined in Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development. 

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. 

2. A reduction of up to 10 percent sf required vehicle parking may be obtained 
through the provision of bicycle parking as follows: 

a) For every eight required bicycle parking spaces, required vehicle 
parking may be reduced by one space, up to the maximum of a 10 2 
percent vehicle parking reduction; or I - - - 

b) For every four additional bicycle parking spaces provided over the E 
minimum requirement, required vehicle parking may be reduced by E one space, up to the maximum of a 10 percent vehicle parking 
reduction. Fifty percent of these additional bicycle parking spaces o 
shall be covered, consistent with Section 4.1.70.d.l. a 

.cI 

3 
Additional reductions of vehicle parking spaces may be granted through the 
procedures in Chapter2.12 -Lot Development Option or Chapter2.5 -Planned 
Development. 

Section 4.1.30 - OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Minimum parking requirements for Use Types in all areas of the City, with the exception of the 
Central Business (CB) Zone and the Riverfront (RF) Zone, are described in Sections 4.1.30.a 
through 4.1.30.f. Minimum parking requirements for the Central Business (CB) Zone are 
described in Section 4.1.30.g. 

a. Residential Uses Per Building Type - 
2. Duplex, Attached, and Multi-dwelling - 

a) Vehicles - 
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit 
2) One-bedroom Unit 
3) Two-bedroom Unit 
4) Three-bedroom Unit 
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b) Bicvcles - 
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit Two spaces per unit. 

c. Commercial Use Types (for accompanying office and indoor service areas) - 
Unless noted otherwise, number o f  spaces refers to vehicle parking requirements, and 
the number o f  spaces for bicycle parking shall be 10 percent o f  required vehicle 
parking or  two bicycle spaces, whichever i s  greater. However, where fewer than three 
vehicle spaces are required, then only one bicycle parking space shall be required. 

1. Administrative and Professional Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. 

4. Animal Sales and Services - 
b) Grooming - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

f ) Veterinaw - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

6. Building, Maintenance and Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor 
area. CD 

m 
I 

7. Business Equipment Sales and Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross =: - 
floor area. .W 

s - 

8. Business Support Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. E 
L: 
0 

9. Communication Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. .c, m 

10. Construction Sales and Service -One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 
3 

Convenience Sales and Personal Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

Eating or Drinking Establishments - One space per four fixed seats or stools 
where 24 lineal in. of bench shall be considered one seat, and one space per 
50 sq. ft. of dining or drinking area where there are no fixed seats. 

Financial, Insurance, and Real Estate Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. of 
gross floor area. 

Food and Beverage Retail Sales -One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

Laundry Service - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

Medical Services - One space per 200 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

Repair Services, Consumer - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

Research Services - One space per 300 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 
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25. Retail Sales, General - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

The applicant proposes to allow only those commercial uses within the development that 
have a parking requirement of 1 space per 400 square feet or more. A condition of 
approval is recommended to ensure that this requirement is maintained throughout the life 
of the proposed development (Condition 8). Given this condition, the following table 
illustrates the vehicle parking requirement for the proposed development: 

Proposed Uses 

Four 1,387 square foot 
commercial spaces (5,548 total 
square feet) 

Four 2 - Bedroom Single Family 
Attached Dwellings 

1 space / 400 sq. ft. 14 parking spaces 

I Subtotal Parking Requirement 20 parking spaces I 

4-l 
e 

On April 25,2008, the Community Development Director issued an administrative decision E regarding when parking reductions in LDC Section 4.1.20.q could be applied to c 
0 development proposals (Attachment H). In that administrative decision, the Director 
4-l 

determines the following: 3 

2. If a parcel fronts on a street where parking is allowed on one side of the 
street and Duplex, Attached, or Multi-dwelling development averaging three 
or fewer bedrooms per unit is proposed, one of the 10 percent parking 
reductions described in LDC Section 4.1.20.9 wi// be allowed if the 
associated relevant threshold in that section is met. 

The proposed development qualifies under this criterion to utilize the 10% parking 
reduction stipulated in LDC 4.1.20.q.l because on-street parking is allowed on the north 
side of Western Boulevard, 2-bedroom attached units are proposed, and there is an 
existing transit stop within 300 feet of the development site. 

Given the above analysis, and the requirements of Condition 8, the proposed 
development complies with applicable on-site vehicle parking requirements. 

Table B below illustrates the amount of bicycle parking that is required to serve the 
development: 
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Table 3: Bicycle Parking Requirement for Western Station 

Required bicycle parking for the development is 1.5 spaces per residential unit and two 
spaces for the commercial space within the development. The applicant has shown bicycle 
parking for the residential units within the secure stairwell area on the ground floor that 
serves each residential unit. These bicycles will not need to be locked to a rack and will 
not need to be accessed separately, because they are within a lockable space that serves 
one residential unit. Therefore, these spaces will satisfy the residential bicycle parking 2 
requirement. .4d c 

E Commercial bicycle parking spaces are shown directly in front of each commercial unit, in ~r 
0 the area between the new building and the public sidewalk. The applicant has shown two FJ 

bicycle parking spaces in front of each commercial space, in excess of the LDC 2 
requirement. These spaces comply with dimensional requirements and at least one space 
within each rack will be covered by the continuous awning proposed along the frontage of 
the building. Thus, at least 50% of the proposed bicycle parking spaces will be covered, 
in compliance with LDC 4.1.70.d. 

Conclusion 

The applicant's trip generation study indicates that the proposed development would not 
generate a significant amount of traffic that would require mitigation in the area. Therefore, 
traffic impacts from the development are not anticipated to be significant. As conditioned, 
the proposed vehicle parking will comply with LDC requirements and will adequately serve 
the proposed development. Enhanced bicycle parking will encourage utilization of the 
commercial development by alternative modes of transportation. 

11. UTILITY INFRASTRUCTURE; 

This topic is discussed in detail in the Public Services and Utilities portion of this staff 
report. Findings and conclusions from that discussion are incorporated by reference as 
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findings and conclusions under the above criterion. As conditioned in that discussion, this 
criterion is met. 

12. EFFECTS ON AIR AND WATER QUALITY (NOTE: A DEQ PERMIT IS NOT 
SUFFICIENT TO MEET THIS CRITERION); 

The proposed development will not produce emissions of air or water pollutants that would 
require State or Federal permits. Any water pollutants are mitigated by on-site stormwater 
treatment systems, as discussed further below. Air emissions are monitored by the 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). The DEQ indicates that the City of 
Corvallis airshed is in compliance with all Federal and State air quality regulations. No 
significant air or water quality impacts are expected as a result of this proposed 
development. This criterion is met. 

13. DESIGN EQUAL TO OR IN EXCESS OF THE TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS 
REQUIRED BY THE STANDARDS IN CHAPTER4.10 -PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED 
DESIGN STANDARDS'; AND 

As discussed in the section of this staff report regarding compliance with residential and 
commercial Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards, and as conditioned, the proposed 
development will provide a design equal to or in excess of the PODS standards. Findings 
from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the above criterion. 

14. PRESERVATION AND/OR PROTECTION OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL 
FEATURES, CONSISTENT WlTH CHAPTER 4.2 -LANDSCAPING, BUFFERING, 
SCREENING, AND LIGHTING, CHAPTER 4.5 - NATURAL HAZARD AND 
HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS, CHAPTER4.11 -MINIMUM ASSURED 
DEVELOPMENT AREA (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION 
PROTECTION PROVISIONS, AND CHAPTER 4.1 3 - RIPARIAN CORRIDOR AND 
WETLAND PROVISIONS. STREETS SHALL ALSO BE DESIGNED ALONG 
CONTOURS, AND STRUCTURES SHALL BE DESIGNED TO FIT THE 
TOPOGRAPHY OF THE SITE TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE WlTH THESE CODE 
STANDARDS. 

As noted previously, no significant natural resources or natural hazards are located on the 
subject site. Therefore, this criterion is not applicable. 

b. NATURAL RESOURCES AND NATURAL HAZARDS FACTORS - 
1. ANY PROPOSED VARIATION FROM A STANDARD WITHIN CHAPTER 4.5 - 

NATURAL HAZARD AND HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS, CHAPTER 
4.11 - MINIMUM ASSURED DEVELOPMENT AREA (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - 
SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION PROTECTION PROVISIONS, OR CHAPTER 4.13 - 
RIPARIAN CORRIDOR AND WETLAND PROVISIONS SHALL PROVIDE 
PROTECTIONS EQUAL TO OR BETTER THAN THE SPECIFIC STANDARD 

1 Redevelopment and reconstruction of buildings in existence and permitted in zoning prior to 
December 31, 2006, are allowed pursuant to the requirements of Section 4.10.70.01 - Applicability, 
of Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. 
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REQUESTED FOR VARIATION; AND 

2. ANY PROPOSED VARIATION FROM A STANDARD WITHIN CHAPTER 4.5 - 
NATURAL HAZARD AND HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS, CHAPTER 
4.11 - MINIMUM ASSURED DEVELOPMENT AREA (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - 
SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION PROTECTION PROVISIONS, OR CHAPTER 4.13 - 
RIPARIAN CORRIDOR AND WETLAND PROVISIONS SHALL INVOLVE AN 
ALTERNATIVE LOCATED ON THE SAME DEVELOPMENT SITE WHERE THE 
SPECIFIC STANDARD APPLIES. 

As noted previously, no significant natural resources or natural hazards are located on the 
subject site. Therefore, this criterion is not applicable. 

Conclusion reqardinq Cornpatibilitv 

As conditioned, the proposed development will comply with all applicable compatibility 
criteria. 

D. CIRCULATION 

The following discussion addresses criteria related to vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians and 
transit. o CD 

I - 
Vehicular Circulation: - - 

.cI 
C 

Applicable Land Development Code Criteria: E 
I: 
0 

Section 4.0.60 - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREET REQUIREMENTS m 
CI 

3 
a. Traffic evaluations shall be required of all development proposals in 

accordance with the following: 
1. Any proposal generating 30 or more trips per hour shall include Level of 

Service (LOS) analyses for the affected intersections. A Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) is required, if required by the City Engineer. The TIA shall be 
prepared by a registered professional engineer. The City Engineer shall 
define the scope of the traffic impact study based on established procedures. 
The TIA shall be submitted for review to the City Engineer. The proposed 
TIA shall reflect the magnitude of the project in accordance with accepted 
traffic engineering practices. The applicant shall complete the evaluation and 
present the results with an overall site development proposal. 

e. Development sites shall be provided with access from a public street or a 
private street that meets the criteria in "d," improved to City 
standards in accordance with the following: 
I. Where a development site abuts an existing public street not improved to City 

standards, the abutting street shall be improved to City standards along the 
full frontage of the property concurrently with development. Where a 
development site abuts an existing private street not improved to City 
standards, and the private street is allowed per the criteria in "d", above, the 
abutting street shall meet all the criteria in "d", above and be improved to City 
standards along the full frontage of the property concurrently with 
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development. 

k. Location, grades, alignments, and widths for all public and private streets shall be 
considered in relation to existing and planned streets, topographical conditions, 
public convenience and safety, and proposed land use. Where topographical 
conditions present special circumstances, exceptions to these standards may be 
granted by the City Engineer provided that the safety and capacity of the street 
network is not adversely effected. The following standards shall apply: 
8. Right-of-way and improvement widths shall be as specified in the 

Transportation Plan and Table 4.0-1 - Street Functional Classification 
System. 

SW Western Boulevard 

The subject site has frontage along SW Western Boulevard. 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, they 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 7 
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. 

.+., c 

Trip Generation 
E 
I: 
0 
0s 

A trip generation study was conducted for the proposed development. The report 3 
conducted trip generation calculations for the commercial and residential portions of the 
development site. The trip generation rates for development are based on standards 
established by the Institute of Transportation Engineers and are published in the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual, 7"' Edition. One "trip" is defined as a vehicle leaving from or arriving 
at the development. 

ITE land use codes for Residential Condominiums/Townhouse and Shopping Center were 
used in the study. In total, this proposed development would generate 23 PM peak hour 
trips. The City of Corvallis typically defines an impact as 30 or more peak hour trips to a 
single intersection. Because the calculated peak hour trip total is lower than the City's 
threshold, no further analysis is required. 

Conclusion on Vehicular Circulation 

Given the discussion above, the Western Station development, as proposed, complies with 
the Transportation Plan and Land Development Code requirements. The existing public 
vehicular circulation network can accommodate the proposed development consistent with 
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applicable City criteria. 

BicvclelPedestrian Circulation: 

Applicable Land Development Code Criteria 

Section 4.0.30 - PEDESTRIAN REQUIREMENTS 

a. Sidewalks shall be required along both sides of all streets, as follows: 
2. Sidewalks on Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets - 

Sidewalks along Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets shall 
be separated from curbs by a planted area. The planted area shall be a 
minimum of 12 ft. wide and landscaped with trees and plant materials 
approved by the City. The sidewalks shall be a minimum of five ft. wide. An 
exception to these provisions is that this separated tree planting area shall 
not be provided adjacent to sidewalks where they are allowed to be located 
within Natural Resource areas governed by Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. This separated tree planting area shall also not be 
provided adjacent to sidewalks where they are allowed to be located within 
drainageway areas governed by regulations in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
and Hillside Development Provisions. 

3. Sidewalk Installation Timing- The timing of the installation of sidewalks shall 2 
be as follows: I 

a) Sidewalks and planted areas along Arterial, Collector, and - - - 
Neighborhood Collector Streets shall be installed with street .+.' 

C 
improvements. 

d. To provide for orderly development of an effective pedestrian network, pedestrian i!! 
SL facilities installed concurrently with development of a site shall be extended through o 

the site to the edge of adjacent property(ies). [B 

f. Prior to development, applicants shall perform a site inspection and identify any 
Contractor Sidewalklstreet Stamps in existing sidewalks that will be impacted by the 

2 
development. If such a Contractor Sidewalklstreet Stamp exists, it shall either be 
left in its current state as part of the existing sidewalk, or incorporated into the new 
sidewalk for the development site, as close as possible to the original location and 
orientation. 

Section 4.0.40 - BICYCLE REQUIREMENTS 

a. On-street Bike Lanes - On-street bike lanes shall be required on all Arterial, 
Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets and constructed at the time of street 
improvements. 

Public 5 ft on-street bike lanes exist along the applicant's frontage of SW Western 
Boulevard. LDC table 4.0-1- Street Functional Classification System, specifies 6 ft bike 
lanes. Footnote 3 in the same table specifies 5 ft as the minimum width for safety 
concerns. The current 5 ft bike lanes exist along the adjacent portions of SW Western 
Boulevard and appear to be functioning well. Staff have found the nexus to construct 6 ft 
bike lanes but do not find the benefit of 6 ft bikes lanes to be roughly proportional to the 
cost of removing and replacing concrete curbs and gutters to provide one additional foot 
of bike lane width. 
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Public 5 ft setback sidewalks exist along the applicant's frontage of SW Western 
Boulevard, This meets the LDC requirements. The applicant is proposing to construct new 
8.5 ft wide sidewalks adjacent to the proposed building and a 5 ft wide sidewalk west of the 
proposed driveway. The sidewalk would be set back 12 ft from the roadway. 

Setback sidewalks and planter strips are City standards and components of safe public 
sidewalks that are taken into consideration when determining serviceability. The applicant 
benefits from these neighborhood street improvements in the form of; 

e An enhanced aesthetic experience for pedestrians as the separation from 
motor vehicle traffic decreases road noise, prevents water from the roadway 
being splashed on pedestrians and provides an enhanced sense of security. 

rn An enhanced environment for wheelchair users as the sidewalk can be kept 
at a constant slope with the steeper slopes for driveway approaches built into 
the planting strip. 

e An area for street trees, sign posts, utility and signal poles, mailboxes, fire 
hydrants, etc. 

6 Mature street trees may reduce vehicle speed. 
e When wide enough, a place for a motor vehicle to wait out of the stream of 

traffic while yielding to a pedestrian crossing a driveway. 
e A break in hard surfacing with added pervious area. 

0 
(D 

The applicant should construct the sidewalk improvements adjacent to SW Western A - 
Boulevard concurrent with public improvements and consistent with the proposal 
(Condition 10). 

r: 
The east and west ends of the proposed sidewalks abut the existing railroad tracks. When $ 
permits are applied for and obtained from the railroad, they should specifically address 3 
these pedestrian crossings. 

Conclusion on Bicvcle/Pedestrian Circulation 

Given the discussion above, the Western Station development, as proposed and 
conditioned, complies with the Transportation Plan and Land Development Code 
requirements. The existing public bicyclelpedestrian network can accommodate the 
proposed development consistent with applicable City criteria. 

Applicable Land Development Code Criteria: 

Section 4.0.50 - TRANSIT REQUIREMENTS 

a. Development sites located along existing or planned transit routes shall, where 
appropriate, incorporate transit stops and shelters into the site design. These 
improvements shall be installed in accordance with the guidelines and standards of 
the Corvallis Transit System. 
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b. Development sites at or near existing or planned transit stops shall provide safe, 
convenient access to the transit system, as follows: 
1. All Commercial and Civic Use developments shall provide a prominent 

entrance oriented toward Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector 
Streets, with front setbacks reduced as much as possible to provide access 
for pedestrians, bicycles, and transit. 

2. All developments shall provide safe, convenient pedestrian walkways 
between the buildings and the transit stop, in accordance with the provisions 
of Section 4.0.30.b. 

Corvallis Transit System (CTS) Route 6 currently provides service to SW Western 
Boulevard in the westbound direction. No additional improvements are required with this 
development. 

Conclusion on Transit 

Given the discussion above, the Western Station development, as proposed, complies with 
the Transportation Plan and Land Development Code requirements. The existing public 
transit network can accommodate the proposed development consistent with applicable 
City criteria. 

Overall Conclusion on Circulation 

Given the discussion above, the Western Station development, as proposed and 
conditioned, complies with the Transportation Plan and Land Development Code 
requirements. 

E. PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

The following discussion addresses criteria related to public water, sanitary sewer, storm 
drainage, street lights and franchise utilities. 

Applicable Land Development Code Criteria 

Section 4.0.60 - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREET REQUIREMENTS 

q. Development shall include underground electric services, light standards, wiring and 
lamps for streetlights according to the specifications and standards of the City 
Engineer. The developer shall be responsible for installation of underground conduit 
for street lighting along all public streets improved in conjunction with such 
development in accordance with the following: 
1. The developer shall coordinate with the City Engineer to determine the 

location of future street light poles. 
2. The streetlight plan shall be designed to provide illumination meeting 

standards set by the City Engineer. 
3. The standard street light installation is a wood pole. 

The developer shall install such facilities and make the necessary arrangements 
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with the sewing electric utility for the City-owned and operated street lightingsystem 
to be served at the lowest applicable rate available to  the City. Upon City's acceptance 
of such development improvements, the street lighting system, exclusive of utility- 
owned service lines, shall be and become the property of the City. 

Section 4.0.70 - PUBLIC UTILITY REQUIREMENTS (OR INSTALLATIONS) 

a. All development sites shall be provided with public water, sanitary sewer, storm 
drainage, and street lights. 

b. Where necessary to serve property as specified in "a" above, required public utility 
installations shall be constructed concurrently with development. 

c. Off-site public utility extensions necessary to fully serve a development site and 
adjacent properties shall be constructed concurrently with development. 

d. To provide for orderly development of adjacent properties, public utilities installed 
concurrently with development of a site shall be extended through the site to the 
edge of adjacent property(ies). 

e. A!! required public utility installations shall conform to the City's adopted facilities 
master plans. 

f. Private on-site sanitary sewer and storm drainage facilities may be allowed, 
provided all the following conditions exist: 
1. Extension of a public facility through the site is not necessary for the future 

orderly development of adjacent properties; 
2. The development site remains in one ownership and Land Division does not 

occur, with the exception of Land Divisions that may occur under the M 
(D 

provisions of Section 4.0.60.d, above; and I 

3. The facilities are designed and constructed in accordance with the Uniform 
Plumbing Code and other applicable codes, and permits are obtained from 
the Development Assistance Center prior to commencement of work. s? 

t 
C: 

Section 4.0.1 00 - LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES o 
m 

4-4 

a. Easements for public sanitary sewer, water, storm drain, streetlight, transit, 2 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities shall be provided whenever these facilities are 
located outside a public right-of-way. The minimum easement width for a single 
utility is 15 ft. The minimum easement width for two adjacent utilities is 20 ft. The 
easement width shall be centered on the utility to the greatest extent practicable. 
Wider easements may be required for unusually deep facilities. 

b. Utility easements with a minimum width of seven ft, shall be granted to the public 
adjacent to all street rights-of-way for franchise utility installations. 

Section 4.2.30 - REQUIRED TREE PLANTINGS AND MAINTENANCE 

b. Areas Where Trees May Not be Planted - 
1. Trees may not be planted within five ft. of permanent hard surface paving or 

walkways, unless special planting techniques and specifications are used 
and particular species of trees are planted, as outlined in Section 4.2.40.c or 
approved by the Director. These limitations apply most frequently in areas 
such as landscape parkways, pedestrian walkways, and plaza areas, where 
there may be tree grates. 

2. Unless approved otherwise by the City Engineer, trees may not be planted: 
a) Within 10 ft. of fire hydrants and utility poles; 
b) Within 20 ft. of street light standards; 
C) Within five ft. from an existing curb face, except where required for 
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street trees; 
d) Within 10 ft. of a public sanitary sewer, storm drainage, or water line; 

or 
e) Where the Director determines the trees may be a hazard to the 

public interest or general welfare. 

The proposed development is located in the City's first level water service area (elevation 
210-290'). There is an existing 8 inch waterline located in the southern portion of the SW 
Western Boulevard right-of-way. The applicant has proposed to bank the water meters 
that will serve the individual units. 

The existing public water facility is adequately sized to serve the proposed development. 

Sanitary Sewer 

The proposed development site is located within the Western Boulevard Basin. A 30 inch 
by 30 inch cast in place public sanitary sewer is located in SW Western Boulevard. 

The existing public sanitary sewer facility is adequately sized to serve the proposed 
development. 

A sanitary sewer of unknown size and material runs through the development site in an 
easement. It originates in the proposed 7th Street Station site and travels north, under the _I - 
railroad tracks, under the proposed Western Station site. The applicant has proposed to 
abandon the sanitary sewer that crosses the site by bursting the pipe and filling the void 
with grout. It is City policy to physically remove abandoned utilities whenever possible. 
When the sanitary sewer that traverses the site is abandoned, it and it's related facilities, 2 
such as manholes, should be completely removed. The portion of pipe under the railroad's - 
right-of-way should be abandoned as approved by the railroad (Condition 11). 3 

Storm Drainaae 

The proposed development site is located within the Western Drainage Basin. A 36 inch 
concrete storm sewer is located in SW Western Boulevard. The applicant is proposing to 
install a private storm drainage system internal to the site. 

The proposed development will be creating more than 5000 ft2 of pollution generating 
impervious surfaces and will be required to construct a stormwater quality facility. Water 
quality facilities shall be designed in accordance with criteria established in Appendix F of 
the Stormwater Master Plan and the most recent version of the King County, Washington, 
Surface Water design Manual. The water quality facilities shall be designed to remove 70 
percent of the total suspended solids (TSS) entering the facility during the water quality 
design storm, 0.9-inch 24-hr rainfall event with NRCS Type 1A distribution (Condition 12). 

The applicants have proposed installing a storm water quality manhole that will be 
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desiped to meet the treatment standards that are listed above. 

The proposed water quality facilities should be public to ensure on-going maintenance and 
function. All public storm drainage facilities, including water quality facilities, located 
outside of public right-of-way should be placed in an easement granted to the City. The 
minimum required easement width is 15 ft for a single utility and 20 ft for two utilities. Ail 
weather accesses must be provided to the facilities (Condition 13). 

Water detention facilities are shown on attachment Q of the application. This development 
will produce less than 25,000 ft2 of impervious surface. Because there will be less than 
25,000 ft2 of impervious surface created, the City does not require detention facilities as 
part of the development. If the applicant chooses to install detention facilities they will 
remain private. 

Street Lights 

There are existing streetlights on the north side of SW Western Boulevard, directly across 
from the applicarst's site. The existing lighting is sufficient to meet City requirements. The 
applicant has proposed to install three new historic-style street lamps. With the existing 
street lights providing the required light for SW Western Boulevard, no additional public 
street lights will be allowed as part of this development. Additional private lights will be & 
allowed as long as they are fully shielded to prevent glare onto adjacent properties - 
(Condition 14). - - 

CI 
s 

Overall Conclusion on Public Utilities E 
e: 
0 
(II Given the discussion above, the Western Station development, as proposed and + 

conditioned, complies with Land Development Code requirements. 3 

Franchise Utilities 

Applicable Land Development Code Criteria: 

Section 4.0.100 - LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES 

b. Utility easements with a minimum width of seven ft. shall be granted to the public 
adjacent to all street rights-of-way for franchise utility installations. 

Existing franchise utilities are located in the vicinity of the subject site. The applicant has 
proposed standard 7 ft utility easements in accordance with LDC 4.0.100. 

Nexus and Rouqh Proportionality 

The granting of easements, and construction of public improvements, including but not 
limited to streets, planting strips, sidewalks, and utilities, as cited above, implement 
legislatively prescribed standards. Nexus and Rough Proportionality findings may not be 
required. However, given the benefits to the development of the prescribed improvements 
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cited herein, Staff find that the requirements have nexus and are roughly proportional to 
the benefits received. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION - CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Based on the criteria, findings, and conclusions discussed above, staff recommend that 
the Planning Commission Approve the request for approval of a Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan as shown in Attachments A and J, and as conditioned in this staff 
report. 
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TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PLAT 

Following is an analysis of compliance of the proposed Subdivision Plat with Land Division 
Standards and other requirements from the Land Development Code. Following each 
applicable criterion is an analysis of compliance with the criterion. 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirements: 

Chapter 4.2 - Subdivisions and Major Replats 

2.4.30.04 - Review Criteria 

b. Residential Subdivisions - Requests for the approval of a Residential Tentative 
Subdivision Plat shall be reviewed to ensure consistency with the clear and objective 
approval standards contained in the following: the City's development standards 
outlined in the applicable underlying Zoning Designation standards in Article Ill of this 
Code; the development standards in Article IV of this Code; the standards of all 
acknowledged City Facility Master Plans; the adopted City Design Criteria Manual; the 
adopted Oregon Structural Specialty Code; the adopted International Fire Code; the 
adopted City Standard Construction Specifications; the adopted City Erosion 
Prevention and Sediment Control Ordinance; and the adopted City Off-street Parking 
Standards. Additionally, the following criteria shall be met for Residential cn 

CD 
Subdivisions and the application shall demonstrate adherence to them: - I - - 

.w 
1. Consistency with the applicable development standards, including the s 

applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; E 
.c 

As discussed earlier in this staff report, the proposed development complies with all o a 
applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards and other applicable development 2 
standards, unless a variation was requested to a specific standard through the Planned 
Development process. Compliance with the Land Division standards in Chapter 4.4 of the 
Land Development Code is discussed below. 

2. Preservation andlor protection of Significant Natural Features, consistentwith 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. Streets shall also be designed along contours, and structures 
shall be designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure compliance with 
these Code standards; 

As noted previously in this staff report, the site contains no significant natural features or 
natural hazards. No new streets are proposed with this development. This standard is 
met. 

3. Land uses shall be those that are outright permitted by the existing underlying 
zoning designation. 
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As noted in the Land Use portion of the Planned Development review (Part I of this staff 
report), all proposed uses are outright permitted within the Mixed Use Commercial zone. 

4. Excavation and grading shall not change hydrology in terms of water quantity 
and quality that supports existing Locally Significant Wetlands andlor Riparian 
Corridors that are subject to Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. 

The subject site is relatively flat; therefore, it is not anticipated that the proposed 
development would alter the hydrology of the area in any significant way. Stormwater 
facilities will be adequate to serve the site. This topic is discussed in more detail in the 
Public Services section of Part I of this staff report. Findings from that discussion are 
incorporated by reference as findings under the above criterion. This criterion is met. 

A Residential Subdivision that conforms to these criteria is considered to meet all of 
the compatibility standards in this Section and shall be approved. A Residential 
Subdivision that involves Uses subject to Plan Compatibility or Conditional 
Development review, or that involves a Zone Change, shall meet the applicable 
compatibility criteria forthose Plan Compatibility, Conditional Development, and Zone 
Change applications. 

The applicant has requested Plan Compatibility Review approval, as required for MUC 
development in which the residential portion is larger than the commercial portion. r- 

Compliance with PCR criteria is discussed in detail in Part Ill of this staff report. - - - 
C, 

s 
Chapter 4.4 - Land Division Standards E 
Section 4.4.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS c 

0 
Q 
C, 

4.4.20.01 - Applicability 3 
All Land Divisions shall be in compliance with the requirements of the applicable zone and 
this Chapter, as well as with all other applicable provisions of this Code. Modifications to 
these requirements may be made through the procedures in Chapter 2.5 - Planned 
Development. 

The Mixed Use Commercial District contains no standards for land divisions, only 
standards regarding where Mixed Use Commercial Districts may be located. That issue 
was addressed at the time of the Zoning District Change for the subject property. 

4.4.20.02 - Blocks 

a. General - Length, width, and shape of blocks shall be based on the provision of 
adequate lot size, street width, and circulation; and on the limitations of topography. 

b. Size - Blocks shall be sized in accordance with the Block Perimeter provisions within 
Section 4.0.60.n of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. 

Given the constraints of the subject site (surrounded on three sides by railroad tracks, with 
direct frontage on an arterial street on the remaining side) it is not desirable or feasible to 
create additional street connections across the existing railroad tracks. The proposed 
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subdivision will have no negative impact on the size of street blocks in the surrounding 
area. 

4.4.20.03 - Lot Requirements 

a. Size and Shape - Lot size, width, shape, and orientation shall be appropriate for the 
location of the Subdivision and for the Use Type contemplated. No lot shall be 
dimensioned to contain part of an existing or proposed street. All lots shall be 
buildable, and depth shall generally not exceed 2.5 times the average width. Lot sizes 
shall not be less than required by this Code for the applicable zone. Depth and width 
of properties reserved or laid out for commercial and industrial purposes shall be 
adequate to provide for off-street parking and service facilities required by the type 
of use proposed, unless off-site parking is approved per Chapter 4.1 - Parking, 
Loading, and Access Requirements. 

None of the proposed lots would contain part of an existing or proposed street. All lots will 
be buildable, as illustrated by the Detailed Development Plan. The depth of Lots 2 and 3 
is approximately 2.5 times their 22 foot width and Lots 1 and 4 have a depth less than 2.5 
times their width. There is no lot size requirement in the MUC District. Parking will be 
accommodated on the associated Tract A, which will be owned and maintained by the 
homeowners association for Lots 1 - 4. This standard is met. 

b. Access - Each lot shall abut a street other than an alley for a distance of at least 25 ft. 
unless: IC- 

I - - 
1. The lot is created through a Land Partition or Minor Replat, in which case 3 

Section 4.4.30.01, below, shall apply; andlor s 

E - 
2. The lot meets the exemption in "a," or "b," below: r 

0 
Q 
-Id 

a) Residential lots involving Single-family Detached; Single-family 3 
Attached, two units; or Duplex dwellings, provided: 

1) Front doors are less than 100 ft. from a street and are 
accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path; and 

2) Vehicular access is provided via an alley. 

b) Commercial, Industrial, and Residential lots other than those 
described in "a," above, provided: 

1) Front doors are less than 200 ft. from a street and are 
accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path; and 

2) Vehicular access is provided via an alley. 

Although all four of the proposed lots have street frontage along Western Boulevard, not 
all of the lots have a frontage of at least 25 feet along the street. This is because the lots 
have been configured to correspond exactly to the size of the proposed building units on 
each lot. Consequently, Lots 2 and 3 have lot frontage less than is called for in the 
standard. The proposed development does not qualify for the exemption explained in 
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Section 4.4.20.03.b.2: because vehicular access to the site is not provided via an alley, it 
is provided into a private parking lot that does not meet alley standards. However, it is 
possible to vary from this platting standard through the Planned Development process. As 
described in the Planned Development Section of the staff report regarding compensating 
benefits, it is recommended that the variation to the street frontage standard be allowed 
in this instance. Based on this analysis, the proposed lots and tract will have adequate 
street frontage to allow access to the site. 

c. Through Lots - Through Lots shall be avoided except where essential to overcome 
specific disadvantages of topography and orientation. A planting screen easement 
at least 20 ft. wide shall be required between Through Lots and adjacent streets, in 
accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. No 
vehicular rights of access shall be permitted across this planting screen easement. 
All Through Lots with frontage on parallel or approximately parallel streets shall 
provide the required front yard on each street, except as specified in Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

No through lots will be created by the proposed plat. 

d. Lot Side Lines - Side lines of lots, as much as practicable, shall be at right angles to 
the street the lots face. 

The proposed lot side lines are at right angles to Western Boulevard. This criterion is met. 

e. Lot Grading - Lot grading shall conform to Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions; and the City's excavation and fill provisions. 

There is no significant vegetation on the proposed lots. Excavation and grading permit 
requirements will ensure that all other applicable excavation and fill provisions of the City 
will be followed. 

f. Building Lines - Building setback lines may be established in a final plat or included 
in covenants recorded as a part of a final plat. 

Building setback lines are not shown on the proposed plat, but they are not required to be 
shown, per the above language. 

g- Large Lots - In dividing land into large lots that have potential for future further 
Subdivision, a conversion plan shall be required. The conversion plan shall show 
street extensions, utilityextensions, and lot pat ter~s to indicate how the property may 
be developed to Comprehensive Plan densities and to demonstrate that the proposal 
will not inhibit development of adjacent lands. 

The small lots to be created through this land division are not anticipated to be further 
divided. A conversion plan is not required. 

h. Minimum Assured Development Area -For property with Natural Resources or Natural 
Hazards subject to Chapter45 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, 
Chapter4.12 -Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 -Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions, lots created through a Subdivision, Partition, or Lot 
Line Adjustment process shall be consistent with the provisions sf Chapter 4.11 - 
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Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) are met. 

As noted previously, there are no significant natural features or natural hazards on the 
subject site. Therefore, this provision does not apply. 

Conclusion 

The proposed Subdivision Plat complies with all applicable standards, as modified through 
the Planned Development process. 

Western Station (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) Page 73 of 80 



PART I I I 

PLAN COMPATIBILITY REVIEW 

Following is an analysis of compliance of the proposed Plan Compatibility Review with 
applicable decision criteria. Following each applicable criterion is an analysis of 
compliance with the criterion. 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirements: 

From the 1993 Land Development Code, as amended: 

Chapter 3.20 - Mixed Use Commercial District 

Section 3.20.40 - DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA AND REQUIREMENTS 

The following provisions identify development standards within the MUC District. Additional 
flexibility (e.g. alternative design opticns) is provided through the Planned Development 
(Chapter 2.5), Lot Development Option (Chapter 2.12) and Planned Compatibility Review 
(Chapter 2.1 3) processes, as provided below: 

3.20.40.01 - Preservation of Commercial Land Supply 

c. Where the square footage of the non-commercial use(s) exceeds the square footage 
of the commercial uses(s), the development site shall be subject to a Plan 
Compatibility Review (PCR) process. r- 

- 
Rationale: This provision is intended to protect the City's inventory of commercialland, in conformance - - 
with Sfatewide Goal 9 (Economic Development) and the Comprehensive Plan. By preserving a minimum .P 

s 
amount of land in the MUC district which must be used for commercialpurposes, the City can ensure 
compliance with Goal 9. l!! 

r - 
0 
ts Because the proposed development includes approximately 6,880 square feet of + 

residential area and only 5,548 square feet of commercial area, Plan Compatibility Review 3 
approval is required, per 1993 LDC 3.20.40.01 .c, as amended. 

From the 2006 Land Development Code: 

Chapter 2.13 - Plan Compatibility Review 

Section 2.13.20 - PURPOSES 

Procedures and review criteria for Plan Compatibility Review are established for the following 
purposes: 

a. Encourage originality, flexibility, and innovation in site planning and development, 
including architectural, engineering, and landscaping design; 

b. Protect neighboring property owners and residents by ensuring reasonable provisions 
have been made regarding surface water drainage; suitable sound and sight buffers; 
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preservation of views, light, and air; and other aspects of design that may have 
substantial effects on neighboring land uses; 

c. Preserve the City's natural beauty and the quality of its visual character by ensuring 
proposed structures or improvements are compatible with the terrain and existing 
development; by preventing unnecessary and inappropriate destruction or blighting 
of natural landscapes orexisting improvements; and by requiring that proper attention 
be given to the exterior appearance of structures, signs, parking areas, landscaping, 
and other improvements; 

d. Protect and ensure adequacy and usefulness of public and private facilities and 
services as they relate to each other and to the neighborhood or area; 

e. 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; and 

f. Promote and encourage energy conservation . 

2.13.30.05 - 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: 

V) 
t-= 

a. The proposed development shall be in conformance with the purposes of this 1 - 
Chapter; - - 

.Ci 
s 

The proposed development is consistent with the purposes for a Plan Compatibility E Review, as stated above. The mixed use, livelwork style building is an innovative type of e 
0 development in Corvallis. The design makes efficient use of an oddly configured parcel, m 
.Ci 

and optimizes its location on an arterial street surrounded by relatively dense 3 
neighborhoods to provide a small, neighborhood-oriented commercial development. This 
type of development would contribute to the diversity and vitalityof the neighborhood, while 
allowing for limited commercial amenities to be located in close proximity to established 
residential areas. The requested Plan Compatibility Review would allow the square 
footage of the proposed residential units associated with each commercial unit to exceed 
the commercial square footage (1,387 square feet of commercial space per unit vs. 1,720 
square feet of residential space per unit). Given the site's access and parking area 
constraints, reducing the amount of commercial area on the site relative to residential area 
will serve to reduce parking and traffic impacts of the development on adjacent 
neighborhoods. Based on this analysis, the proposed development is consistent with the 
Plan Compatibility Purposes. 

b. Neighboring property owners and residents shall be protected through reasonable 
provisions regarding surface water drainage; suitable sound and site buffers; 
preservation of views, light, air; and other aspects of design that may have substantial 
effects on neighboring land uses; 

A thorough analysis of the proposed development's compatibility with neighboring land 
uses, including all issues cited above, is contained in the Conceptual and Detailed 
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Development Plan portion of this staff report. That analysis found that, as conditioned, the 
proposed development would not have substantial impacts on neighboring land uses. 
Findings from that analysis are incorporated by reference as findings under the above 
criterion. Staff note that the proposed development would be located at least 150 feet from 
existing residential development to the west and more than 90 feet from existing residential 
development to the east. Although the proposed building will contain four stories, the 
physical separation of the development from adjacent residential areas will ensure that 
privacy, views, and light on neighboring developed lots will not be significantly impacted 
by the proposed development. This criterion is met. 

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

Similarly, the impacts of the proposed development upon traffic, parking, and access were 
analyzed in the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan portion of this staff report. 
That analysis found that, as conditioned, the proposed development would not have 
substantial impacts on traffic, parking, or access in the area. All parking required by the 
development will be provided on the development site. Findings from that analysis are 
incorporated by reference as findings under the above criterion. This criterion is met. 

d. Where Significant Natural Features are involved, the proposed development shall not 
adversely impact Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter4.2 -Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter4.11 -Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), 
Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - 
Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

As noted previously, the development site does not contain any significant natural features 
or hazards. This criterion is not applicable. 

Conclusion 

The proposed Plan Compatibility Review is consistent with all applicable decision criteria. 
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RECOMMENDED MOTIONS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

RECOMMENDED MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF A CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN 

Motion: I move to approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan (PLD08- 
00009), to allow development of Western Station, as shown on Attachments A and J 
of the October 3, 2008, Staff Report. My motion is  based upon the staff 
recommendation to the Planning Commission. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PLAT 

Motion: I move to approve the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat (SUB08-00005), as shown 
on Attachments Aand J of the October 3,2008, Staff Report. My motion is based upon 
the staff recommendation to the Planning Commission. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF A PLAN COMPATlBlLlTY REVIEW 

Motion: I move to approve the proposed Plan Compatibility Review (PCR08-00002), as 
discussed in  the October 3,2008, Staff Report and Attachment J. My motion is based 
upon the staff recommendation to the Planning Commission. 

Recommended Conditions sf Approval 
The following conditions of approval have page references on the lefl side which r-- 

b 

indicate where in the staff report discussion and analysis is made relative to that I - - 
specific condition. - 

=id 

I= 

Planned Development Modification. Such changes may be 
ssed in accordance with Chapter 2.5 of the Land Development 

Landscaoe Construction Documents - Prior to issuance of 
building permits, the applicant shall submit for review and 
approval by the Development Services Manager, landscape 
construction documents for this site which contain a specific 
planting plan (including correct plant names in the Latin 
format) for proposed landscaping, trees, shrubs, and 
groundcover. Plans for an automatic irrigation system to 
irrigate this landscaping shall also be submitted for review and 
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be generally consistent with the landscape plans submitted for 
land use approval, with the exception of the following required 

1. Required street trees along the south side of Western 
Boulevard shall be specified and planted at a minimum 
caliper size of 2.25 inches at time of planting. All 
proposed street tree species shall be reviewed by the 
City Forester and Public Works staff to ensure that the 
proposed trees will not conflict with overhead utility lines 
nor interfere with vision clearance requirements at all 
associated intersections. 

2. As proposed by the applicant, special planting 
techniques shall be specified and utilized at the time of 
planting for all parking lot and buffer trees that will not 
be located within the standard 10-foot-wide planting 

b. Landscape Maintenance Bond - All required landscaping for 
the development shall be planted or financially secured prior to 
issuance of an occupancy permit for the new building. All 
required landscape areas shall be designed to achieve a 
minimum of 90% ground coverage within 3 years. A 3-year 
maintenance bond for all required plantings shall be provided 

t shall only use full-cut-off lights for all site lighting. Outdoor 
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4.1 0.70.05.b.6(b). 

railroad line. The east wall of the building shall be constructed with 
acoustical sealant at the joints, staggered studs at the exterior wall 
on a single plate, interior steel hat channels over studs with a double 
layer of interior sheet rock, and triple pane glazing for the windows 
that face the railroad tracks. 

one space per 400 square feet or lower (e.g. 1 spaceI600 square 
feet), per the Land Development Code, shall be allowed to locate 
within the commercial units at Western Station. 

engineered public improvement plans. Prior to issuance of any 
structural or site utility construction permits, the applicant shall obtain 
approval of, and permits for, engineered plans for public 
improvements from the City's Engineering Division, The applicant 
shall submit necessary engineered plans and studies for public utility 
and transportation systems to ensure that adequate street, water, 
sewer, storm drainage and street lighting improvements are provided. 
Final utility alignments that maximize separation from adjacent 
utilities and street trees shall be engineered with the plans for public 
improvements in accordance with all applicable LDC criteria and City, 

ures outlined in Land 

construct all sidewalk and landscape stip improvements adjacent to 
SW Western Boulevard concurrent with public improvements and 
consistent with the proposal. 
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erses the site shall be abandoned. The 

ign storm, 0.9" 24-hr rainfall event with NRCS Type 1A 

Development Related Concerns: 

A. Mailbox Locations - Mailbox locations shall be coordinated between the developer 
and the Post Office as part of the public improvements construction process. 

B. Excavation and Grading Plans - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the 
applicant shall submit an excavation and grading plan, including erosion control 
methods, to the City's Development Services Department for review and approval. 

C. lnfrastructure Cost Recoverv - Where it is determined that there will be 
lnfrastructure Cost Recovery payments from past public improvements the 
developer shall pay their required share of the costs prior to receiving any building 
permits in accordance with Corvallis Municipal Code 2.18.040. 

D. Work in Railroad Right-of-way - Any work done in the railroad right-of-way should 
be done in accordance to any applicable railroad standards. If permits are required 
from the railroad, they should be obtained before commencing any work in the 
railroad right-of-way. 
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A number of alternative plans were de- 
veloped and evaluated during the pro- 
cess. Alternative D presented on March 
20,2002 best characterized the prefer- 
ences of neighborhood stakeholders 
and Dickerhoof Properties (property 
owner/developer). This alternative was 
carried forward with refinements as the 
Final Concept Plan. 

Final Concept Plan Summarv 
Retail 4,200 sf 
Residential* 88 units 
Townhouse 13 units 
Rowhouse 19 units 
Condominium 56 units 
*All are proposed as ownership units 

Site Area: 6 acres 
Current Zoning: General Industrial 
Proposed Zoning: 
- RS-12 District (medium-high density) 
-Mixed Use Commercial at northeast 
triangle 

Evaluation elf 
Concept Plan 
The checklist on to the right shows how 
the Final Concept Plan rated against 
criteria based on TGM project objec- 
tives and stakeholder input. 
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Community Development 
Planning Pl~lsion 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

CORVALLIS PLANNiNG COMMfSSlON 
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 

ORDER 2003-58 

CASE: Seventh Street Station (Case # CDP01-00005,ZDC03-00005, 
PLD03-00005, and MLP03-00005) 

TOPIC . Review of an application for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Zoning ' 

District Change, Conceptual Development Plan, and Minor Land Partition. 

LOCATION: The subject property is located on the south side of Western Boulevard, on 
the east side of 7th Street, north of Highway 20134, and west of the Willarnette I, 

and Pacific Rail Line and 5& Street. The property is also identified on CO I 
Assessor's Map 12-5-2-BB, as Tax Lot 16000. - - - 

4d 
s 

APPLICANT1 
OWNER : Dickerhoof Properties 

E 
C 

P.O. Box 1583 
0 
(II 
4d 

Corvaliis, OR 97339 3 
DECISION: The Corvallis Planning Commission conducted a review of the above 

case on May 21,2003. The Planning Commission forwarded a 
recommendation of approval to the City Council regarding the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment; approved the District Change 
request, contingent on Council approval of the Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment; and approved the Conceptual Development Plan and 
Minor Land Partition requests with the attached Conditions of Approval. 
The Planning Commission has adopted the findings contained in the 
portions of the May 21,2003, minutes that demonstrate support for its 
decisions, as well as from the May 14, 2003, staff report. 

The Commission's decision regarding the Comprehensive Plan Amendment is not 
appealable, as it is a recommendation only. If you are an affected party and wish to 
appeal any of the Commission's decisions regarding the District Change, Conceptual 
Development Plan, or Minor Land Partition requests, appeals must be filed, in writing, 
with the City Recorder within 12 days from the date that the order is signed. The 
following information must be included: 

Name and address of the appeilant(s). 
Reference the subject development and case number, if any. 
A statement of the specific grounds for appeal. 
A statement as to how you are an affected party. 
Filing fee of $200.00. 
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Appeals  must b e  filed by 5:00 p.m, on the  f inal  day of t h e  appea l  period. W h e n  t h e  
final d a y  of an appea l  period falls o n  a w e e k e n d  o r  holiday, t h e  appea l  period shall be  
ex tended  to 500 p.m, on t h e  subsequen t  work day. T h e  City Recorder  is located in t h e  
City Manager 's Office, City Hall, 501 S W  Madison Avenue ,  Corvallis, Oregon, 

Signed t h i d L d a y  of May, 2003. 

Athiached: C~ndltims & Mep 

Kirk Bailey, Chair  
Cowallis Planning Commission 

Attachment F-2 



Conditions of Approval 

Consistencv with Plans - Development shall comply with the plans 
identified in Attachments H and N of  the staff report, except as 
modified by the conditions below or unless a requested modification 
otherwise meets the criteria for a minor modification. Such changes 
may be processed in accordance with Chapter 2.5 of the Land 
Develo~ment Code. 

2 Scope of Conceatual Approval - The approved scope of the - 
Conceptual Development Plan is as follows, all other necessary 
development details shall; be resolved throughsthe Detailed 
Development approval process: 

Location of a 2-story commercial building on the northern, MUG-zoned 
property. Details of building size, building design and orientation, parking lot 
tayout: laridscaping plan, number of parking spaces, and uses allowed within 
the building should not be considered to  be resolved by this approval. 

Location of up to 31 townhouse or candominiurn dwelling units on the 
residential partion of the site. The applicant is encouraged to locate the 
denser portion of the residential development in the northern portion of the 
residential area. 

'c. Alignment of Seventh Street in the proposed configuration, &d as conditioned 
in this decision, with connections at Western Boulevacd-and " E  Avenue, and 
no connection to "D" Avenue. Potential pedestrian connections to the 
sidewalk system within the Seventh Street right-of-way, and other potential 
public improvements, should not be considered to be resolved in this 
approval, except as depicted in Attachment L. 

issues and applicable criteria at the time of submittal): - I 

4 

a. Parking - As noted later in this report;, it is not possible to'determine the 
parking requirement for the proposed buildings at this time. Additionally, the 
decision to provide a public street with no on-street parking will mean that 
there will not be any convenient nearby location for overflow parking to serve 
the proposed development. Recent experience with multi-dwelling 
developments in Cowallis suggests that there is some need for "overflow 
parking" above the minimum requirement. The applicant shall be aware that 
this consideration, in addition to code requirements for on-site parking, may 
limit the density of the development below the proposed 91 units. One option 
might be to widen the new portion of 7'h Street to allow for parking on one Attachment F-3 
side of the street. The need for vehicular parking shali be balanced with the 
fact that residents of the proposed development will be less auto-dependent 
because of its close-in location, and pedestrian-, bicycie-, and transit-friendty \ 

Issues to be Addressed in Detailed Develooment  Review - The 
submitted Detailed Development Plan(s) for the proposed .- 
development shall address the following issues (as  well as other 



1 design. Bicycle parking shall also be reviewed at the time of Detailed 
1 Development Plan approvai. , 

1 b. PedestrianlBicvcle Connection to Pioneer Park - The potential exists to 
I develop a multi-use path adjacent to the Southern Pacific rail line and under ' the overpass of State Highway 20134 to provide s public connection between 

the development and the path along the Mary's River in Pioneer Park. This 
might be developed similarly to the path underneath Highway 99 at the end of 
Cornell Avenue. The Detailed Development Plan shall consider the feasibility 
of this connection and shall consider providing a public access connection 
through the site to the southeast corner to facilitate a potential linkage in the 
City's network of public pathways, and to benefit future residents of the site . 

c. Solar Orientation -As noted above, Detailed ~ev~llop~meent plans shall address 
compliance with solar access requirements. Designs shall provide solar- 
oriented buildings to the maximum extent practicable and shall provide 
alternate solar access performance standards if strict adherence to the Code 
Standards cannot be achieved. 

d. ConnectionlEnhancements to Peanut Park - Detailed Development Plans will 
need to provide a mutti-use path connection to "a" Avenue, as required In 
Condition 3. This connection shall be made to also facilitate access to Peanut 
Park. Since the applicant requests approval to utilize a portion of the 7Ih 
Street right-of-way for parking, it may be appropriate to require the applicant to 
improve the portion of right-of-way near the parking area that abuts Peanut 
Park with park improvements and/or landscaping. 

e. Buffer from Industrial Pro~ertv to the East - Because the Southern Pacific rail 
yard to the east of the site is pre-existing and will presumably continue to be 
utilized for railroad purposes, the Detailed Development Ptan shall incorporate 
buffering provisions from the rail line, which may include fencing, sound 
buffering, andtor other measures. The buffer shall compensate for the buffer 
required for industrial development-by Land Development Code Section 
3.24.30.02. Measures shall be insfifuted to require that property owners and 
residents of the devetopment are made aware of the continuing operations of 
the rail yard to the east, at all hours of the day. These measures might 
include provisions in title documents and CC & R's for the development, as 
well as other measures. 

f. Linhtina and Sianaae - Lighting and signage for the proposed development 
shall be evaluated through the Detailed Development approval process. 

g. Site ~andscao in~ - iandscaping f i r  the;d&eloPment ihiill;.be:tivaluated 
through the Detalled Development approval process. ' 

. , , ' , 

Setback for Three Storv Buildinas - To enhance compatibility with 
adjacent development, any proposed three-story condominium 
buildings shall be setback at least 50 feet from the western property 
boundary or far edge of right-of-way (whichever is furthest from the 
new building). 

Tree Preservation - Detailed Development Plans shall address the 
preservation of significant trees on the site. The trees should be 
preserved unless extenuating circumstances require their removal. 
Pieservaiion of the trees shaii entail installation of tree preservation Attachment F-4 
fencing and the protection of the trees' critical root zones. Detailed 
Development Plans shall also indicate if additional significant trees 
are present in the southwestern corner of the development site, and I 



s of occupancy, the developer shall 

shall address provision of residential driveway approaches onto 7th 
Street for the existing residences that currently access 7th Street. 

I 

FE' Avenue fmprovements - Future detailed development plans shall 
include a street cross-section for 'E' Avenue with detailed information 
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developed storm water flows such that a portion of the development 
site drains south to the Mary's River and a portion of the 
devdopment site drains north to the large storm drain line in Western 
Boulevard. Future detailed development plans shall evaluate both 
options, addressing the following factors: 

.I 9 

Detention ~ac jors  I 

Attachment F-5 1 Storm water discharge directly b the Maw's River may not 

ODOT Approvals - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the 
developer shall submit written verification of ODOT approval for any 

require detention if the conveyance mechanism: 1) is hon- 
drainageway; 2) has adequate capacity for at least a 7 0-year 

and all street construction work within 500 feet of a railroad crossing. 



If detention is required, the applicant shall evaluate the feasibility 
of installing private detention systems within the private parking 
lots in order to reduce the extent of oversized pipe within the 
public right-of-way. Detention facilities shall be designed to 
match pre and post development flows for the 2-year through 
the 1 0-year storm events. 

Water Qualitv Factors 
Trapped catch basins shall be provided in all private parking lot 
areas. As proposed by the applicant, ground water recharge 
(infiltration) shall be considered when designing the storm 
drainage facilities. Additionally, the applicant shall examine the 
feasibility of incorporating water quality swales (perhaps through 
the buffer areas along the site's eastern property boundary) into 
the storm drainage facility design. 

Public [or Private1 Detention Facilitv Des i~n  - Aspart of the plans for 
public improvements [or building permits] the applicant shall provide (V 

a, 

engineered calculations for pre-development and post-development I - - - 
peak storm water run-off flows, and demonstrate that the storm .Id 

drainage facilities are designed to matchtpre and post development C 

flows based on the 2-year through the I 0-year storm event. The c E 
detention facilities shall be designed consistent with both criteria o m 
outlined in Appendix F of the Storm Water Master Plan, and criteria .Id 

outlined in the King County, Washington Surface Water Design 
3 

Manual, infiltration facilities are a recommended means of meeting 
detention requirements, where soil and slope conditions (not more 

Public Detention Faciiitv Maintenance - All 

developer to maintain the facilities for one year after build-out of all 
portions of the site that drain to the facilities. The maintenance 
agreement shall be executed prior to acceptance of public 
improvements and shall incorporate a maintenance plan and a 
maintenance bond. The maintenance plan shall be submiBed as part 
of the plans for public improvements and shall be consistent with 
maintenance requirements for storm water facilities identified in the 
King County, Washington Surface Water Design Manual. The tachment 
maintenance bond shall be submitted with the maintenance 



Public Tor Private? Water Qualitv Faciiitv.Desiqn - As part of the plans 
for public improvements [or building permits] the applicant shall 
provide engineered calculations for storm water quaiity facilities 
demonstrating compliance with both criteria outlined in Appendix F of 
the Storm Water Master Plan, and criteria outlined in the King 
county, Washington Surface Water Design Manual. Infiltration 
faciiities are a recommended means of meeting water quality 
requirements where soil and slope conditions (not more that 10%) 
permit the use of infiltration facilities and where the facilities will not 
have an adverse impact on the subject site or adjacent or downhill 
properties. The water quality analysis shall contain a discussion on 
the feasibility of implementing infiltration during both wet and dry 
seasons. 

Public Water Qualitv Facilitv Maintenance - All water quality facilities 
that are part of the pubiic storm drainage system shall be dedicated 
to the public and shall be subject to a maintenance agreement 
requiring the developer to maintain the facilities for one' year after 
build-out of all portions of the site that drain to the facilities: The 
maintenance agreement shall be executed prior to acceptance of 
pubiic improvements and shall incorporate a maintenance plan and a 
maintenance bond. The maintenance plan shall be submitted as part 
of the plans for public improvements and shall be consistent with 
maintenance requirements for storm water facilities identified in the 
King County, Washington Surface Water Design Manuat, The 
maintenance bond shall be submitted with the maintenance 
agreement and shall reference the maintenance plan. The 
maintenance bond shall remain in effect until the water quality 
facilities are accepted by the City. 

Partition Requirements - the following requirements shall' be 
addressed, as specified: 

a. Development on each of the proposed parcels shall be consistent with the 
approved Conceptual Planned Development (PLD03-00005) for the subject 
pr0pert)t. 

b. Partition plats shall contain a certificate signed by the County Assessor or Tax 
collector certifying that the taxes on the property being partitioned have been 
paid as required. 

c. A partition plat for the land' partition shall be prepared by an Oregon licensed 
land suiveyor in accordance with,ORS Chapters 92 and 209. The plat shali 
conform to the partition standards established by the County Surveyor. 

d. The notarized signatures of the' legal owners of the property shall be affixed to 
the partition plat. 

e. This approval is valid for one year. If the partition plat is not filed within that Attachment F-7 
time period this approval shall be null and void. 

f .  The City of Corvallis requests that the applicant provide an electronic version 
of the partition plat, including all required revisions, at the time that the final 
version of the partition piat is routed through the City for required signatures. 



Plans for Public lm~rovements - Prior to issuance of any structural or 
site utility construction permits, the applicant shall obtain approval of, 
and permits for, engineered plans for public improvements from the 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONCERNS 

A. Commercial Access Drives - Future detailed development plans shall include 
standard commercial approaches for the retail portion of the site and for atf 
private access drives/parking lots off 7th Street. 

B. Excavation and Grading Permit - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, 
the applicant will be required to obtain an excavation and grading permit from the 
City's Development Services Division. Included in the site excavation and 
grading plan shall be the submitial of a site erosion control plan that identifies 
methods and materials to be used during site development to control andlor 
mitigate potential site erosion impacts. 

C. Other Permits - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the applicant shall 
be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit if construction activity will disturb, through clearing, grading, 
andlor excavation, one or more acres of the site. Additionally, any permits 
required by other agencies such as the Division of State Lands; Army Corps of 
Engineers; Railroads; County; or Oregon Department of Transportation, shall be 
approved and submitted to the City prior to issuance of any City permits. 

D. Franchise Utility Plans - Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide written statements from the franchise utility companies indicating that 
their systems provide for orderly development of the adjacent property to the 
west in accordance with Land Development Code Section 4.0.1 00 - Franchise 
Utility Installations. 

E. Albino Poppies - A rare flower, known as the "Albino Poppy" may be present on 
the development site. The applicant is encouraged to preserve or transplant the 
flowers, if present on the site, prior to development of the site. This issue may 
be addressed in more detail during Detailed Deveiopment Pian review. 
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r PARCEL 'E3' 1.42 ACRES 
I3 DUELLING UNIT5 

PARCEL 'E' I31 ACRES 
36 DWELLING UNITS 

PARCEL 'D' 0.01 AGES 
2 4  DUELLING WIT5 1 
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COWVALEPS CiTY COUNCIL 
M0"TICE OF DISPOSITION 

ORDER 2003 - 'I 16 

CASE Seventh Street Station (Case # CDP01-00005,ZDC03-00005, 
PLD03-00005, and MLP03-00005) 

TOPIC Review of an application for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, 
and appeal of Planning Commission decisions regarding a Zoning 
District Change and a Conceptual Development Plan 

APPLICANT1 Dickerhoof Properties 
OtNNER: P.O. Box 1583 

Corvaliis, OR 97339 

03 LOCATION: The subject property is located on the south side of Western Bouievard, CJ 
on the east side of 7th Street, north of Highway 20/34, and west of the 4 
Willamette and Pacific Rail Line and 5" Street. The property is also 

- 
.w 

identified on Assessot's Map 12-5-2-BB, as Tax Lot 16000. c 

i! 
C 

DECISION: The Corvallis City Council conducted a review of the above case on Juty ,O 
9, 2003, held deliberations on Juiy 21, 2003, and adopted a final order 2 
and the attached ordinance on August ? 8, 2003 (following an initial vote 
on the order and ordinance on August 4, 2003. The City Council 
approved the following: 

a) a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment to change the designation 
for a 6.2-acre property from General Industrial to 5.4 acres of' 
Medium High Density Residential and 0.8 acres of Mixed Use 
Commercial; 

b) a District Map Change to modify the zoning designation of the 
property from General Industrial to 5.4 acres of Medium High 
Density Residential with a Planned Development Overlay (PDIRS- 
12) and 0.8 acres of Mixed Use Commercial with a Pfanned 
Development Overlay (PD/MUC); and 

c) a Conceptual Development Pfan to develop up to 91 dwelling units 
and a commercial building on the si'te, subject to the attached 
conditic~s of approval. 
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T h e  Council has adopted the attached formal findings and ordinance. 
The proposal, staff report, hearing minutes, Findings and Conclusions, 
and Ordinance may be reviewed at t h e  Community Development 
Department, Planning Division, City Hall, 501 SW Madison Avenue, 

if you wish to appeal the Council's Comprehensive Plan Amendment, 
District Change, and/or Conceptual Development Plan decisions, an 
appeal must b e  filed with the State Land Use Board of Appeals within 21 
days from the date of the decision, 

city of Corvallis Y 

Dated: 812 912003 
Attached: Ordinance # 2003 - 27 
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Conditions of Approval 

Consistency with Plans - Development shall comply with the plans 
identified in Attachments H and N of the staff report, except as 
modified by the conditions below or unless a requested modification 
otherwise meets the criteria for a minor modification. Such changes 
may be processed in accordance with Chapter 2.5 of the Land 
Development Code. 

Scope of Conceptual Approval- The approved scope of the 
Conceptual Development Plan is a s  follows, all other necessary 
development detaiis shall be resolved through the Detailed 
Development approval process: 

a. Location of a 2-story commercial building on the northern, MUG-zoned 
property. Details of bui)ding size, building design and orientation, parking 
iot layout, landscaping pian, number of parking spaces, and uses allowed 
within the building should not be considered to be resolved by this approval. 

b. Location of up to 91 townhouse or condominium dwelling units on the 
residential portion of the site. The more intensive portion of the residential 
development (the 3-story structures) shall be located in the northern portion 
of the residential area. 

c. Alignment of Seventh Street in the proposed configuration, and as 
conditioned in this decision, with connections at Western Boulevard and "E" 
Avenue, and no connection to "D" Avenue. Potential pedestrian 
connections to the sidewalk system within the Seventh Street right-of-way, 
and other potential public improvements, should not be considered to be 
resolved in this approval. 

Pedestrian Connection to "D" Avenue - In lieu of a full street 
connection at 7th Street and "D" Avenue, an Bfoot wide path shall be 
provided to provide pedestrian and bicycle connections between 7th 
Street and "D" Avenue. This shall be reftected in Detailed 
Development Plans. 

Issues to b e  Addressed in Detailed Development Review - The 
submitted Detailed Development Plan@) for the proposed 
deveiopment shall address the following issues (as well as other 
issues and applicabie criteria at the time of submittal): 

a. Parkinq - As noted later in this report, it is not possible to determine the 
parking requirement for the proposed buildings at this time. Additionally, 
the decision to provide a public street with no on-street parking will mean 
that there will not be any convenient nearby location for overflow parking to 
serve :he proposed deveiopmerisi. Recent experience with multi-dwelli~cj 
developments in Corvallis suggests that there is some need for "overFiow 
parking" above the minimum requirement. The applicant shall be aware 
that this consideration, in addition to code requirements for on-site parking, 
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may limit the density of the development beiow the proposed 91 units. One 
option might be to w~den the new portion of 7'" Street to allow for parking 
on one side of the street. The need for vehicular parking shall be balanced 
with the fact that residents of the proposed development will be iess auto- 
dependent because of its close-in location, and pedestrian-, bicycle-, and 
transit-friendly design. Bicycie parking shall also be reviewed at the time of 
Detailed Development Plan approval. 

PedestrianlBicvcIe Connection to Pioneer Park - The potential exists to 
develop a multi-use path adjacent to the Southern Pacific rail line and under 
the overpass of State Highway 20/34 to provide a public connection 
between the deveiopment and the path along the Mary's River in Pioneer 
Park. This might be developed similarly to the path underneath Highway 99 
at the end of Corneli Avenue. The Detailed Development Plan shall 
consider the feasibility of this connection and shall consider providing a 
public access connection through the site to the southeast corner to 
facilitate a potential linkage in the City's network of public pathways, and to 
benefit future residents of the site . 

Solar Orientation - As noted above, Detailed Development plans shall 
address compliance with solar access requirements. Designs shall provide 
solar-oriented buildings to the maximum extent practicable and shall 
provide alternate solar access performance standards if strict adherence to 
the Code Standards cannot be achieved. 

ConnectionlEnhancements to Peanut Park - Detailed Development Plans 
will need to provide a multi-use path connection to "Dm Avenue, as required 
in Condition 3. This connection shall be made to also facilitate access to 
Peanut Park. Since the applicant requests approval to utilize a portion of 
the 7Ih Street right-of-way for parlting, it may be appropriate to require the 
applicant to improve the portion of right-of-way near the parking area that 
abuts Peanut Park with park improvements andior landscaping. 

Buffer from Industrial Prooertv to the East - Because the Southern Pacific 
rail yard to the east of the site is pre-existing and will presumably continue 
to be utilized for railroad purposes, the Detailed Development Plan shall 
incorporate buffering provisions from the rail fine, which may include 
fencing, sound buffering, andlor other measures. The buffer shall 
compensate for the buffer required for industrial development by Land 
'Development Code Section 3.24.30.02. Measures shall be instituted to 
require that property owners and residents of the development are made 
aware of the continuing operations of the rail yard to the east, at all hours of 
the day. These measures might include provisions in title documents and 
CC & R's for the development, as well as other measures. 

Liqhtinq and Slqneq~: - Lighting and signage for the proposed de\.leloprnent 
shall be evaluated through the Detailed Development approval process. 

Site Landscaoinq - Landscaping for the development shali be evaluated 
through the Detailed Development approval process. 
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new building). 

Tree Preservation - Detailed Development Plans shall address the 
preservation of significant trees on the site. The trees should be 
preservsd unless extenuating circumstances require their removal. 
Preservation of the trees shall entail installation of tree preservation 
fencing and the protection of the trees' critical root zones, Detailed 
Development Plans shall also indicate if additional significant trees 
are present in the southwestern corner of the development site, and 
if so, shall preserve these trees, unless extenuating circumstances 
require their removal. 

prior to issuance of any certificates of occupancy, the developer shall 
record a maintenance agreement indicating that the Homeowner's 

sociation is responsible for maintenance of the access drive and 
rking within the existing public right-of-way. Additionally, the 

greement shall specify that the portion of parking located within the 
ubiic right-of-way must remain open to the public and cannot be 
served for condominium parking. The agreement shall be subject 

'E' Avenue lm~rovements - Future detailed development plans shall 
include a street cross-section for 'E' Avenue with detailed information 
on the proposed paved median. The paved median treatment shall 
be carefully evaluated due to potential maintenance issues. 

Future Traffic Studies - In recognition of the unique constraints of this 
site, and in order to ensure a thorough analysis of traffic issues, all 
detailed development plans shall evaluate transportation system 
capacity issues by including a Traffic Impact Study that evaluates 
level of service, including any necessary mitigation, for affected 
intersections, including but not limited to, SW Western Boulevard and 
SW 7th Street and SW 15th Street and SW E Avenue. 

ODOT ~ ~ ~ r o v a i s  - prior to issuance of any construction permits, the 
developer shall submit written verification of ODOT approval for any 

1 and all street construction work within 500 feet of a railroad crossing. 

oped 1. 
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storm water ftows south to the Mary's River is one of two options 
available to serve the site. The second option is to split the 
developed storm water flows such that a portion of the development 
site drains south to the Mary's River and a portion of the 
development site drains north to the large storm drain line in Western 
Boulevard. Future detailed development plans shalt evaluate both 
options, addressing the following factors: 

Detention Factors 
Storm water discharge directly to the Mary's River may not 
require detention if the conveyance mechanism: I )  is non- 
drainageway; 2) has adequate capacity for at least a 10-year 
storm; 3) will not adversely affect downstream properties; and, 
4) appropriate easement@) can be obtained for the storm 
wafer flows. 

If detention is required, the applicant shall evaluate the 
feasibility of installing private detention systems within the 
private parking lots in order to reduce the extent of oversized 
pipe within the public right-of-way. Detention facilities shall be 
designed to match pre and post development flows for the 2- 
year through the1 0-year storm events. 

Water Quality Factors 
Trapped catch basins shall be provided in all private parking 
lot areas. As proposed by the applicant, ground water 
recharge (infiltration) shall be considered when designing the 
storm drainage facilities. Additionally, the applicant shall 
examine the feasibility of incorporating water quality swales 
(perhaps through the buffer areas along the site's eastern 

drainage facilities are designed to match pre and post development 
flows based on the 2-year through the 10-year storm event. The 
detention facilities shall be designed consistent wit'h both criteria 
outlined in Appendix F of the Storm Water Master Plan, and criteria 
outiined in the King County, Washington SurFace.Water Design 
Manual. infiltration facilities are a recommended means of meeting 
detention requirements where soil and slope conditions (not more 
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part of the public storm drainage system shall be dedicated toqthe 
public and shall be subject to a maintenance agreement requiring the 
developer to maintain the facilities for one year after build-out of all 
portions of the site that drain to the facilities. The maintenance 
agreement shall b e  executed prior to acceptance of public 
improvements a n d  shall incorporate a maintenance plan and a 
maintenance bond. The maintenance plan shall be submitted as part 
.of the plans for public improvements and shall be consistent with 
maintenance requirements for storm water facilities identified in the 
King County, Washington Surface Water Design Manual. The 
maintenance bond shall be submitted with the maintenance 
agreement and shall reference the maintenance plan. The 
maintenance bond shall remain in effect until the detention facilities 

16 Public [or Private] Water Quaiitv Faciiitv Desiqn - As part of the plans 
for public improvements [or building permits] the applicant shall 
provide engineered calculations for storm water quality facilities 
demonstrating compliance with both criteria outlined in Appendix F of 
the Storm Water Master Plan, and criteria outlined in the King 
County, Washington Surface Water Design Manual, infiltration 
faciiities are a recommended means of meeting water quality 
requirements where soil and slope conditions (not more that 10%) 
permit the use of infiltration facilities and where the facilities will not 
ave an adverse impact on the subject site or adjacent or downhill 
roperties. The water quality analysis shall contain a discussion on 
e feasibiiity of implementing infiltration during both wet and dry 

buiid-out of all portions of the site that drain to the facilities. The 
maintenance agreement shall be executed prior to acceptance of 
pubiic improvements and shall incorporate a maintenance plan and a 
maintenance bond. The maintenance plan shall be submitted as part 
of the plans for public improvements and shall be consistent with 
maintenance requirements for storm water facilities identified in the 
King County, Washington Surface Water Design Manual. The 
maintenance bond shall be submitted with the maintenance 
agreement and shaii reference the maintenance pian. Tne 
maintenance bond shalt remain in effect until the water quality 
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Partition Reciuirements - the following requirements shall be 
addressed, as  specified: 

a. Development on each of the proposed parcels shall be consistent with the 
approved Conceptual Planned Development (PLD03-00005) for the subject 
property. 

b. Partition plats shall contain a certificate signed by the County Assessor or 
Tax collector certifying that the taxes an the property being partitioned have 
been paid as required. 

. , 

c. A partition plat for the land partition shaii be prepared by anOregon 
licensed land surveyor in accordance with ORS Chapters 92 and 209. The 
plat shall conform to the partition standards established by the County 
Surveyor. 

d. The notarized signatures of the legal owners of the property shall be affixed 
to the partition plat, 

e. This approvai is valid for one year. If the partition plat is no4 filed within that 
time period this approvai shall be null and void. 

f. The City of Corvallis requests that the applicant provide an electronic 
version of the partition plat, including all required revisions, at the time that 
the final version of the partition plat is routed through the City for required 
signatures. 

site utility construction permits, the applicant shall obtain approval of, 
and permits for, engineered plans for public improvements from the 
City's Engineering Division. The plans shall conform to the City of 
Cowallis Standard Construction Specifications; shall incorporate 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONCERNS 

A. Commercial Access Drives - Future detailed development plans shall include 
standard commercial approaches for the retail portion of the site and for all 
private access drivesiparking lots off 7th Street. 

B. Excavation and Gradinq Permit - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, 
the applicant will be required to obtain an excavation and grading permit from the 
City's Development Services Division. Included in the site excavation and 
grading plan shall be the submittal of a site erosion control plan that identifies 
methods and materials to .be used during site development to controi andior 
mitigate potential site erosion impacts. 
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C.  Other P~trmits - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the applicant shall 
be required to obtain a National Poilutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit if construction activity will disturb, through clearing, grading, 

i 

and/or excavation, one or more acres of the site. Additionally, any permits 
required by other agencies such as the Division of State Lands; Army Corps of 
Engineers; Railroads; County; or Oregon Department of Transportation, shall be 
approved and subrnitbd to the City prior to issuance of any City permits. 

D. Francnise Utiiitv Plans - Prior to issuance of building permits, the appiicant shall 
provide written statements from the franchise utility companies indicating that 
their systems provide for orderly development of the adjacent property to the 
west in accordance with Land Development Code Section 4.0.100 - Franchise 
Utility Installations. 

E. Albino Poppies - A rare flower, known as the "Albino Poppy" may be present on 
the development site. The applicant is,encouraged to preserve or transplant the 
flowers, if present on the site, prior to development of the site. This issue may 
be addressed in more detail during Detailed DevelspmenPPfan review. 
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1 I I Exhibit B 
Comprehensive Plan Designations Central Business District 
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

CORVALLIS CITY COUNCIL 
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 

ORDER # 2007 - 116 

CASE: The Palazzo (PLDOI-00004, SUB07-00001, PCR07-00003) 

REQUEST: An appeal of a Planning Commission decision to deny a Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review to construct four, three-story attached units 
containing ground floor commercial spaces with residential units above on 
a 0.8 acre site. The four-lot subdivision would allow each 
commercial/residential unit to be located on an individual lot. Plan Q, 

0 Compatibility Review approval is required because the square footage of 
non-commercial uses exceeds the square footage of commercial uses. I - - - 

+-J 
APPLICANT1 7th Street Station, LLC s 

a, 

OWNER: 1900 Front Street, NE c E 
Salem, OR 97303 o m 

CI 

LOCATION: The subject site is located on the south side of Western Blvd., between 6th 
2 

and 7th Streets, and north of Highway 20/34. More specifically, the 
development site is a roughly triangular piece of property bordered to the 
north by Western Boulevard and to the south by railroad tracks along the 
east, south, and west boundaries. The subject site is also identified on 
Benton County Assessor's Map 12-5-2 BB, as Tax Lots 16003 and 16001. 

DECISION: The City Council held a duly-advertised de novo public hearing on the 
appeal on September 17,2007. The record was requested to be held 
open, and additional written comments were received until September 24, 
2007. The appellant submitted final written comment on September 27, 
2007. The City Council deliberated and reached a tentative decision on 
the appeal on October I, 2007. After consideration of all the testimony 
and evidence, the City Council voted to uphold the Planning 
Commission's decision to deny the request, and consequently, denied the 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, 
and Plan Compatibility Review requests. 

On October 15, 2007, the City Council adopted Formal Findings in 
support of its decision. 
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If yo6 wish to appeal this decision, an appeal must be filed with the State band Use 
Board of Appeals within 21 days from the date of the decision. 

The proposal, staff report, hearing minutes, memoranda to City Council, and findings 
and conclusions may be reviewed at the Community Development Department, 
Planning Division, City Hall, 501 SW Madison Avenue. 

Mayor, City of Corvallis 

Signed: October 16,2007 
Appeal Deadline: November 6,2007 

Amchment: City Council Adopted Formal Findings 
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BEFORE THE C I N  COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF CORVALLIS 

FINDINGS - THE PALAZZO CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN, 
TENTATIVE SUBD!VISIOM PLAT, AND PLAN COMPATIIBILIN REVIEW 

Detailed Development Plan, Tentative PLD07-00004 
Subdivision Plat, and Plan SUB07-00001 
Compatibility Review; and to uphold the PCR07-00003 
Planning Commission's decision, and 

PREAMBLE 

v- 
This matter before the Cowallis City Council is a decision regarding an appeal of the v- 

T 

Planning Commission's denial of a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative I - 
Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review to construct four, three-story attached ==: 

CI units containing ground floor commercial spaces with residential units above on a 0.8 acre r 
site. The four-lot subdivision would allow each commerciaVresidentiaI unit to be located f 
on an individual lot. Plan Compatibility Review approval is required because the square 5 
footage of non-commercial uses exceeds the square footage of commercial uses. .Id m 

;Z 
The 0.8-acre site is a small triangular parcel, located between 6th and 7th Streets, and 
bordered to the north by Western Boulevard and to the south, east, and west by railroad 
tracks. Because of the railroad tracks, access to the property is available only from 
Western Boulevard to the north. The subject site is also identified on Benton County 
Assessor's Map 12-5-2 BB, as Tax Lots 16003 and 16001. The current owner of the 
properties is 7'h Street Station, LLC. The site currently has two curb cuts providing access 
to Western Boulevard and a gravel parking area on the north side of the property. 
Adjacent to the gravel parking lot is a large billboard sign. The southern portion of the lot 
consists of a grassy field with drainage ditches along the west and southeastern edges of 
the property, along the railroad tracks. The site is relatively level and contains no trees or 
other evident significant natural features. 

The Cowallis Planning Commission conducted a review of the above referenced land use 
application during a public hearing on July 18, 2007. On August 1, 2007, the Planning 
Commission deliberated and voted to deny the Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review. A notice of decision was 
signed on August 3, 2007 (Order #2007-095). 

Formal Findings for an Appeal of the Palazzo (PLD07-00004, et. al.) Page 1 
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On August 14, 2007, Bob Cavell of 7'h Street Station, LLC, and his representative, Lyle 
Hutchens of Devco Engineering, Inc., (hereinafter referred to as "Appellants") jointly filed 
an appeal of the Planning Commission's decision to deny the Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review. The Land 
Development Code ("LDC") specifies that the City Council hear appeals of Planning 
Commission decisions regarding these land use applications. 

The City Council held a duly-advertised de novo public hearing on the application on 
September 17,2007. The public hearing was closed; however the written record was held 
open for seven additional days, until September 24, 2007. The appellant submitted final 
written comments on September 27, 2007. The City Council deliberated and reached a 
tentative decision on the appeal on October 1, 2007. After consideration of all the 
testimony and evidence, the City Council voted to uphold the Planning Commission's 
decision to deny the request and denied the appeal, thereby denying the proposed 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review. cv 

T- 
'7 

Applicable Criteria - I - - 
On December 31, 2006, the Corvallis City Council implemented the 2006 Land 
Development Code (LDC) and associated Zoning District Changes. This change brought 
about a new set of development regulations and created a number of new zoning districts 
in Corvallis. Along with the LDC changes, the City Council approved zoning district 
changes to rezone many properties in Corvallis consistent with the zoning districts in the 
new code. However, because the original LDC changes did not include a zone change for 
the subject property, and because the Mixed Use Commercial zone was applied to this 
property after the new Land Development Code was developed, the zone changes that 
were prepared in conjunction with implementation of the new LDC did not reflect the MUG 
zone. Consequently, the new LDC does not contain an MUC Zoning District, nor does it 
contain development standards for these areas. This issue is addressed by a note on the 
official City of Corvallis Zoning Map, which states, "The Mixed Use Commercial Zone 
(MUC) and the development standardsfor the MUC effective October 16,2004, shall apply 
to properties designated as such until a new zone is determined for these properties 
through a District Change approval." For this reason, the review of the subject 
development, which is located on an MUC-zoned property, is subject to MUC Development 
District Standards from the 1993 Land Development Code, as amended. 

All applicable legal criteria governing review of this application are identified in the public 
notices for the July 18 and September 17, 2007, public hearings, the staff report to the 
Planning Commission dated July 6,2007, the minutes of the Planning Commission hearing 
and deliberations dated July 18 and August I ,  2007, the staff memo to the City Council 
dated September 7, 2007, and the minutes of the City Council hearing and deliberations 
dated September 17 and October 1, 2007. 

Formal Findings for an Appeal of the Palazzo (PLD07-00004, et. al.) Paae 2 
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS RELATING TO THE APPEAL OF THE PALAZZO 
CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PLD07-00004), TENTATIVE 
SUBDIVISION PLAT (SUB07-00001), AND PLAN COMPATIBILIW REVIEW (PCR07- 
00003) 

1. The City Council accepts and adopts those findings made in the staff report to the 
Planning Commission, dated July 6, 2007, that support denial of the Conceptual 
and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility 
Review. The City Council adopts as findings those portions of the Minutes of the 
Planning Commission meetings, dated July 18 and August 1, 2007, that 
demonstrate support for denying the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, 
Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review. The City Council 
accepts and adopts those findings made in the September 7,  2007, staff 
memorandum to the City Council, that support denying the Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review. The 
City Council also adopts as findings those portions of the Minutes of the City 
Council hearings dated September 17 and October 1, 2007, that demonstrate 
support for denying the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative 
Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review. The City Council specifically 

T- accepts and adopts as findings the rationale given during deliberations in the T- 

October 1,2007, meeting by Council Members expressing their support for denying L, - 
the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Z 
Plan Compatibility Review. All of the above-referenced documents shall be referred C 

E to in these findings as the "lncorporated Findings." The findings below, (the 
"supplemental findings1') supplement and elaborate on the findings contained in the $ 
materials noted above, all of which are incorporated herein, by reference. When " 
there is a conflict between the supplemental findings and the lncorporated Findings, 3 
the supplemental findings shall prevail. 

2. The City Council notes that the record contains all information needed to evaluate 
the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and 
Plan Compatibility Review for compliance with the relevant criteria. 

3. The City Council notes that the Council considered the grounds of the appeal and 
other issues raised through public testimony. 

4. To approve a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, LDC Sections 2.5.40.04 
and 2.5.50.04 require that the proposal be consistent with the applicable provisions 
of the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan (CCP), and the 2006 Corvallis Land 
Development Code (LDC). To approve a Tentative Subdivision Plat, the 
requirements of LDC 2.4.30.04.b must be satisfied. To approve a Plan 
Compatibility Review, the requirements of LDC 2.13.30.05 must be satisfied. The 
lncorporated Findings list all of the applicable approval criteria and analyze 
compliance with these approval criteria. These supplemental findings elaborate 
upon and clarify the lncorporated Findings and primarily address issues raised on 
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appeal. 

5. These supplemental findings address the reasons for the City Council's denial of 
the appeal and, consequently, of the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, 
Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review. Specific findings for 
denial of each land use request are included below. 

Reasons for Denial of Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan 

I The Council notes that the appellant lists the following grounds for appeal of the 
Planning Commission's denial of the Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan: 

"The Planning Commission did not adequately evaluate the applicant's request 
under the Planned Development Criteria (LDC Section 2.5 considering the 
constants of the size and the purpose of the planned development overlay which as 
stated in LDC Section 2.5.10 is: 

"It is the intent of this chapterto establish procedures that permit flexibility in the land 
development process, allow for better preservation of Significant Natural Features, 
and allow for innovation in site planning and architectural design." I - - - 

.c, 

The Planned Development process is established to allow the review and approval c 
of Conceptual and Detailed Development Plans, to provide the mechanism for 
achieving greater flexibility and improved design in cases where the scope of 5 

m proposed modifications to pre-stated standards exceeds that permitted through the - 
Lot Development Option." ;;f 

The Council notes that, although the Planned Development process allows the 
decision maker discretion to allow flexibility in the land development process, it does 
not guarantee that flexibility will be exercised in every instance. The Council notes 
that where applicants request to vary from Land Development Code (or other) 
standards, the applicant must demonstrate that compensating benefits will be 
provided for variations that have been requested (LDC 2.5.40.04.a.l). The Council 
notes that the appellant included a number of requests to vary from standards with 
this development application. The Council notes that the Planning Commission 
cited two of the requests in its denial findings. The requested reduction to required 
parking for the development caused concern that inadequate parking on the site 
would result in off-site parking impacts in adjacent developed areas. Additionally, 
the Planning Commission did not find that the requested reduction of the 0.25 
commercial Floor Area Ratio (FAR) requirement was warranted. The City Council 
finds the Planning Commission's reasoning in this matter, as evidenced by the 
minutes of the July 18, and August 1, 2007, Planning Commission meetings, 
instructive and persuasive. 
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The Council notes that the appellant, at the "de novo" hearing at the City Council, 
proposed a condition 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 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. 

4. The Council notes that the proposed development does not comply with the 
standards in LDC 3.20.40.01 (1993 Land Development Code, as amended), 
regarding the preservation of commercial land supply. The Council notes that the 
purpose of the requirement to maintain a commercial floor area ratio for properties 
zoned Mixed Use Commercial is to ensure that development on those sites does = 
not erode the City's inventory of available commercial land by providing an - I 

inadequate amount of commercial space on the development site. The Council 
notes that the proposal would reduce the commercial FAR for the site by more than 
fifty percent to 0.12 FAR (down from the required 0.25 FAR). The Council finds that 

C approving the proposed development would erode the City's inventory of available 
03 commercial land by providing an inadequate amount of commercial space on the - 

development site. 3 

5. The Council notes that compensating benefits proposed by the applicant to offset 
the requested FAR reduction are: the reduced potential for off-site parking conflicts; 
reduced on-site impervious area (more parking spaces would be needed to serve 
additional commercial development); and the enhanced viability of the livelwork 
units due to the size and amenities offered in the associated residential units. The 
Council finds that the applicant has not proven that these compensating benefits are 
sufficient to justify the requested reduction in commercial FAR on the site. The 
Council finds that the requested reduction of the 0.25 commercial FAR requirement 
is not warranted. 

6. The Council finds that, based on the discussion above and on the incorporated 
findings, the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan is denied. 

Reasons for Denial of Tentative Subdivision Plat 

1. The Council notes that the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat would create four 
lots that would correspond precisely to the locations of the proposed livelwork units, 
with shared walls along the common property lines. The Council notes that the 
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subdivision would place the remainder of the development site in a Tract, to be 
maintained and held in common by the developments Homeowner's Association. 

2. The Council notes that LDC 4.4.20.03 requires, in part, that "Lot size, width, shape, 
and orientation shall be appropriate for the location of the Subdivision and for the 
Use Type contemplated." 

3. The Council notes the following requirements of Section 4.4.20.03.b of the Land 
Development Code: 

b. Access - Each lot shall abut a street other than an alley for a distance of at least 25 ft. 
unless: 

I .  The lot is created through a Land Partition or Minor Replat, in which case 
Section 4.4.30.01, below, shall apply; andlor 

2. The lot meets the exemption in "a," or "b," below: 

a) 
(D Residential lots involving Single-family Detached; Single-family 

Attached, two units; or Duplex dwellings, provided: 
F I - - - 

1) Front doors are less than 100 ft. from a street and are , 
accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path; and s 

Qt 
s 

2) Vehicular access is provided via an alley. - 
(tl , 

b) Commercial, Industrial, and Residential lots other than those 3 
described in "a," above, provided: 

1) Front doors are less than 200 ft. from a street and are 
accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path; and 

2) Vehicular access is provided via an alley. 

The Council notes that, in the case of the proposed development, vehicle access 
would not be provided via an alley, but would instead be provided by a parking lot 
behind the proposed building. The Council finds that, because this exception does 
not apply, the requirement that each lot abut a street other than an alley for a 
distance of 25 feet or more is the applicable standard. 

4. The Council notes that Lots I, 2, and 3 of the proposed development do not comply 
with the 25-foot street frontage requirement noted above. The Council notes that 
the variation to this lot width standard, which was included in the proposed 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, was denied by the Council with the 
denial of the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan. The Council finds that 
because the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan is not approved, 
the associated Tentative Subdivision Plat does not satisfy the applicable criteria and 
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thus, cannot be approved. The Council finds that the applicant has not 
demonstrated, absent an approved Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, 
that the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat would allow for the efficient 
development of the site, based on the size, width, shape, and orientation of the 
proposed lots. 

5. The Council finds that based on the discussion above and on the incorporated 
findings, the Tentative Subdivision Plat is denied. 

Reasons for Denial of the Plan Compatibility Review 

The Council notes that on December 31, 2006, the Corvallis City Council 
implemented the 2006 Land Development Code (LDC) and associated Zoning 
District Changes. This change brought about a new set of development regulations 
and created a number of new zoning districts in Corvallis. Along with the LDC 
changes, the City Council approved zoning district changes to rezone many 
properiies in Cowallis consistent with the zoning districts in the new code. However, 
the Council notes that because the original LDC changes did not include a zone r, 
change for this property and the Mixed Use Commercial zone was applied to this F 
property after the new Land Development Code was developed, the zone changes - 
that were prepared in conjunction with implementation of the new LDC did not I; 
reflect the MUC zone. Consequently, the Council notes that the new LDC does not 
contain an MUC Zoning District, nor does it contain development standards for 
these areas. The Council notes that this issue is addressed by a note on the official 8 
City of Corvallis Zoning Map, which states, "The Mixed Use Commercial Zone * 

(MUC) and the development standards for the MUC effective October 16, 2004, z 
shall apply to properties designated as such until a new zone is determined for 
these properties through a District Change approval." For this reason, the Council 
notes that review of the subject development, which is located on an MUC-zoned 
property, is subject to MUC Development District Standards from the 1993 Land 
Development Code, as amended. 

2. The Council notes the following requirement of the 1993 Land Development Code, 
as amended: 

Chapter 3.20 - Mixed Use Commercial District 

Section 3.20.40 - DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA AND REQUIREMENTS 

The following provisions identify development standards within the MUC District. Additional 
flexibility (e.g. alternative design options) is provided through the Planned Development 
(Chapter 2.5), Lot Development Option (Chapter 2.12) and Planned Compatibility Review 
(Chapter 2.1 3) processes, as provided below: 

3.20.40.01 - Preservation of Commercial Land Supply 
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c. Where the square footage of the non-commercial use(s) exceeds the square footage 
of the commercial uses&), the development site shall be subject to a Plan 
Compatibility Review (PCR) process. 

Rationale: This provision i s  intended to protect the City's inventory o f  commercial land, in 
conformance with Statewide Goal 9 (Ecsnomic Development) and the Comprehensive Plan. 
By preserving a minimum amount of land in the MUC district which must be used for 
commercial purposes, the City can ensure compliance with Goal 9. 

3. The Council notes that, because the proposed development includes 
approximately 7,200 square feet of residential area and only 3,113 square feet 
of commercial area, Plan Compatibility Review approval is required, per 1993 
LDC 3.20.40.01 .c, as amended. 

4. The Council notes the following applicable criteria for a Plan Compatibility 
Review: 

2.13.30.05 - Review Criteria 
a3 
7 

Uses requiring Plan Compatibility Review shall be reviewed to ensure compatibility with Y- 

existing and potential Uses on nearby lands. The following factors shall be considered: I - - - 
a. The proposed development shall be in conformance with the purposes of this 

Chapter; 

Section 2.13.20 - PURPOSES 

Procedures and review criteria for Plan Compatibility Review are established for the 
following purposes: 

a. Encourage originality, flexibility, and innovation in site planning and 
development, including architectural, engineering, and landscaping design; 

b. Protect neighboring property owners and residents by ensuring reasonable 
provisions have been made regarding surface water drainage; suitable sound 
and sight buffers; preservation of views, light, and air; and other aspects of 
design that may have substantial effects on neighboring land uses; 

c. Preserve the City's natural beauty and the quality of its visual character by 
ensuring proposed structures or improvements are compatible with the terrain 
and existing development; by preventing unnecessary and inappropriate 
destruction or blighting of natural landscapes or existing improvements; and 
by requiring that proper attention be given to the exterior appearance of 
structures, signs, parking areas, landscaping, and other improvements; 

d. Protect and ensure adequacy and usefulness of public and private facilities 
and services as they relate to each other and to the neighborhood or area; 
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e. 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; and 

f. Promote and encourage energy conservation . 
b. Neighboring property owners and residents shall be protected through reasonable 

provisions regarding surface water drainage; suitable sound and site buffers; 
preservation of views, light, air; and other aspects of design that may havesubstantial 
effects on neighboring land uses; 

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

d. Where Significant Natural Features are involved, the proposed development shall not 
adversely impact Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter4.2 -Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter4.11 -Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), 
Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - 
Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

Q) 
.c 5. The Council notes that the requested reduction of the FAR requirement is not .c 

supported by the Council, as explained in the Conceptual and Detailed - 2. 
Development Plan portion of these findings. The Council finds that because the I; 
FAR reduction can not be supported, then necessarily, the Plan Compatibility c 

E Review request to allow a higher proportion of residential to commercial uses on the 
site cannot be supported either. The Council finds the extent of residential uses on g 
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 4 
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 2.1 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 attractiveness of the area. 

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 
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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 2.13.20.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 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. 

8. The Council finds that, based on the discussion above and on the incorporated 
findings, the Plan Compatibility Review is denied. 

SUMMARY CONCLUSION 
0 

As the body charged with hearing appeals of a Conceptual and Detailed Development $! 
Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review decision, the City Council - I - having reviewed the record associated with the Conceptual and Detailed Development z 
Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review application, considered 5 
evidence supporting and opposing the application, finds that the proposal, does not E 

L: adequately address the review criteria and is found to be inconsistent with applicable 
sections of the 2006 Land Development Code, and with applicable sections of the 1993 m 

Land Development Code, as amended. The City Council finds that it is not possible to 3 
apply conditions of approval to the proposed development that would ensure that all 
applicable decision criteria would be met. Therefore, the appeal is DENIED, and the City 
Council upholds the Planning Commission decision to deny the Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Review application 
(PLD07-00004, SUB07-00001, PCR07-00003). 

A 

DATED: October 16, 2007 

Charles C. Tomlinson, Mayor 

ATTACHMENT 

City Council Notice of Disposition 
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Community Development Department 
501 SW Madison Avenue 

P.O. Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339-1083 

CORvfiLIS (541) 766-G929 
ENHANCINGCOMMUNITY LIVABILITY TTY (541) 768-6477 

FAX (541) 766-6936 

Land Development Code Administration Decisions 

Date: April 25, 2008 

Administrative Parking Reductions- Thresholds 

Summary: Land Development Code Section 4.1.20.q (Parking Reduction Allowed) 
states that the City may grant reductions to minimum parking requirements 
to a development in response to its proximity to transit andfor to the 
construction of additional bicycle parking spaces. Because of the use of the 
word "may" rather than the word "shall," the allowed reductions cannot be 
considered mandatory. This decision clarifies when such reductions will be 

t_ 

or will not be allowed. nr v- 
I 

Backuround: 

Land Development Code Section 4.1.20.q states: 

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. 

I 

2. A reduction of up to 10 percent of required vehicle parking may be obtained through 
the provision of bicycle parking as follows: 

a) For every eight required bicycle parking spaces, required vehicle parking may 
be reduced by one space, up to the maximum of a 10 percent vehicle parking 
reduction; or 

b) For every four additional bicycle parking spaces provided over the minimum 
requirement, required vehicle parking may be reduced by one space, up to the 
maximum of a 10 percent vehicle parking reduction. Fifty percent of these 
additional bicycle parking spaces shall be covered, consistent with Section 
4.1.70.d.l. 

Additional reductions of vehicle parking spaces may be granted through the 
procedures in Chapter 2.12 - Lot Development Option or Chapter 2.5 - Planned 
Development. 
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In the past, the reductions identified in "1" and "2," above, have been granted with little 
corasicleration of the potential effects on surrounding streets and properties. Generally, this 
was because previous development patterns and types of development were presumed 
to have limited inherent effects. Some recent types and patterns of Duplex, Attached, and 
Multi-dwelling developments have called into question the granting of one or both of the 
reductions. Parking requirements for Duplex, Attached, and Multi-dwelling development 
are contained in Land Development Code Section 4.1.30.a.2, which states: 

Duplex, Attached, and Multi-dwelling - 
a) Vehicles - 

1 Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit 2.5 spaces per unit. 

N 
N Based on this standard, Duplex, Attached, and Multi-dwelling units having more than three 

bedrooms require no additional parking spaces beyond the number required for three- - I - 
bedroom units. The recent Duplex, Attached, and Multi-dwelling developments in question - 

CI 

have contained two, three, or more units with four or five bedrooms each. In instances C 

E where both of the reductions have been allowed, the number of required spaces for a three 
or more bedroom unit often has dropped from 2.5 to 2 spaces per unit. In some instances o m 

rC, where Duplex, Attached, and Multi-dwelling developments were constructed with four or 3 
five bedrooms per unit, the City has received complaints from the surrounding residents 
andlor owners that on-street parking is negatively affected by the number of occupants in 
such units who own cars. These issues have also been raised during public hearings 
regarding similar types of development. The negative impacts of parking reductions for 
such developments have included compromising of the effectiveness of on-site parking as 
well as increased overflow parking on the surrounding streets. 

Discussion: 

There are a number of potential benefits that result from both the allowed parking 
reductions and the existing parking requirements for Duplex, Attached, and Multi-dwelling 
units. The parking reductions are aimed at encouraging the use of alternate modes of 
transportation (transit and bicycle use and walking). However, it is also true that simply 
not requiring additional parking for bedrooms in excess of three encourages alternate 
mode use and may be viewed as the equivalent of parking reductions for such 
developments. The provisions also reduce impervious surfaces in the community, which 
can have beneficial storm water and other effects. 
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However, these benefits must be weighed against the above-referenced negative impacts 
resulting from these developments. The negative impacts can be increased by a number 
of factors in the area of the development. These factors include location of the 
development on a street that has limited parking availability (e.g., no parking, parking on 
one side only, numerous driveway cuts), substandard parking facilities on nearby 
developments, and others. Consequently, this decision describes the situations in which 
the referenced parking reductions may or may not be allowed. 

Decision: 

I If a parcel fronts on a street where parking is allowed on both sides of the street and 
Duplex, Attached, or Multi-dwelling development averaging three or fewer bedrooms 
per unit is proposed, the parking redudions described in LDC Section 4.1.20.q will 
be allowed if the relevant thresholds in that section are met. 

2. If a parcel fronts on a street where parking is allowed on one side of the street and 
Duplex, Attached, or Multi-dwelling development averaging three or fewer bedrooms 

c3 
per unit is proposed, one of the 10 percent parking reductions described in LDC nr 

Y- 

Section 4.1.20.a will be allowed if the associated relevant threshold in that section I 

is met. 

3. If a parcel fronts on a street where no parking is allowed none of the 10 percent 
parking reductions described in LDC Section 4.1.20.q will be allowed. X g 

4. Where Duplex, Attached, or Multi-dwelling development averaging more than three a 
bedrooms per unit is proposed, none of the 10 percent parking reductions 
described in LDC Section 4.1.20.q will be allowed. 

Review and concur: 

Ken Gibb, Cdmmunity Development Director 
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Staff-identified Applicable Decision Criteria - Western Station 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirements: 

2.0.50.15 - Reapplication Following Denial 

Upon final denial of a development proposal, a new application and fee for the 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 written 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. 

Section 2.0.50.16 

When more than one application has been filed at one time for a specific property or 
development, the review of those applications shall be coordinated as follows: 

a. If any of those applications would ordinarily be heard by the Planning Commission, 
all of the applications shall be heard by the Planning Commission at the same 
meeting, except as outlined in "b," below. For example, applications for Zone 
Changes are ordinarily heard by the Land Development Hearings Board. When a 
Zone Change is sought simultaneousiy with a Conditional Development; however, 
the two applications shall be considered together by the Planning Commission and 
no action by the Land Development Hearings Board shall be required. 

B. Applications ordinarily heard by the Historic Resources Commission shall not be 
filed together (combined) with another application(s) requiring a public hearing 
that is ordinarily heard by some other hearing authority. Historic Preservation 
Permit applications and Historic Preservation Overlay-related Zone Change 
applications that are ordinarily decided by the Director, or the Director's designee, 
shall be filed together (combined) with applications ordinarily heard by the Historic 
Resources Commission. In these cases, the combination of historic applications 
shall be reviewed by the Historic Resources Commission and no prior action by the 
Director shall be required. 

Section 2.5.20 - PURPOSES 

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

a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in location of structures; 

b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a more economical 
arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, land uses, and utilities; 

c. Preserve, to the greatest extent possible, existing Significant Natural Features and 
landscape features and amenities, and use such features in a harmonious fashion; 

d. Provide for more usable and suitably located pedestrian andlor recreational facil- 
ities and other public andlor common facilities than would otherwise be provided 
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under conventions! land development procedures; 

e. Combine and coordinate architectural styles, building forms, and building 
relationships within the Planned Development; 

f. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate approval before 
expenditure of complete design monies, while providing the City with assurances 
that the project will retain the character envisioned at the time of approval; 

$5 Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than would otherwise be 
provided under conventional land development procedures; and 

h. Provide benefits within the development site that compensate for the variations 
from development standards such that the intent of the development standards is 
still met. 

Section 2.5.40.04 - COMPLIANCE WITH PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
COMPATIBILITY FACTORS 

Section 2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria v1 
N 
T- 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria - I 
Requests for the approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to ensure =1 

consistency with the purposes of this Chapter, policies and density requirements of the 91 
s 

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 E 

L: 
applicable, and shall meet the Natural Resource and Natural Hazard criteria in "b", below. o 

m 

a. Compatibility Factors - 3 
1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested 

2. Basic site design (the organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' 
relationships to neighboring properties); 

3. Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.); 

4. Noise attenuation; 

5. Odors and emissions; 

6. Lighting; 

7. Signage; 

8. Landscaping for buffering and screening; 

9. Transportation facilities; 

10. Traffic and off-site parking impacts; 

11. Utility infrastructure; 

12. Effects on air and water quality (note: a DEQ permit is not sufficient to meet 
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this criterion); 

13. Design equal to or in excess of the types o f  improvements required by the 
standards in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; and 

14. Preservation andlor protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent 
with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 
4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - 
Minimum Assured Development Area, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. Streets shall also be designed along contours, and structures 
shall be designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure compliance 
with these Code standards. 

b. Natural Resources and Natural Hazards Factors - 
I. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 

and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions 
shall provide protections equal to or better than the specific standard 
requested for variation, and 

2. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions 
shall involve an alternative located on the same development site where the 
specific standard applies. 

Mixed Use Commercial (MUG) Zone Standards (from the 1993 Land Development 
Code, as amended) 

LDC 3.20.40.01 Preservation of Commercial Land Supply 

a. A minimum floor area ration (FAR) of 0.25 of commercial use is required for all 
property with a commercial Comprehensive Plan Map designation. This 
requirement is to ensure that commercial land is preserved for primarily 
commercial purposes. (A minimum FAR of 0.25 would require that a 40,000 square 
foot lot would have at least 10,000 square feet of commercial uses). This provision 
does not apply when commercial uses are applied to an existing residential 
building within a commercial district that existed proper to the adoption of this 
MUC district. The commercial uses on an MUC site are required to be developed 
prior to or concurrently with residential and limited manufacturing uses, with the 
exception of residential andlor limited manufacturing uses that are in  existence as 
of the adoption of this MUC district. Variations from the 0.25 FAR commercial 
minimum can only be allowed through the Planned Development process. 

b. When a project is composed of two or more phases, then the mixed use site shall 
be reviewed as a Planned Development and each phase shall meet the minimum 
0.25 FAR (floor area ratio requirement) as described in Section I above or an 
alternative proposed through the Planned Development review processes. 
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c. fVhere the square footage of the non-commercial usefs) 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 must be used for commercial purposes, the City can ensure compliance with 
Goal 9. 

LDC 3.20.40.02 Minimum Lot Area and Setback Requirements 

a. A setback of not less than 20 ft shall be provided along each MUC District 
boundary line where the line abuts any residential (RS) district. Off-street parking 
and loading shall be permitted in this area except within 15 ft of the district 
boundary line, which shall be limited to landscaping, fences, walls, driveways, or 
walks. Driveways, parking, and loading areas adjacent to residential districts shall 
be landscaped and screened in accordance with Chapter 4.2. Alternative to this 
standard may be considered through the Planned Development process. 

b. The requirements for residential structures containing a residential use shall be in 
accordance with Chapter 3.8-RS-20 standards, and the Mixed Use Design 

b Guidelines contained in this chapter. Ground floor commercial uses within existing 
residential structures shall be exempt from the RS-20 minimum setback T- 

requirements and shall also be subject to a Plan Compatibility Review (PCR) 
process. 

c. For maximum permitted setbacks, refer to Section 3.20.50.02 

LDC 3.20.40.03 Structure Height 

No structure shall exceed 45 ft in height 

LDC 3.20.40.04 Open Space Standards 

A minimum of 20 percent of the total site area shall be retained as open space. Open space 
may include landscape areas, natural areas, andlor pedestrian amenities (Section 
3.20.50.07). The site design and building design standards of this chapter shall also be 
met. Structures, parking, and driveways of interior parking areas are excluded from the 
open space area. 

LDC 3.20.40.05 Off-Street Parking 

Off-street parking shall be provided in accordance with Chapter 4.1. Required parking shall 
be provided on the same site as the use or upon abutting property. Street right-of-way 
shall be excepted when determining contiguity, except on arterials and collectors where 
there is not a controlled intersection within 100 feet of the subject property. Chapter 4.1 
allows adjustments to minimum parking standards when transit service and bicycle 
parking are available. Additional flexibility for required parking may be granted in the MUC 
District in conformance of the following standards. 

a. Shared parking agreements may be used to provide additional reductions in 
required parking, provided that the applicant demonstrates that there is an 
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adequate supp!y of parking for each use. Parking may include surplus parking 
during peak periods, or capacity provided due to off-peak use. 

b. Additional flexibility to vehicle parking provisions may be granted through the Lot 
Development Option (when the site is less than 3 acres), or Planned Development 
procedures (Chapter 2.12 and 2.5, respectively). This flexibility is provided to 
encourage development patterns that reduce the reliance on the automobile by 
taking advantage of alternate modes of travel. 

Section 3.20.50 - Design Guidelines and Standards 

LDC 3.20.50.01 Coordinated Development 

New development shall be designed in a manner that does not preclude development of 
adjacent property(ies) and ensures the logical and efficient extension of public facilities 
and services, including but not limited to sanitary sewer, water, storm drainage, street, and 
pedestrian facility connections. 

LDC 3.20.50.02 Building Orientation and Maximum Setbacks 

a. All new buildings in the MUC District shall be oriented to existing or new public 03 N 
streets or to private streets as approved by the City. Building orientation is V- 

demonstrated by placing buildings and their public entrances close to streets so 
I - - 

that pedestrians have a direct and convenient route from the street sidewalk to - 
+ 

building entrances. c 

b. At least one major public entrance should be oriented to each street that the 
E 
C 
0 

building abuts. Corner entrances may be used to provide entrance orientation to (P 

two streets, provided that the length of the building adjacent to the street does not 2 
exceed 50 feet. 

c. Building setbacks from streets or plazas shall not exceed 20 feet, except when 
necessary to preserve healthy, mature tree(s), or provide pedestrian amenities in 
conformance with 3.20.50.07 or to accommodate handicapped access 
requirements. A further exception to these setback requirements may be 
considered when the site is fronted by more than two streets. 

d. Street setbacks of greater than 20 feet (Section 3.20.50.02) may be approved when 
the building design incorporates seating, plazas, or other usable public spaces, as 
defined by Section 3.20.50.07 Public Amenities. 

LDC 3.20.50.04 Weather Protection 

a. Where new commercial or residential development is constructed adjacent to 
street sidewalks or pedestrian plazas, a 6-ft wide, weather-protected area (e.g. 
awnings and canopies) shall be provided along the portion of the building(s) 
adjacent to the sidewalks andlor plazas. 

LDC 3.20.50.05 Landscaping and Screening 

Landscaping and screening shall be required, in accordance with Chapter 4.2. In addition, 
the following standards apply to the MUC District: 

a. Street trees shall be required, consistent with Chapter 4.2. Species should be 
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compatible with the design features provided per Section 3.20.50.07, and shall 
provide continuity with nearby landscaping. A reduction to the number of required 
street trees may be granted when a development preserves healthy, mature tree(s) 
adjacent to the sidewalk. 

b. Screening of parking areas, drives, mechanical equipment, and solid waste 
receptacles with vertical elements is required and shall be installed prior to 
building occupancy. Screening options include landscape plants, planters, 
ornamentals walls, trellises, fences, or other features consistent with Chapter 4.2. 

c. Irrigation systems shall be installed to support landscaping. 

LDC 3.20.50.06 Street Connectivity and Internal Circulation 

a. New structures and substantial improvements may be required to provide street or 
driveway stubs and reciprocal access easements to promote efficient circulation 
between uses and properties, and promote connectivity and dispersal of traffic. 

b. The maximum block perimeter shall be 1200 feet. Alternatives to this standard may 
be considered through the Planned Development process, provided that direct 
pedestrian access is maintained at least every 300 feet. 

Q, 
hl 

c. Traffic lanes shall be internal to the site and not located between the building(s) V- 

and the sidewalk(s), except as provided in "d" below. I - - - 
fir 

d. Where drop off facilities are provided (e.g. handicapped access) they shall be c 
designed to meet ADA disability needs but still provide for direct pedestrian 
circulation. 

E 
I: 
0 
m 
fir 

LDC 3.20.50.07 Pedestrian Amenities 3 

All new structures and substantial improvements shall provide pedestrian amenities, as 
defined by this chapter. The number of pedestrian amenities provided shall comply with 
the following sliding scale. 

Size of Structure or 
Substantial Improvement Number of Amenities 
<5,000 square feet 1 
5,000-10,000 square feet 2 
10,000-50,000 square feet 3 
>50,000 square feet 4 

Acceptable pedestrian amenities include: 

e Sidewalks with ornamental treatments (e.g. brick pavers) or sidewalks which are 
50% wider than required by the Land Development Code. . Benches and public outdoor seating 

b Sidewalk planters 
e Public art (e.g. sculpture, fountain, clock, mural, etc) with a value equal to or 

greater than one (1) percent of construction value of the structure(s). 
e Pocket parks (minimum usable area of 300 feet) 
e Plazas (minimum usable area of 300 feet) 
b Street trees of a caliper 50% wider than required by the Land Development Code 
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(may include preservation of healthy mature trees adjacent to the street sidewalk). 
e Additional weather protection in excess of 3.20.50.04 
e Other improvements approved through the Lot Development Option (Chapter 2.12), 

or Planned Development process (Chapter 2.5) 

Pedestrian amenities shall comply with the following standards and guidelines: 

a. Amenities should be visible and accessible to the general public from an improved 
street. Access to pocket parks, plazas, and sidewalks must be provided via a public 
right-of-way or a public access easement. 

b. The size or capacity of pedestrian amenities should be roughly proportional to 
their expected use, including use by employees, customers, residents, and other 
visitors. The minimum area standards for pocket parks and plazas may be 
increased based on this guideline. 

C. Amenities which are eligible for credit toward open space standards, and 
adjustment to the maximum 20-feet setback standard, include plazas, pocket parks, 
seating areas, and other areas that provide usable pedestrian space and street 
furniture. 

d. Amenities should be consistent with the character and scale of surrounding 
developments. For example, similarity in awning height, bench style, planter 
materials, street trees, and pavers is recommended to foster continuity in the 
design sf pedestrian areas. Materials should be suitable for ou tdo~r  use, easily 
maintained, and have a reasonably long life cycle (e.g. 10 years before 
replacement. 

e. When provided at or near a bus stop, amenities should generally conform to 
standards of the Corvallis Transit System. 

LDC 3.20.50.08 General Building Design Standards 

Mixed use districts require special attention to building design because of the intermixing 
of land uses in such areas. The following standards are intended to be specific and 
quantifiable, while allowing for flexibility in design. Additional flexibility is provided 
through the Planned Development and Lot Development Option review processes. This 
section provides both required and optional design elements. 

a. Minimum Requirements 

New structures and substantial improvements should provide architectural relief 
and interest, with emphasis at building entrances and along sidewalks, to promote 
and enhance a comfortable pedestrian scale and orientation. Blank walls shall be 
avoided when practicable by complying with the following minimum requirements: 

1. Ground floor windows shall be provided. The main front elevation(s) of 
buildings shall provide at least 60 percent windows or transparency at the 
pedestrian level (on corner lots, this provision applies to two elevations). 
The transparency is measured in lineal fashion (e.g. a 100-foot wide 
building facade shall have a total of at least 60 lineal feet of windows). 

2. Along the vertical face of a structure, offsets shall occur at a minimum of 
every 50 feet by providing at least one of the following [Note: the PA-0 and 
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SA districts require offsets at: 30 feet; consider a larger dimension based on 
a larger development scale in MUG: 

e Recessed (entrances, floor area, etc.) of a minimum depth of 8 feet. 

. Extensions (entrances, floor area, etc.) at a minimum clearance of 8 
feet, a minimum depth of 8 feet, and a maximum length of an 
overhang shall be 25 feet. 

e Offsets or breaks in roof elevation by a minimum of 3 feet or more 
in height. 

3. In order to break up vast expanses of single element building elevations, 
building design shall include a combination of architectural elements and 
features such as offsets, windows, entry treatments, wood siding, brick, 
stucco, synthetic stucco (e.g. EIFS), textured concrete block, or textured 
concrete, etc. 

4. Provide differentiation between ground-level spaces and upper stories. For 
example, bays or balconies for upper levels, and awnings, canopies or 
other similar treatments for lower levels can provide differentiation. 
Variation in building materials, trim, paint, ornamentation, windows, or 
other features such as public art, may also be used. Other design solutions 
may be approved by the Director. 

5. Ensure privacy in residential developments through effective window 
placement, sound-proofing, landscape screening, andlor orientation of 
outdoor living areas (e.g. balconies, porches, patios, etc.). Opposite facing 
windows at close distances should be offset vertically or horizontally, or 
employ appropriate materials (e.g. glazed, tinted, etc.) to protect privacy. 

6. Access shall be designed to minimize interference with traffic circulation. 
Where necessary, additional right-of-way shall be dedicated to maintain 
adequate circulation. 

LDC 3.20.50.09 Neighborhood Compatibility 

a. Minimum standards adjacent to a residential district: 

1. Architectural compatibility between new development and adjacent 
residences (e.g. similar roof forms, windows, trim, and materials) is 
required. Pitched roofs shall provide a minimum of 4:12 pitch [this 
is the same pitch that is used in the PA-0 district]. Flat roofs shall 
provide a cornice, or other decorative treatment. 

2. Roof elevation(s) shall gradually step-down so that the height of the 
proposed structure does not exceed the heightfs) of adjacent 
residential structures(s) by more than one (1) story. This provision 
applies to that portion of the structure that is closest (20 feet, 
minimum) to the adjacent residential structures. 

3. The site design shall preserve healthy mature trees on-site, to the 
maximum extent practicable. Trees which are likely to create a 
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hazard for the development or adjacent properties may he removed, 
consistent with Chapter 4.2. 

4. Artificial lighting shall be arranged and constructed not to produce 
direct glare on adjacent residential properties. 

LDC 3.20.50.09 Neighborhood Compatibility 

b. Minimum standards adjacent to a industrial district: 

I .  The site design shall preserve healthy mature trees on-site, to the 
maximum extent practicable. Trees which are likely to create a 
hazard for the development or adjacent properties may be removed, 
consistent with Chapter 4.2. 

Section 4.2.30 

2. If residential uses are introduced in areas that are adjacent to an 
industrial district, the site design for the residential use shall 
incorporate fencing and a 20 foot landscape screen between the 
residential uses on the MUC site and the industrial district in 
accordance with Section 4.2.50. Driveways may occur within the 
landscape screen but in no case may they be less than 10 feet from 
the adjacent industrial district boundary. CC) 

7 

I 

REQUIRED TREE PLANTINGS AND MAINTENANCE - - - 
a. Tree Plantings - 

L 

c 
Tree plantings in accordance with this Section are required for all landscape areas, 2 
including but not limited to parking lots for four or more cars, public street +-I 
frontages, private streets, multi-use paths, sidewalks that are not located along 3 
streets, alleys, and along private drives more than 150 ft. long. 

1. Street Trees - 

a) Along streets, trees shall be planted in designated landscape 
parkway areas or within areas specified in a City-adopted street tree 
plan. Where there is no designated landscape parkway area, street 
trees shall be planted in yard areas adjacent to the street, except as 
allowed elsewhere by "d," below; 

b) Along all streets with planting strips in excess of six ft. wide and 
where power lines are located underground, a minimum of 80 
percent of the street trees shall be large canopy trees; 

C) Planting strips on Local Connector and Local Streets shall be 
planted with medium canopy trees; and 

d) If planting strips are not provided on Arterial, Collector, and 
Neighborhood Collector Streets, an equivalent number of the 
required large and required medium canopy trees shall be provided 
in other locations within common open space tracts on the site, or 
within the front yard setback areas of the parcels and lots adjacent 
to the street. Such plantings in-lieu-of street trees shall be in 
addition to the mitigation trees required in Section 4.12.60; 
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2. Along alleys, trees shall be planted on the sides of the alleys at a minimum 
of one tree per lot; and the trees shall be located within 10 ft. of the alley; 

Along sidewalks and multi-use paths not located along streets, a minimum 
five ft.-wide landscaping buffer is required on either side of the facility. 
Examples of sidewalks and multi-use paths not located along streets 
include pedestrian and bicycle connections between Cul-de-sacs or 
between residential areas and neighborhood centers, etc. Within these 
buffers, trees shall be planted at least every 30 ft., or as determined by the 
type of tree used. See Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking 
Lot Trees; 

4. Conditions of Approval for individual development projects may require 
additional tree plantings to mitigate removal of other trees, or as part of 
landscape buffering or screening efforts; 

5. The distance between required trees shall be determined by the type of tree 
used. See Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees; 
and 

6. Trees in parking areas shall be dispersed throughout the lot to provide a 
canopy for shade and visual relief. M 

-7. 

Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees 

Medium-canopy trees: - Maximum 30 ft. on-center 
trees that normally reach spacing 
30-50 ft, in height within 
30 years 

Large-canopy trees: - Maximum 50 ft. on-center 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. spacing 
in height within 30 years, but 
exceed 50 ft, in height at maturity 

Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees 

Medium-canopy trees: - Minimum one tree per eight cars 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. 
in height within 30 years 

Large-canopy trees: - Minimum one tree per 12 cars 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. 
in height within 30 years, but 
exceed 50 ft. in height at maturity 

b. Areas Where Trees May Not be Planted - 
. Trees may not be planted within five ft. of permanent hard surface paving or 

walkways, unless special planting techniques and specifications are used and 
particular species of trees are planted, as outlined in Section 4.2.40.c or approved 
by the Director. These limitations apply most frequently in areas such as 
landscape parkways, pedestrian walkways, and plaza areas, where there may be 
tree grates. 
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2. Unless approved otherwise by the City Engineer, trees may not be planted: 

a) Within 10 ft. of fire hydrants and utility poles; 

b) Within 20 ft. of street light standards; 

c) Within five ft. from an existing curb face, except where required for street 
trees; 

d) Within 10 ft. of a public sanitary sewer, storm drainage, or water line; or 

e) Where the Director determines the trees may be a hazard to the public 
interest or general welfare. 

Section 4.2.40 - BUFFER PLANTING§ 

Buffer plantings are used to reduce apparent building scale, provide a transition between 
contrasting architectural styles, and generally mitigate incompatible or undesirable views. 
They are used to soften rather than block viewing. Where required, a mix of plant 
materials shall be used to achieve the desired buffering effect. At minimum, this mix shall 
consist of trees, shrubs, and ground cover, and may also consist of existing vegetation, 
such as natural areas that will be preserved. 3 

r 

At minimum, buffering is required in areas identified through Conditions of Approval, in I - - 
areas required by other provisions within this Code, and in Through Lot areas, and as - 

.c, 
required below. I= 

a, 
F 
b 

Parking, Loading, and Vehicle Maneuvering Areas - 1= 
0 
m 
.Is a. Buffering is required for parking areas containing four or more spaces, loading 

areas, and vehicle maneuvering areas. Boundary plantings shall be used to buffer 3 
these uses from adjacent properties and the public right-of-way. A minimum five- 
ft.-wide perimeter landscaping buffer shall be provided around parking areas; and 
a minimum 10 ft.-wide perimeter landscaping buffer shall be provided around trees. 
Additionally, where parking abuts this perimeter landscape buffer, either parking 
stops shall be used or planters shall be increased in width by 2.5 ft. On-site 
plantings shall be used between parking bays, as well as between parking bays 
and vehicle maneuvering areas. Low-lying ground cover and shrubs, balanced 
with vertical shrubs and trees, shall be used to buffer the view of these facilities. 

Decorative walls and fences may be used in conjunction with plantings, but may 
not be used alone to comply with buffering requirements. 

b. In addition to any pedestrian refuge areas, each landscaped island within and 
around parking lot areas shall - 
I. Include one or more shade canopy trees; 

2. Be a minimum length of eight ft. at its smallest dimension; 

3. Include at least 80 sq. ft. of ground area per tree to allow for root aeration; 
and 

4. Include raised concrete curbs around the perimeter. 
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CHAPTER 4.10 - PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DESIGN STANDARDS 

Section 4.10.40 - APPLICATION OF STANDARDS 

6. Mixed Use Buildings - For mixed use buildings, the applicable provisions for each 
use component shall apply to that portion of the building. For example, if a mixed 
use building has ground floor retail and residential above, the standards for 
Commercial, Industrial, and Civic Uses shall apply to the commercial portion, and 
the Residential Use standards shall apply to the remainder of the building. If a 
conflict exists between standards, the standard that provides more pedestrian 
amenities applies. 

Section 4.10.60 - STANDARDS FOR ATTACHED SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS THREE UNITS 
OR GREATER, TOWNHOME, TRIPLEX, FOURPLEX, AND APARTMENT 
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING TYPES 

4.10.60.01 - Building Orientation, Entrances, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas 

All building orientations, facades, and entrances shall comply with the following 
standards. 

- - 
a. Orientation of Buildings -Al l  dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed - 

-w 
public or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land s 
Division Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed 
in accordance with Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions may be accessed from an 

E 
z 

alley. Private streets used to meet this standard must include the elements in 0 
m + 

Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for 
public and private street standards. 3 

1. Primary building entrances shall face the streets or be directly accessed by 
a sidewalk or multi-use path less than 200 ft, long, as shown in Figure 4.10- 
13 - Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street, below. Primary 
entrances may provide access to individual units, clusters of units, 
courtyard dwellings, or common lobbies. Entrances shall open directly to 
the outside and shall not require passage through a garage or carport to 
gain access to the doorway. 

Open courtyard space may increase up to 50 percent of the building front 
beyond the maximum setback, as shown in Figure 4.10-14 - Open 
Courtyards, below. Open courtyard space is usable space that shall 
include pedestrian amenities such as benches, seating walls, or similar 
furnishings, and shall include landscaping. For example, an apartment 
building in a Mixed Use Residential Zone is required to have a front yard 
setback of no more than 15 ft. If a developer desires to construct a u- 
shaped building with a pedestrian courtyard in the center, then one half the 
width of the building, based upon the lineal footage of the building's street 
frontage, could be located farther back than the maximum setback of 15 ft. 

3. Off-street parking and vehicular circulation shall not be placed between 
buildings and the streets to which those buildings are primarily oriented, 
except for driveway parking associated with single-family development. 
See Figure 4.10-13- Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street 
for compliant locations of parking and circulation. An exception may also 
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be granted for up to two parking spaces per dwelling unit for Duplexes and 
Triplexes, provided these spaces are within driveway areas designed to 
serve individual units within the Duplexes or Triplexes, as shown in Figure 
4.10-15 - Driveway Exception for Duplexes and Triplexes, on the next page. 
Parking to the side of buildings is allowed in limited situations, as outlined 
in Section 4.10.60.02 below. 

b. Percentage of Frontage - On sites with 100 ft. or more of public or private street 
frontage, at least 50 percent of the site frontage width shall be occupied by 
buildings placed within the maximum setback established for the zone, except that 
variations from this provision shall be allowed as outlined in Section 4.10.60.01 .a.2, 
above. See Figure 4.10-16 - Portion of Building Required in Setback Area on Sites 
with At Least 100 ft. of Frontage. For sites with less than I00  ft. of public or private 
street frontage, at least 40 percent of the site frontage width shall be occupied by 
buildings placed within the maximum setback established for the zone, except that 
variations from this provision shall be allowed as outlined in Section 4.10.60.01.a.2, 
above. See Figure 4.40-17 - Portion of Building Required in Setback Area on Sites 
with Less Than 100 ft. of Frontage. 

c. Windows and Doors -Any facade facing streets, sidewalks, and multi-use paths 
shall contain a minimum area of 15 percent windows andlor doors. This provision 
includes garage facades. Gabled areas need not be included in the base wall CD 

m 
calculation when determining this minimum 15 percent requirement. T- 

I - - - 
d. Grading (Cuts and Fills) - Structures and onsite improvements shall be designed .V 

to fit the natural contours of the site and be consistent with the Natural Hazards s 

and Natural Resource Provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 

E 
1= 
0 

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. 

9 
4.10.60.02 - Parking Location 

a. Standards 

1. Parking lots shall be placed to the rear of buildings. Ministerial exceptions 
to this standard allow parking to the side of a building if required parking 
cannot be accommodated to the rear. These ministerial exceptions may be 
granted in the following cases: 

a) Where lot depth is less than 75 ft.; 

b) Where parking on the side would preserve Natural Hazards or 
Natural Resources that exist to the rear of a site, and that would be 
disturbed by the creation of parking to the rear of structures on a 
site; 

C) Where a common outdoor space at least 200 sq. ft. is proposed to 
the rear of a site, and parking in the rear would prohibit the 
provision of this common outdoor space area for residents of a 
development site; andlor 

d) Where parking on the side would solve proximity issues between 
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dwelling tinit entrances and parking spaces. A proximity issae in 
this case involves a situation where a parking lot to the rear is in 
excess of 100 ft. from the entrances to the dwelling units being 
served by the parking lot. 

2. On corner lots, parking areas shall not be located within 30 ft. of a roadway 
intersection, as measured from the center sf the curb radius to the edge of 
the parking area's curb or wheel stop. 

4.10.60.03 - Ratio of GaragelCarport Facade to Street, Placement, and Materials 

Provisions for the ratio of garage and carport facades to the street, placement, and 
materials shall be as outlined in Section 4.10.50.02. 

4.10.60.04 - Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 

a. Pedestrian Features Menu for Triplexes, Fsurplexes, and Townhomes - Each 
Triplex, Fourplex, or Townhome shall incorporate a minimum of one of the 
following three pedestrian features. The applicant shall indicate proposed options 
on plans 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. I-- 
cr) 

above the grade of the nearest street sidewalk or streetside multi-use path. 7 - - - 
2. Front PorcheslPatios - A front porch or front patio for each ground floor +d 

dwelling unit, with a minimum size of six ft. deep by 10 ft. wide (60 sq. ft.), s 
and with a minimum of 60 percent of the porch or patio covered to provide 
weather protection. L: 

k! .g 
3. SidewalWalkway to Front Door - A minimum three-ft.-wide walkway 4 

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 with at least a six-in. 
overhang. Mixed use buildings may provide flat roofs with a decorative cap, such 
as a parapet or cornice, that is a distinctive element from the main wall of the 
building. Additionally, each structure shall incorporate a minimum of four of the 
following eight building design features. The applicant shall indicate proposed 
options on plans submitted for building permits. While not all of the design 
features are required, the inclusion of as many as possible is strongly encouraged. 

1. 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. 

2. Buildina and Roof Articulation - Exterior building elevations that 
incorporate design features such as off-sets, balconies, projections, 
window reveals, or similar elements to preclude large expanses of 
uninterrupted building surfaces. Along the vertical face of a structure, such 
features shall be designed to occur on each floor and at a minimum of 
every 45 ft. To satisfy this requirement, at least two of the following three 
choices shall be incorporated into the development: 
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a) Dff-sets or breaks in roof elevation s f  three ft, or more in height, 
cornices two ft. or more in height, or  at least two-ft. eaves; 

b) Recesses, such as decks, patios, courtyards, entrances, etc., with a 
minimum depth of two ft. and minimum length of four ft.; andlor 

C) Extensionslprojections, such as floor area, porches, bay windows, 
decks, entrances, etc., that have a minimum depth of two ft. and 
minimum length of four ft. 

3. Buildina Materials - Buildings shall have a minimum of two different types 
of building materials on facades facing streets, including but not limited to 
stucco and wood, brick and stone, etc. Alternatively, they shall have a 
minimum of two different patterns of the same building material, such as 
scalloped wood and lap siding, etc. on facades facing streets. These 
requirements are exclusive of foundations and roofs, and pertain only to 
the walls of a structure. 

4. Increased Eaves Width - Eaves with a minimum 18-in. overhang. 

5. Increased Windows - A  minimum area of 20 percent windows andlor 
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 00 

m 
percent calculation. F I - - - 

6. Increased Roof Pitch - A  minimum 6:12 roof pitch with at least a six-in. +a 

overhang. 6 

7. Architectural Features - At least one architectural feature included on 
E 
A2 
0 
m dwelling facades that face the street. Architectural features are defined as .w 

bay windows, oriels, covered porches greater than 60 sq. ft. in size, 
balconies above the first floor, dormers related to living space, or habitable 

3 
cupolas. If a dwelling is oriented such that its front facade, which includes 
the front door, is oriented to a sidewalk and no facades of the dwelling face 
a street, then the architectural feature may be counted if it is located on the 
front facade. 

8. Architectural Details - Architectural details used consistently on dwelling 
facades that face streets. Architectural details are defined as exposed rafter 
or beam ends, eave brackets, windows with grids or true divided lights, or 
pergolas integrated into building facades. If a dwelling is oriented such that 
its front facade, which includes the front door, 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. 

4.10.60.05 - Service Areas and Roof-Mounted Equipment 

a. Service Areas - When provided, service areas such as trash receptacles shall be 
located to provide truck access and shall not be placed within any required 
setback area. When located outside a setback area, but within five-l0 ft. of a 
property line, such service areas shall be screened on all sides with a solid fence 
or wall at least one ft, higher than the equipment within the service area and also 
screened with landscaping in accordance with landscape screening provisions of 
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Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. When !scat4 
outside a setback area, but greater than 10 ft. from a property line, such service 
area shall still be screened, but may be screened with landscaping only, provided it 
is in accordance with landscape screening provisions of Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

Service areas for residential building types other than single-family, duplex, and 
triplex units shall be located a minimum of 20 ft. from both on-site and off-site 
residential buildings. Transformers shall also be screened with landscaping. When 
service areas are provided within alleys, the alleys shall be constructed in 
accordance with the provisions in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with 
Development. 

b. Roof-Mounted Equipment - Roof-mounted equipment, such as heating, ventilation, 
air conditioning equipment, etc., shall be screened by providing screening features 
at least equal in height to the equipment and constructed of materials used in the 
building's exterior construction. Screening features include features such as a 
parapet, wall, or other sight-blocking feature. The roof-mounted equipment shall 
be painted to match the roof. 

4.10.60.06 - Pedestrian Circulation 

a. Applicability 

These additional pedestrian circulation standards apply to all residential 
developments with eight or more units. 

Section 4.10.70 - STANDARDS FOR COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, AND CIVIC 
DEVELOPMENT - PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DESIGN 
STANDARDS 

4.10.70.01 - Applicability 

a. All new commercial, industrial, and civic building types and associated features, 
such as parking lots, within all zones that refer to Section 4.10.70 shall comply with 
Sections 4.10.70.02 through 4.10.70.05. 

4.10.70.02 - Building Orientation 

All buildings shall be oriented, as outlined in this Section, to existing or proposed public or 
private streets. See Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development for public and 
private street standards. Buildings on corner parcels shall be oriented to both streets 
bordering the property. Private streets used to meet this standard must include the 
elements in Chapter 4.0. 

The building orientation standard is met when all of the following criteria are met: 

a. Street Frontage Setback -A t  least 50 percent of the building's linear frontage is 
located within the maximum setback established for the zone for structures that 
have street frontage, as shown below in Figure 4.10-18 - Percent of Building 
Frontage Within Maximum Setback Area. An exception to this requirement pertains 
to provisions elsewhere in this Chapter for development in the Neighborhood 
Center (NC) Zone. Expansion of a structure existing prior to December 31,2006, 
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and in conforma~;ce with the Code on that date is deemed to meet this criterion, 
provided the area of expansion is between the street and the existing building 
frontage. 

b. Entrances - All building sides that face an adjacent public or private street include 
at least one customer entrance. When the site is adjacent to more than one street, 
corner entrances at an angle of up to 45 degrees, from the largest of the two 
adjacent streets, may be substituted for separate entrances on adjacent streets. If 
the building does not have frontage along an adjacent street, direct pedestrian 
access to the street may be achieved by a sidewalk or courtyard connecting to a 
street no farther than 100 ft. from the building's pedestrian entrance. Examples of 
these requirements are shown below in Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development Element 
Locations. Buildings of less than 3,000 sq. ft. fronting on only one street may 
provide the customer entrance on the side of the building in lieu of the front, if a 
sidewalk or courtyard provides a direct pedestrian connection of less than 50 ft. 
between the entrance and the street. 

c. Parking and Vehicle Circulation - Off-street parking or vehicular circulation shall 
not be placed between buildings and streets used to comply with this standard, as 
shown above in Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development Element Locations. Where 
allowed by the underlying zone, outdoor vehicle display lots for sale of autos, 
noncommercial trucks, motorcycles, trailers with less than 10,000 Ibs. gross cargo 
weight, motor homes, and boats may be located adjacent to streets. The parking lot 
perimeter landscaping requirements of Section 4.2.40 of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting shall be met. 

d. Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone Special Provisions - Buildings in the 
Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone shall comply with the following additional 
standards. See Figure 4.10-20 - Shopping Streets for context: 

1. Buildings shall be oriented to designated Shopping Streets, public open 
space, or a public park; and 

2. On designated Shopping Streets in the Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone, 80 
percent of the building front shall be within the maximum setback. The 
maximum setback may be waived if pedestrian amenities occupy the 
extended setback area, as shown in Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development 
Element Locations. Pedestrian amenities are defined in Section 4.10.70.05. 

e. Exception for Enhanced Pedestrian Environment - Within a Minor Neighborhood 
Center, an exception to the requirement that all buildings on corner parcels front 
both streets may be granted through the process identified in Chapter 2.16 - 
Request for Interpretation if the proposed Shopping Street's design and layout can 
be shown to provide a pedestrian environment that is clearly superior to the 
environment that would result from the corner orientation. An example of a design 
and layout with a clearly superior pedestrian environment is one where the 
Shopping Street is enclosed, etc. For Major Neighborhood Centers, such 
exceptions may be granted, based on the same standard, through the process 
identified in Chapter 2.10 - Major Neighborhood Center Master Site Plan 
Requirements. 

f. Grading (Cuts and Fills) - Structures and on-site improvements shall be designed 
to fit the natural contours of the site and be consistent with the Natural Hazards 
and Natural Resource Provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
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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. 

4.10.70.03 - Pedestrian Circulation Standards 

a. Requirements for New Development and Options for Expansions of a Commercial, 
Industrial, or Civic Structure, Consistent with Section 4.10.70.01.c - 
I. Continuous Internal Sidewalks and Multi-use Paths - A continuous internal 

sidewalk, including associated necessary sidewalk crossings, no less than 
five ft. wide, shall be provided from public sidewalks or rights-of-way to all 
customer entrances, and between customer entrances of all buildings, as 
shown in Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development Element Locations. Sidewalks 
shall be direct and convenient and form a network of walking routes. 
Internal multi-use paths shall be no less than 12 ft. wide. 

2. Sidewalks along Building Walls - Sidewalks no less than five ft. wide shall 
be provided along the full length of building walls featuring a customer 
entrance and along any wall parallel to and abutting parking areas larger 
than eight parking spaces, except in situations where the sidewalk would 
not provide connectivity between an entrance and parking area. Where 
sidewalks are adjacent to buildings, except along Shopping Streets, a five- =J 't" 

ft.-wide foundation landscape strip andlor weather protection with planters I - 
shall be provided. These elements are noted in Figure 4.10-19 - Site - - 
Development Element Locations. .c, 

C 
a 

Separation and Distinction from Drivinn Surfaces - Where any internal c E 
sidewalk is parallel to and abuts a vehicular circulation or parking area, the 
sidewalk shall be raised and separated from the vehicular circulation or .+, 

parking area by a raised curb at least six in. in height. In addition to this 3 
requirement, a landscaping strip at least five ft. wide, or wheel stops with 
landscaping strips at least four ft. wide, are strongly encouraged to 
enhance the separation of vehicular from pedestrian facilities. 

4. Sidewalk and Multi-use Path Surface Treatment - Public internal sidewalks 
shall be concrete and shall be at least five ft. wide. Private internal 
sidewalks shall be concrete or masonry pavers, and shall be at least five ft. 
wide. Public multi-use paths, such as paths for bicycles, pedestrians, and 
emergency vehicles, shall be concrete, and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. 
Private multi-use paths shall be of the same materials as private sidewalks, 
or asphalt, and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. All materials used for public 
sidewalks and multi-use paths shall meet City Engineering standards. 

5. Crossinss - Where any internal sidewalk crosses an internal street, 
driveway, or parking aisle, the sidewalk shall be clearly marked with 
contrasting paving materials. Additional use of other measures to clearly 
mark a crossing, such as an elevation change, speed humps, or striping, is 
encouraged. 

6. Connection to Adiacent Properties or Streets - in addition to the sidewalk 
connections required by the block development standards in Chapter 4.0 - 
Improvements Required with Development, sidewalk connections shall be 
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provided between internal sidewalk networks and ail adjacent planned 
streets, sidewalks, and multi-use paths. Multi-use paths shall be connected 
with adjacent multi-use paths, sidewalks, andlor bike lanes. Where 
appropriate, such connections shall also be provided to adjacent 
residential properties. 

7. Plantinn Strips - For lots abutting existing streetside sidewalks, sidewalks 
shall be reconstructed with a planting strip consistent with the 
requirements in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. 

b. Additional Requirement for New Development and Additional List of Options for 
Expansions of a Commercial, Industrial, or Civic Structure, Consistent with Section 
4.10.70.01.d.l - New development shall comply with one of the following five 
options. Expansions in accordance with Section 4.10.70.01.c shall add this list of 
choices to those presented in Section 4.10.70.03.a to obtain a larger list of options 
to comply with the requirements of Section 4.10.70.01 .d.1. 

Options: 

I. Driveway Consolidation - Removal of at least one driveway through 
outright removal or access consolidation, such that the net number of 
driveways for the site is at least one less than prior existing conditions for 
the site. (V 

d 
t" 
I 

2. Landscape Buffer - Construction or expansion of a landscape buffer - - - 
between the back of a sidewalk and existing vehicle parking or circulation .W 

areas. The constructed or expanded landscape buffer shall, when s 

completed, be a minimum of 20 ft. wide. E 
I= 
0 

3. Reduced Parking - Establishment of an agreement that shares parking rn 
between the subject site and an abutting site and results in a reduction of 
total parking spaces for the subject site to 90 percent or less of the required 

5! 
minimum. Such shared parking agreements may be used, provided the 
applicant demonstrates an adequate supply of parking for each use. 
Identification of surplus parking during peak periods, or surplus capacity 
provided due to off-peak use, are methods of demonstrating this adequacy. 

4. Covered Walkways - Installation of weather protection resulting in covered 
pedestrian walkways between and around all buildings and between the 
primary building and adjacent public pedestrian facilities. 

5. Notarized Letter -Where development is proposed on property adjacent to 
existing five-lane arterial streets or highways, recording a signed and ' 

notarized letter with the Benton County Clerk from the owner of the 
development site agreeing not to oppose construction of a future median or 
pedestrian refuge. 

4.10.70.04 - Vehicle Circulation and Design Standards 

a. Parking Lots - 
1. Parking lots shall be placed to the rear of buildings in accordance with 

Section 4.10.70.02. Administrative exceptions to this standard are allowed 
based on the following provisions. To the extent that required parking 
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cannot be located to the rear of the building due to other requirements of 
this Code or unusual site constraints, both of which are defined in the 
following paragraph, the amount of parking and vehicle circulation that 
cannot be accommodated to the rear of the building may be provided only 
to the side of the building. 

Other requirements sf this Code may include, but are not necessarily 
limited to, significant Natural Resource and Natural Hazard provisions in 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions; and Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and 
Access Requirements. Unusual site constraints may include parcels 
fronting more than two streets, irregular lot configuration, weak foundation 
soils, or other physical site factors that constrain development when 
considered with Building Code requirements. 

b. Corner Parcels - Parking areas shall not be located within 30 ft. of a roadway 
intersection, as measured from the center of the curb radius to the edge of the 
parking area's curb or wheel stop. 

c. Parking Lot Access - Commercial driveway approaches shall be used to access 
parking lots from public streets. Parking lot approaches shall be located no closer 
than 50 ft. from local street intersections, as measured from the intersection of two Cr, 

rights-of-way lines. Approaches on collector and arterial streets shall comply with 2 
parking lot approach standards provided in Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and I - 
Access Requirements. - - 

w 
C 

d. Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone Special Provisions - Parking in the Neighborhood 
Center (NC) Zone shall comply with the following additional standards: r: E 

0 

1. Off-street parking shall be located behind new buildings and building 5 

expansions for buildings constructed after adoption of this Code; 3 
2. Exceptions to this standard for new buildings may be requested only in 

association with a Planned Development application in accordance with 
Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development; 

3. Exceptions to this standard for expansion of a building in existence prior to 
December 31, 2006, may allow parking on the side of a building to the 
extent that required parking cannot be located to the rear due to other 
requirements of this Code or unusual site constraints, identified in Section 
4.10.70.04.a above, and provided that the parking at the side of the building 
does not exceed 20 percent of the total minimum parking for the building. 

4. On-street parking along the property's frontage may count toward minimum 
parking requirements in the Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone. 

e. Drive-through Facilities 

1. Internal driveways are prohibited between buildings and streets to which 
the building entrances are oriented, except for car washes and fuel sales 
pursuant to '"3," below. Examples of correct and incorrect locations of 
these facilities are shown on the next page in Figure 4.10-21 - Drive-through 
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Facilities. 

2. Drive-through Facilities Uses are prohibited in the Minor Neighborhood 
Center (NC) Zone. In other commercial zones, Drive-through Facilities are 
allowed provided "I," above is met. Pedestrian areas shall be buffered from 
drive-through vehicles in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

3. Car Washes and Fuel Sales uses may include internal driveways, drive 
aisles, accessways, and queuing lanes between a building that meets 
setback requirements and the street to which the building's entrances are 
oriented, subject to the following standards: 

a) Pedestrian areas shall be buffered from drive-through vehicles in 
accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, 
and Lighting; 

b) A minimum eight-ft.-wide landscape buffer shall be provided 
between the vehicular circulation areas of the use and any sidewalk 
within the public street rights-of-way; and 

* 
c) When building entrances are separated from sidewalks by drive- * 

Y 
through facilities, contrasting paving materials shall be required to I 

ensure safe, direct, and convenient crossings. In addition, raised - - - 
elevation warning signs andlor landscaping screens are .c, 

s 
encouraged to enhance safe, direct, and convenient crossings and 
to further buffer pedestrian areas from Drive-through Facilities. i! 

C 
0 

4.10.70.05 - Standards and Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety .c, (P 

ti 
a. Pedestrian Amenities Standards 

1. Weather Protection -Where new commercial and civic development is 
constructed immediately adjacent to (abutting) street sidewalks or 
pedestrian plazas, a minimum six-ft.-wide, weather-protected area, 
protected by such elements as awnings or canopies, shall be provided and 
maintained along at least 60 percent of any building wall immediately 
adjacent to the sidewalks andlor pedestrian plazas. An additional 
requirement shall include a minimum eight-ft, vertical clearance between 
the sidewalk and the lowest portion of the weather protection. This vertical 
clearance shall be nine ft. for balconies. These requirements are shown 
below in Figure 4.10-22 -Weather Protection. 

2. Pedestrian Amenitv Reauirements - All new development and substantial 
improvements shall provide pedestrian amenities as defined by this 
Section. The number of pedestrian amenities provided shall comply with 
the following sliding scale: 

Sine of Structure or Substamtiai Number sf 
Improvement Amenities 

< 5,000 sq. ft. 1 

5,001 - 10,000 sq. ft. 2 
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Size of Structure or Substantial Number of 
Improvement Amenities 

10,001 - 50,000 sq. ft. 3 

> 50,000 sq. ft. 4 

3. Acceptable Pedestrian Amenities - Acceptable pedestrian amenities include 
the items listed below, some of which are shown in Figure 4.10-23 - 
Pedestrian Amenities: 

a) Sidewalks with ornamental treatments, such as brick pavers, or 
sidewalks 50 percent wider than required by this Code; 

b) Sidewalk planters with benches and public outdoor seating; 

C) Significant public art, such as sculpture, fountain, clock, mural, 
etc.; 

d) Mini parks or plazas that provide a minimum usable area of 300 sq. 
ft.); and 

e) Street trees of a caliper 50 percent wider than required by this Code. 
This approach may include preservation of healthy mature trees 
adjacent to the street sidewalk. 

V) * 
4. Accessibility of Pedestrian Amenities - Pedestrian amenities shall be visible T- 

and accessible to the general public from an improved street. Access to I - - 
mini parks, plazas, and sidewalks shall be provided via a public right-of- - 

.c, 

way or a public access easement. s 

b. Design Standards and Design Variety Menus 
E 
I= 
0 
m 
.c, 

Encroachments - Special architectural features, such as bay windows, 
decorative roofs, and entry features may, with City Council approval, 

3 
project up to three ft. into public rights-of-way, provided that they are not 
less than nine ft. above the sidewalk. Trellises, canopies and fabric 
awnings may project 6.5 ft. into setbacks and public rights-of-way, provided 
that they are not less than eight ft. above the sidewalk. No such 
improvements shall encroach into alley rights-of-way. 

LoadinnlService Facilities - Loading and service areas such as trash 
enclosures shall be located to minimize conflicts with public pedestrian 
areas; screened in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting; designed to provide convenient access for trucks; 
and designed to minimize noise and other impacts with adjoining uses. 
Service areas shall be located to the back or sides of buildings, or in alleys 
where available. Loading dock doors are encouraged to be placed in 
recessed areas or between buildings to minimize impacts to the pedestrian 
and human-scale aspects of the development. 

3. Roof-mounted Equipment - Roof-mounted equipment, such as heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning equipment, shall be screened. Screening 
features shall be at least equal in height to the equipment, compatible with 
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roof lines, and constructed of materiais used in the building's exterior 
construction. Screening features include such elements as a parapet, wall, 
or other sight-blocking feature, etc. The roof-mounted equipment shall be 
painted to match the roof. 

4. Sian Standards 

a) Pole-mounted, freestanding signs are prohibited in Neighborhood 
Center (NC) Zones. 

b) Blade signs placed under awnings are allowed along Shopping 
Streets. 

C) Remaining sign provisions are in accordance with Chapter 4.7 - 
Sign Regulations. 

5. Liahtina Standards - Lighting shall be provided consistent with the lighting 
provisions in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and 
Lighting. 

6. Windows - The provisions in this Section shall apply to placement and type 
of windows. Figure 4.10-24 -Windows and Glass Doors on Street-facing 
Facades is provided for context. 

a) Ground Floor Windows and Doors - Except for the Neighborhood 
8 
.c 

Center (NC) Zone, which is addressed in "c," below, a minimum of 1. - 
60 percent of the length and 25 percent of the first 12 ft. in height - 

C1 
from the adjacent grade of any street-facing facade shall contain E 
windows andlor glass doors. An exception may be granted if the E 
expansionlenlargement is for space neither adjacent to a street nor .S 

open to customers or the public. Additional requirements for 0 
(0 

windows shall include the following: C1 

2 
1) Ground floor windows shall be framed by bulkheads, piers, 

and sills such as are used in a recessed window, where 
applicable. Ground floor windows shall also have a Top 
Treatment such as a hood, awning, or a storefront cornice 
separating the ground floor from the second story. 
Alternatively, all ground floor windows shall provide a 
minimum three-in.-wide trim or recession. The Base 
Treatment standards under Section 4.10.70.05.b.7.d, below, 
and the Top Treatment standards under Section 
4.10.70.05.b.7.e, below, shall be used as a guide for 
providing bulkheads and cornices that meet this standard. 

2) Window Type - Ground floor windows used to comply with 
"a," above, shall meet all of the following standards: 

a. Opacity of greater than 60 percent prohibited for any 
required window; and 

b. Ground floor windows shall allow views from 
adjacent sidewalks into working areas or lobbies, 
pedestrian entrances, or display windows set into 
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the usall. Display cases attached to the outside wall 
do not qualify. The bottom of windows shall be no 
more than four ft. above the adjacent exterior grade. 

b) Windows on Commercial Stories above Ground Floor - Each facade 
on commercial stories above the ground floor and that faces a 
street or other area accessible to the public shall include at least 20 
percent window coverage. 

C) Neiqhborhood Center Special Window Provisions - For building 
walls facing Shopping Streets, windows andlor glass doors shall be 
provided on a minimum of 75 percent of the building wall length 
and 50 percent of the first 12 ft. in the building wall height from the 
adjacent grade. Public art, mini parks, andlor plazas, as defined in 
Section 4.10.70.05.a.3 may substitute for up to 50 percent of the 
required window area if construction is of permanently fixed, 
durable materials. 

7. Design Varietv Menu - Each structure shall incorporate a minimum of three 
of the following five 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 
st r~ngly encouraged. t- ~f 

T- 

a) Buildinn Walls - Building walls in excess of 30 ft. in length shall not & 
exceed a heightlwidth ratio of 1:3 without a change in height of at - 

.ha 

least four ft., as addressed below in Figures s 
4.10-2544 through C - Building Walls. E 

C 
0 

b) Maximum Wall Seaments - All building wall segments on all sides of ca 
buildings visible from public areas or adjacent uses shall be a 
maximum of 30 ft. in length. Building wall segments shall be 

2 
distinguished by architectural features including at least one of the 
following: columns, reveals, ribs or pilasters, piers, recesses, or 
extensions. The segment length may be increased to a maximum of 
60 ft. if the segment contains integral planters, public art, or 
permanent seating such as a seating wall, that conform to the 
accessibility standards in Section 4.10.70.05.a.4. 

C) Entrances - Primary building entrances shall be clearly defined by 
recess or projection, and shall be framed by a sheltering element 
such as an awning, overhang, arcade, or portico. 

d) Base Treatments - A  recognizable Base Treatment consisting of at 
least one of the following: 

1) Thicker walls, such as a bulkhead, ledges, or sills as viewed 
from the exterior of the building; 

2) Integrally textured materials such as stone, stucco, or other 
masonry; 

3) Integrally colored and patterned materials such as smooth- 
finished stone or tile; 
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4) Lighter or darker colored materials, Mullions, or panels; 

5) Detailing such as scoring, ribbing, moldings, or 
ornamentation; or 

6 )  Planters integral to the building. 

e) Top Treatments - A recognizable Top Treatment consisting of at 
least one of the following: 

1) Cornice treatments, other than colored stripes or bands 
that are integral to the building design. Materials such as 
stone, masonry, brick, wood, galvanized and painted metal, 
or other colored materials shall be used; 

2) Sloping roof (4:12 or greater) with overhangs. Overhangs 
may be boxed with moldings such as Modillions, Dentils, or 
other moldings, as applicable; or contain brackets; or 

3) Stepped parapets. 

Section 3.20.30 - PERMITTED USES IN THE MIXED USE COMMERCIAL ZONE (1993 Land co 
d- 

Development Code, as amended) V- 
I 

3.20.30.01 - General Development 

a. Primary Uses Permitted Outright: 

3. Commercial Use Types: 
b Animal Sales and Services (small animals): 

Grooming 
Veterinary 

Building Maintenance Services (no outdoor storage) 
Business Equipment Sales and Services 
Business Support Services 
Communication Services 
Construction Sales and Service (no outdoor storage) 
Convenience Sales and Personal Services 
Day Care Facilities 
Eating and Drinking Establishments - sit down 
Family Day Care 
Financial, Insurance, and Real Estate Services 
Food and Beverage Sales 
Laundry Services 
Medical Services 
Personal Services - General 
Professional and Administrative Services 
Repair Services - Consumer 
Research Services 
Retail Sales - General 
Transient Habitation - Lodging 
Commercial uses legally established and developed in conformance 
with the Development District in place on December 7,1998. 

Staff-Identified Applicable Decision Criteria -Western Station 



Section 4.11.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS 

g. Mixed Uses -When several Uses occupy a single structure or lot, the total required 
vehicle and bicycle parking shall be the sum of the requirements of individual 
Uses. Exceptions to this provision for shared parking may be considered through 
the Planned Development process outlined in Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development. 

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. 

2. A reduction of up to 10 percent of required vehicle parking may be obtained 
through the provision of bicycle parking as follows: 

a) For every eight required bicycle parking spaces, required vehicle 
parking may be reduced by one space, up to the maximum of a 10 
percent vehicle parking reduction; or 

b) For every four additional bicycle parking spaces provided over the 
minimum requirement, required vehicle parking may be reduced by 
one space, up to the maximum of a 10 percent vehicle parking 
reduction. Fifty percent of these additional bicycle parking spaces Q) * 
shall be covered, consistent with Section 4.1.70.d.I. V- 

I - - - 
Additional reductions of vehicle parking spaces may be granted through .c, 

the procedures in Chapter 2.12 - Lot Development Option or Chapter 2.5 - e 
Planned Development. E 

C 
0 

Section 4.1.30 - OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS CZI 
CI w 

Minimum parking requirements for Use Types in all areas of the City, with the exception of 
a 

the Central Business (CB) Zone and the Riverfront (RF) Zone, are described in Sections 
4.1.30.a through 4.1.30.f. Minimum parking requirements for the Central Business (CB) 
Zone are described in Section 4.1.30.g. 

a. Residential Uses Per Building Type - 

2. Duplex. Attached, and Multi-dwelling - 

a) Vehicles - 
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit 
2) One-bedroom Unit 
3) Two-bedroom Unit 
4) Three-bedroom Unit 

b) Bicvcles - 

1) Studio or Efficiency Unit 
2) One-bedroom Unit 
3) Two-bedroom Unit 
4) Three-bedroom Unit 
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One space per unit. - 1.5 spaces per unit. 
2.5 spaces per unit. 

One space per unit. 
- One space per unit. 

1.5 spaces per unit. 
Two spaces per unit. 
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c. C~mnaerciai Use Types (for accompanying office and indoor service areas) - 

Unless noted otherwise, number o f  spaces refers to vehicle parking requirements, 
and the number of spaces for bicycle parking shall be 10 percent of required 
vehicle parking or two bicycle spaces, whichever is greater, However, where fewer 
than three vehicle spaces are required, then only one bicycle parking space shall 
be required. 

1. Administrative and Professional Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. 

4. Animal Sales and Services - 

b) Grooming - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

f 1 Veterinary - One space per 400 sq. ft, of gross floor area. 

6. Building, Maintenance and Services - One space per 400 sq. ft, of gross 
floor area. 

7. Business Equipment Sales and Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

8. Business Support Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

9. Communication Services - One space per 400 sq, ft, of gross floor area. 
0 
V )  

10. Construction Sales and Service - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor V- 
8 

area. - - - 
+J 

11. Convenience Sales and Personal Services - One space per 400 sq, ft. of s 
gross floor area. E 

I: 

12. Eatina or Drinking Establishments - One space per four fixed seats or 0 m 
.+It 

stools where 24 lineal in. of bench shall be considered one seat, and one 
space per 50 sq. ft. of dining or drinking area where there are no fixed 

3 
seats. 

14. Financial, Insurance, and Real Estate Services - One space per 400 sq. ft. of 
gross floor area. 

15. Food and Beverage Retail Sales - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor 
area. 

18. Laundrv Service - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

20. Medical Services - One space per 200 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

22. Repair Services, Consumer - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

23. Research Services - One space per 300 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

25. Retail Sales, General - One space per 400 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

Section 4.0.60 - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREET REQUIREMENTS 
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a. Traffic evaluations shall be required of all development proposals in 
accordance with the following: 
1. Any proposal generating 30 or more trips per hour shall include Level of 

Service (LOS) analyses for the affected intersections. A Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) is required, if required by the City Engineer. The TIA shall be 
prepared by a registered professionas engineer. The City Engineer shall 
define the scope of the traffic impact study based on established 
procedures. The TIA shall be submitted for review to the City Engineer. The 
proposed TIA shall reflect the magnitude of the project in accordance with 
accepted traffic engineering practices. The applicant shall complete the 
evaluation and present the results with an overall site development 
proposal. 

e. Development sites shall be provided with access from a public street or a 
private street that meets the criteria in "d," improved to City 
standards in accordance with the following: 
I. Where a development site abuts an existing public street not improved to 

City standards, the abutting street shall be improved to City standards 
along the full frontage of the property concurrently with deve!sprnent. 
Where a development site abuts an existing private street not improved to 
City standards, and the private street is allowed per the criteria in "d'', 
above, the abutting street shall meet all the criteria in "d", above and be 
improved to City standards along the full frontage of the property 
concurrently with development. T- 

m 
k. 

T- 
Location, grades, alignments, and widths for all public and private streets shall be I 

considered in relation to existing and planned streets, topographical conditions, - - - 
public convenience and safety, and proposed land use. Where topographical CI 

C 
conditions present special circumstances, exceptions to these standards may be 
granted by the City Engineer provided that the safety and capacity of the street k? 
network is not adversely effected. The following standards shall apply: s 

8. Right-of-way and improvement widths shall be as specified in the % 
Transportation Plan and Table 4.0-1 - Street Functional Classification 
System. 

2 

Section 4.0.30 - PEDESTRIAN REQUIREMENTS 

a. Sidewalks shall be required along both sides of all streets, as follows: 
2. Sidewalks on Arterial, Collector, and Neiahborhood Collector Streets - 

Sidewalks along Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets 
shall be separated from curbs by a planted area. The planted area shall be a 
minimum of 12 ft. wide and landscaped with trees and plant materials 
approved by the City. The sidewalks shall be a minimum of five ft. wide. An 
exception to these provisions is that this separated tree planting area shall 
not be provided adjacent to sidewalks where they are allowed to be located 
within Natural Resource areas governed by Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. This separated tree planting area shall also not be 
provided adjacent to sidewalks where they are allowed to be located within 
drainageway areas governed by regulations in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
and Hillside Development Provisions. 

3. S S -  The timing of the installation of sidewalks 
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shal! be as fo!!o;vs: 
a) Sidewalks and planted areas along Arterial, Collector, and 

Neighborhood Collector Streets shall be installed with street 
improvements. 

d. To provide for orderly development of an effective pedestrian network, pedestrian 
facilities installed concurrently with development of a site shall be extended 
through the site to the edge of adjacent property(ies). 

f. Prior to development, applicants shall perform a site inspection and identify any 
Contractor SidewalWstreet Stamps in existing sidewalks that will be impacted by 
the development. If such a Contractor SidewalWstreet Stamp exists, it shall either 
be left in its current state as part of the existing sidewalk, or incorporated into the 
new sidewalk for the development site, as close as possible to the original location 
and orientation. 

Section 4.0.40 - BICYCLE REQUIREMENTS 

a. On-street Bike Lanes - On-street bike lanes shall be required on all Arterial, 
Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets and constructed at the time of street 
improvements. 

Section 4.0.50 - TRANSIT REQUIREMENTS 

a. Development sites located along existing or planned transit routes shall, where (V 

appropriate, incorporate transit stops and shelters into the site design. These T- ~n 
improvements shall be installed in accordance with the guidelines and standards I - 
of the Corvallis Transit System. - - 

b. Development sites at or near existing or planned transit stops shall provide safe, -w s 
convenient access to the transit system, as follows: 
1. All Commercial and Civic Use developments shall provide a prominent c E 

entrance oriented toward Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector o 
a 

Streets, with front setbacks reduced as much as possible to provide access -w 

for pedestrians, bicycles, and transit. 3 
2. All developments shall provide safe, convenient pedestrian walkways 

between the buildings and the transit stop, in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 4.0.30.b. 

Section 4.0.60 - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREET REQUIREMENTS 

q- Development shall include underground electric services, light standards, wiring 
and lamps for streetlights according to the specifications and standards of the City 
Engineer. The developer shall be responsible for installation of underground 
conduit for street lighting along all public streets improved in conjunction with 
such development in accordance with the following: 
1. The developer shall coordinate with the City Engineer to determine the 

location of future street light poles. 
2. The streetlight plan shall be designed to provide illumination meeting 

standards set by the City Engineer. 
3. The standard street light installation is a wood pole. 

The developer shall install such facilities and make the necessary arrangements 
with the serving electric utility for the City-owned and operated street lighting 
system to be served at the lowest applicable rate available to the City. Upon City's 
acceptance of such development improvements, the street lighting system, 
exclusive of utility-owned service lines, shall be and become the property of the 
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Section 4.0.70 - PUBLIC UTILITY REQUIREMENTS (OR INSTALLATIONS) 

a. All development sites shall be provided with public water, sanitary sewer, storm 
drainage, and street lights. 

b. Where necessary to serve property as specified in "a" above, required public utility 
installations shall be constructed concurrently with development. 

c. Off-site public utility extensions necessary to fully serve a development site and 
adjacent properties shall be constructed concurrently with development. 

d. To provide for orderly development of adjacent properties, public utilities installed 
concurrently with development of a site shall be extended through the site to the 
edge of adjacent property(ies). 

e. All required public utility installations shall conform to the City's adopted facilities 
master plans. 

f. Private on-site sanitary sewer and storm drainage facilities may be allowed, 
provided all the following conditions exist: 
I. Extension of a public facility through the site is not necessary for the future 

orderly development of adjacent properties; 
2. The development site remains in one ~wnership and Land Division does 

not 
occur, with the exception of Land Divisions that may occur under the 
provisions of Section 4.0.60.d, above; and 

3. The facilities are designed and constructed in accordance with the Uniform 
CC) 

Plumbing Code and other applicable codes, and permits are obtained from V )  

the Development Assistance Center prior to commencement of work. 'C 

I - - - 
Section 4.0.100 - LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES +d 

C 
d) 

a. Easements for public sanitary sewer, water, storm drain, streetlight, transit, E 
C 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities shall be provided whenever these facilities are o 
located outside a public right-of-way. The minimum easement width for a single (V 

+d 

utility is 15 ft. The minimum easement width for two adjacent utilities is 20 ft. The 3 
easement width shall be centered on the utility to the greatest extent practicable. 
Wider easements may be required for unusually deep facilities. 

b. Utility easements with a minimum width of seven ft. shall be granted to the public 
adjacent to all street rights-of-way for franchise utility installations. 

Section 4.2.30 - REQUIRED TREE PLANTINGS AND MAINTENANCE 

b. Areas Where Trees May Not be Planted - 
1. Trees may not be planted within five ft. of permanent hard surface paving 

or 
walkways, unless special planting techniques and specifications are used 
and particular species of trees are planted, as outlined in Section 4.2.40.c or 
approved by the Director. These limitations apply most frequently in areas 
such as landscape parkways, pedestrian walkways, and plaza areas, where 
there may be tree grates. 

2. Unless approved otherwise by the City Engineer, trees may not be planted: 
a) Within 10 ft. of fire hydrants and utility poles; 
b) Within 20 ft. of street light standards; 
c) Within five ft. from an existing curb face, except where required for 

street trees; 
d) Within 10 ft. of a public sanitary sewer, storm drainage, or water 
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iiiiej 
or 

e) Where the Director determines the trees may be a hazard to the 
public interest or general welfare. 

Section 4.0.100 - LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES 

b. Utility easements with a minimum width of seven ft. shall be granted to the public 
adjacent to all street rights-of-way for franchise utility installations. 

Chapter 4.2 - Subdivisions and Major Replats 

2.4.30.04 - Review Criteria 

b. Residential Subdivisions - Requests for the approval of a Residential Tentative 
Subdivision Plat shall be reviewed to ensure consistency with the clear and 
objective approval standards contained in the following: the City's development 
standards outlined in the applicable underlying Zoning Designation standards in 
Article Ill of this Code; the development standards in Article lV of this Code; the 
standards of all acknowledged City Facility Master Plans; the adopted City Design 
Criteria Manual; the adopted Oregon Structural Specialty Code; the adopted 
International Fire Code; the adopted City Standard Construction Specifications; 
the adopted City Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Ordinance; and the 
adopted City Off-street Parking Standards. Additionally, the following criteria shall 
be met for Residential Subdivisions and the application shall demonstrate 8 
adherence to them: F 

I - - - 
1. Consistency with the applicable development standards, including the +.I 

applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; s 

2. Preservation andlor protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent 
E 
.s 
0 

with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter .Id CCI 
4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant 

3 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. Streets shall also be designed along contours, and 
structures shall be designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure 
compliance with these Code standards; 

3. Land uses shall be those that are outright permitted by the existing 
underlying zoning designation. 

4. Excavation and grading shall not change hydrology in terms of water 
quantity and quality that supports existing Locally Significant Wetlands 
andlor Riparian Corridors that are subject to Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

A Residential Subdivision that conforms to these criteria is considered to meet all 
of the compatibiiity standards in this Section and skaili be approved. A Residential 
Subdivision that involves Uses subject to Plan Compatibility or Conditional 
Development review, or that involves a Zone Change, shall meet the applicable 
compatibility criteria for those Plan Compatibility, Conditional Development, and 
Zone Change applications. 
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Chapter 4.4 - Land Division Standards 

Section 4.4.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS 

4.4.20.01 - Applicability 

All Land Divisions shall be in compliance with the requirements of the applicable zone and 
this Chapter, as well as with all other applicable provisions of this Code. Modifications to 
these requirements may be made through the procedures in Chapter 2.5 - Planned 
Development. 

a. General - Length, width, and shape of blocks shall be based on the provision of 
adequate lot size, street width, and circulation; and on the limitations of 
topography. 

b. Size - Blocks shall be sized in accordance with the Block Perimeter provisions 
within Section 4.0.60.n of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. 

4.4.20.03 - Lot Requirements 

a. Size and Shape - Lot size, width, shape, and orientation shall be appropriate for the 
location of the Subdivision and for the Use Type contemplated. No lot shall be 
dimensioned to contain part of an existing or proposed street. All lots shall be 
buildable, and depth shall generally not exceed 2.5 times the average width. Lot 
sizes shall not be less than required by this Code for the applicable zone. Depth 
and width of properties reserved or laid out for commercial and industrial purposes 
shall be adequate to provide for off-street parking and service facilities required by 
the type of use proposed, unless off-site parking is approved per Chapter 4.1 - 
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 

b. Access - Each lot shall abut a street other than an alley for a distance of at least 25 
ft. unless: 

I. The lot is created through a Land Partition or Minor Replat, in which case 
Section 4.4.30.01, below, shall apply; andlor 

2. The lot meets the exemption in "a," or "b," below: 

a) Residential lots involving Single-family Detached; Single-family 
Attached, two units; or Duplex dwellings, provided: 

1) Front doors are less than I00  ft. from a street and are 
accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path; and 

2) Vehicular access is provided via an alley. 

b) Commercial, Industrial, and Residential lots other than those 
described in "a," above, provided: 

1) Front doors are less than 200 ft. from a street and are 
accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path; and 
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2) 
.J- 1- : - - 1 - -- - ertfCuiar dccess is provided via an aiiey. 

c. Through Lots - Through Lots shall be avoided except where essential to overcome 
specific disadvantages of topography and orientation. A planting screen easement 
at least 20 ft. wide shall be required between Through Lots and adjacent streets, in 
accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 
No vehicular rights of access shall be permitted across this planting screen 
easement. All Through Lots with frontage on parallel or approximately parallel 
streets shall provide the required front yard on each street, except as specified in 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

d. Lot Side Lines - Side lines of lots, as much as practicable, shall be at right angles 
to the street the lots face. 

e. Lot Grading - Lot grading shall conform to Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions; and the City's excavation and fill provisions. 

f. Building Lines - Building setback lines may be established in a final plat or 
included in covenants recorded as a part of a final plat. 

g. Large Lots - In dividing land into large lots that have potential for future further 
Subdivision, a conversion plan shall be required. The conversion plan shall show 
street extensions, utility extensions, and lot patterns to indicate how the property 
may be developed to Comprehensive Plan densities and to demonstrate that the 
proposal will not inhibit development of adjacent lands. (D 

tn 
t" 

h. Minimum Assured Development Area - For property with Natural Resources or I - 
Natural Hazards subject to Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development - - 
Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, or Chapter +J 

s 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, lots created through a Q) 

Subdivision, Partition, or Lot Line Adjustment process shall be consistent with the .s E 
provisions of Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) are met. o 

a 
C, 

Chapter 2.13 - Plan Compatibility Review 3 

Section 2.13.20 - PURPOSES 

Procedures and review criteria for Plan Compatibility Review are established for the 
following purposes: 

a. Encourage originality, flexibility, and innovation in site planning and development, 
including architectural, engineering, and landscaping design; 

b. Protect neighboring property owners and residents by ensuring reasonable 
provisions have been made regarding surface water drainage; suitable sound and 
sight buffers; preservation of views, light, and air; and other aspects of design that 
may have substantial effects on neighboring land uses; 

c. Preserve the City's natural beauty and the quality sf its visual character by 
ensuring proposed structures or improvements are compatible with the terrain and 
existing development; by preventing unnecessary and inappropriate destruction or 
blighting of natural landscapes or existing improvements; and by requiring that 
proper attention be given to the exterior appearance of structures, signs, parking 
areas, landscaping, and other improvements; 
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d. Protect and ensure adequacy and usefulness of public and private facilities and 
services as they relate to each other and to the neighborhood or area; 

e. 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; and 

f. Promote and encourage energy conservation . 

2.13.30.05 - 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: 

a. The proposed development shall be in conformance with the purposes of this 
Chapter; 

b. Neighboring property owners and residents shall be protected through reasonable 
provisions regarding surface water drainage; suitable sound and site buffers; 
presewation of views, light, air; and other aspects of design that may have 
substantial effects on neighboring land uses; 

c. The proposed development shall not adversely affect traffic, parking, and access; 
and b- V) 

r 

d. Where Significant Natural Features are involved, the proposed development shall 
I - - 

not adversely impact Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter 4.2 - - 
.w 

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and s 
Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development 
Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and 

E 
1= 

Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 0 
a 
+I, 

3 
Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies: 

3.2.3 The City shall address compatibility conflicts through design and other transitional 
elements, as well as landscaping, building separation, and buffering. 

3.2.4 In the case of compatibility conflicts, requirements will be imposed on both sides 
of a given property line, in the following manner: 

A. Where both lots are undeveloped, each will be required to provide 
transitional elements when it develops. 

B. The development in the more intensive development district shall provide 
the bulk of the transitional elements but shall not be required to provide the 
full amount unless the property in the less intensive district is already 
developed. 

5.3.1 To increase the aesthetic qualities of the community and enjoy the engineering and 
ecological benefits of trees, the City shall require developers to plant appropriate 
numbers and varieties of trees with all new development. Such standards shall be 
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maintained in the Land Deveiopment Code. 

9.2.2 In new development, City land use actions shall promote neighborhood 
characteristics (as defined in 9.2.5) that are appropriate to the site and area. 

9.2.4 Neighborhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. Neighborhood development patterns 
shall give priority consideration to pedestrian-based uses, scales and experiences 
in determining the orientation, layout, and interaction of private and public areas. 

9.2.5 Development shall reflect neighborhood characteristics appropriate to the site and 
area. New and existing residential, commercial, and employment areas may not 
have all of these neighborhood characteristics, but these characteristics shall be 
used to plan the 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. T 

I - - 
C. Comprehensive neighborhoods have a variety of types and sizes of public - .*.I 

c parks and open spaces to give structure and form to the neighborhood and a compensate for smaller lot sizes and increased densities. E 
C 

D. Neighborhood development provides for compatible building transitions in 0 
m 
.*.I terms of scale, mass, and orientation. 2 

E. Neighborhoods have a mix of densities, lot sizes, and housing types. 

F. Neighborhoods have an interconnecting street network with small blocks 
to help disperse traffic and provide convenient and direct routes for 
pedestrians and cyclists. In neighborhoods where full street connections 
cannot be made, access and connectivity are provided with pedestrian and 
bicycle ways. These pedestrian and bicycle ways have the same 
considerations as public streets, including building orientation, security- 
enhancing design, enclosure, and street trees. 

G. Neighborhoods have a layout that makes it easy for people to understand 
where they are and how to get to where they want to go. Public, civic, and 
cultural buildings are prominently sited. The street pattern is roughly 
rectilinear. The use and enhancement of views and natural features 
reinforces the neighborhood connection to the immediate and larger 
landscape. 

H. Neighborhoods have buildings (residential, commercial, and institutional) 
that are close to the street, with their main entrances oriented to the public 
areas. 

1. Neighborhoods have public areas that are designed to encourage the 
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attention and presence of peopfe at ali 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. 

11.2.2 The transportation system shall be managed to reduce existing traffic congestion 
and facilitate the safe, efficient movement of people and commodities within the 0 rn 
community. 7 

I - - 
11.3.2 Circumferential routing of major streets with controlled access and adequate - 

CI 

setbacks shall be developed to facilitate the movement of through traffic. s 

E 
11.3.11 Private driveway access shall be limited on all existing and future arterial streets to 5 

reduce interference, improve safety, and preserve traffic capacity. New residential 3 
driveways shall not directly access arterial streets where alternate access can be 3 
developed. At the time of development or redevelopment, opportunities to restrict 
or combine access points along arterials should be pursued. 
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60 LIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

Community Development Planning Division 
J U N  2 3 2008 501 SW Madison, P. 0. Box 1083 

Corvallis, OR 97339-1 083 

bMmUni8 ~ d ~ ~ & t  Phone:(54 1) 766-6908, Fax (541) 766-6936 
glmiai~y Bivirrlulrt emaii: ~lanning(ii),ci.corvallis.or.us 

Please tell us about yourself and your request: Check the following item(s) that apply to your 
application. 

I 

Please give us a brief summary of the action requested: Conceptual and detailed development 
plan approval. 

Name of Proiect: Western Station / Live Work Units 
Applicant's Name: 7th Street Station, I d,C Phone 503-932-6060 

1900 Front Street, NE Salem, Oregon 97303 Address - 
Signature Date 27 hlay 2008 

Property Owner(s) Name: Phone 503-932-6060 

Address 7 treet, NIT, Salem, O r c p n  97303 

Signature Date 27 May 2008 

Project Staff (name & address): , 
Developer slnplicant Phone 503-932-6060 

Engineer Steven C.P. FIatto~x, Devco E n p e e m g ,  Inc. Phone 541-757-8991 

Planner I,ylc E. E-iutchens, Zlcvco lingneering, Inc. Phone 541-757-8991 

Architect Gene Bolante, Stud10 3 Archrtecture Phone 503-390-6500 

P a g e  I o f  5 
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Location address (or general vicinity, side of street, distance to intersection) 
Mld-blockc, south slde of Western Boulevard, between G t h  and 7'11 Streets. 

*Assessorts Map Number(s) 
1. 12 5 2B13 

Related Tax Lot(s) 
16003000, 16001 000 

The Assessor's Map Number (Township, Section/Range) and the Tax Lot Number (parcel) can be 
found on your tax statement or at the Benton County Assessor's Office) 

Lot Area 
Development District (i.e. zone) I'D (hIUC) 
Comprehensive Plan Designation C:ommercial 

Attachments: Existing Site Map H Site Plan Narrative HVicinity Map 
(Topography, Vegetation, etc.) (The Proposal) 

M Floor Plans Elevations 

H Solar Easements and/or shadow studies 

H Other As required by LDC Chapter 2.5 
(If dramgs are larger than 8 '12x 14, submit 7 copies.) 

Direction I 5 
-- 

North I MLTCS Commercial 
I I 

South Ills-12 1 Vacant/Rail Yard 

( East 
I I 1 RS-12 / Railroad/Residcntial 1 

NO=: The attachments submitted should include sufficient information 
about adjacent lands to indcate the site's relationship with these lands (i.e. 
maps should indicate nearly structures, densities, road, bike, and pedestrian 
systems, etc.) 
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2. On your plans, include the following: Site boundaries, points of access, topography (show 
contours), flood plains, water courses, significant vegetation, existing roads, utilities, 
pedestrian or bikeways, and any existing easements. Please note there are addtional specific 
graphic and narrative requirements for each type of application. 

2. Are there existing structures on site: IZ1 Yes H N o  If Yes, illustrate them on your plans and 
describe their current use, the type of structure, and the square footage. 

3. For your project, please indtcate the uses proposed and describe the intended activities: 
h b e d  use residential/Commercial Live/work units 

4. Will the project be completed in phases: Yes No If Yes, please explain. 

Proposed Uses See accompanying 
application materials 

1 Use Type 
or sq 1 Percent I 

1 Total 

6. Site Cover See accompanying application 
materials 

# of acres 
Percent 

Coverage Type or sq ft 

Impervious 

- Structure footprints I 
I 

Mostly non-impervious 
Open Space 

- Parks 
- Dramageways 
- Other 

Green areas or yards, 
walks, patios, and 
landscape areas 

Total 

Description of other types (e.g, recreational facilities): 
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For Residential Development: 

# Units # Bedrooms 
- -- -- - 

Density (living units per acre) 
- 

I 

7. How will open space, common areas and recreational facihties be maintained? 
Ow~~eus  Association 

8. For proposed residential developments, are there any existing structures or trees on I' 

adjacent land which will reduce solar access to your site between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. on 
November 21? C3 Yes El No If Yes, please illustrate these locations and their shadow 
impacts on your site map. 

I 
l~lease identify any citizen outreach efforts that you have undertaken prior to submitting this 

- - 
€2 Mailed information regarding the proposed development to adjacent property owners/residents. 
a Held one or more neighborhood meeting(s) or open houses a, 

Held a project design workshop. E 
.s 

Met individually and/or conferred over the phone with citizens. 0 
m 
C, a Made site plans available for review. 3 

CI Canvassed the neighborhood. I 

CI Posted the project site with information about the proposal, and where to go for more I 
information. 

CI Other (please describe): 

Page 4 of 5 

Attachment J-4 



-thorization for Staff and Decision maker to Enter Land 

i 
1 City staff, Planning Commissioners and City Councilors are encouraged to visit the sites of proposed I 

developments as part of their review of specific land use applications. Decision maker site visits are 
drsclosed through the public hearing process. Please indcate below whether you authorize City staff 
and decision makers to enter onto the property(-ies) associated with this application as part of their 
site visits. i 

1 I authorize City staff and decision makers to enter onto the property(-ies) associated with this 
application. 

C] I do not authorize City decision makers to enter onto the property(-ies) associated with this 
application. 

public Notice Signs / j  
The applicant is responsible for posting public notice signs in at least one conspicuous place along 
each street frontage of a site 20 days prior to the public hearing date. Staff will prepare the signs and 
will let you know when the signs are ready to be picked up from City Hall. 

1 Please indcate who will be responsible for posting any required signs: 
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Western Station 

An Application for: 

+ Conceptual Development Plan and Detailed Development Plan 
+ Tentative Subdivision Plat 

Plan Com pati bility Review 

Submitted to: 

The City of Corvallis 
50 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, Oregon 97333 

Submitted by: 

7th Street Station, LLC 
1900 Front Street, NE 
Salem, Oregon 97303 

May 25,2008 
Revised September 5, 2008 

SEP - 5 2008 

Gornmuniiy Developme* 
Planning Division 
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Application Narrative 

Name of Project: Western Station 

Request: (1) Conceptual Development Plan and Detailed Development Plan 

(2) Tentative Subdivision Plat 

(3) Plan Compatibility Review 

(4) Deviations to Standards 

Applicant: 7th Street Station, LLC 
1900 Front Street, NE 
Salem, Oregon 97303 

Owners: 7th Street Station, LLC 
1900 Front Street, NE 
Salem, Oregon 97303 

Location: Bounded by Western Boulevard on the North, 
7th Street and the railroad tracks to the West, South and North 

Assessor's Map 12-5-2BB, Tax Lot 16003 

Acres: 0.51 acres 

Comprehensive 
Plan Designation: Mixed Use Commercial 

District 
Designation: Mixed Use Commercial (PDIMUC) 

- - -  - 

Western Statlon Narrative 
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A. Background 

This application presents a proposal for the development of a mixed-use project on the vacant MUC 
zoned property along the south side of Western Boulevard between 6th and 7th Streets. This proposal 
is  an update of the Mixed Use Development Proposal in conjunction with 7th Street Station 
Residential Development Project (PLD 05-0001 9, SUB05-00007, PCR05-00009). The 7th Street 
Station project in total was denied by the Planning Commission in 2006, but with some favorable 
comments on the concept for the MUC development. 

In this consolidated application, the applicant is requesting the following: 

(1) Approval of a Conceptual Development Plan and Detailed Development Plan, proposing 
four lots for livelwork units, with accompanying improvements in access, parking and 
landscaping. 

r- (2) Approval of a Tentative Subdivision Plat for 4 lots for livelwork units and a remainder lot. (D 
v- 

I 

(3) Approval of a Plan Compatibility Review for the Mixed Use/Commercial site. - - - 
.w 
C 

E 
On November 7, 2007, the Cowallis City Council denied an application for the "Palazzo" (PLD07- r: 

0 
00004, SUB07-00002, PCR07-00003). This application has modified that previous application 5 
significantly, specifically with respect to Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and on-site parking requirements. 3 
The failure to comply with the applicable criteria in those areas was stated as grounds for rejecting 
the previous application. This application modifies the building and the site so that the FAR and on- 
site parking criteria are met. For purposes of calculating the FAR, the railroad easement area has 
been left out of the total area as undevelopable land. This nets a total area of 22,060 sq. ft., for a 
FAR of 0.25. An expanded version of the calculation is  included on Attachment "0", Tentative Plat. 

B. Site and Vicinity 

The 0.51-acre site is located on the west and north side of the rail switching yard, south of Western 
Boulevard and east of 7th Street. Access to the site is from Western Boulevard, an arterial street that 
abuts the northern boundary of the site, is improved with curbs, gutters, bike lanes and a sidewalk. 

West of the site is a vacant parcel bordered by 7th Street. West of 7th Street is an established 
neighborhood of multi-family and single family homes. This neighborhood is zoned for Medium 
Density and High Density Residential development. North of the site and Western Boulevard is an 
antique store (Beekman Place) and a specialty wine shop (Santiam Station), The area is zoned for 
Mixed Use Commercial, General Industrial, and Medium-High Density Residential uses. East of the 
site is a small railroad switching yard which serves the Willamette and Pacific Railroad. On the 

Western Station Narrative Introduction 
Conceptual Development Plan & Detailed Development Plan 
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opposite side of the switching yard is  the Avery-Helms Histnric District, which is a residential 
neighborhood containing single-family and multi-fam ily homes. This area is  zoned for Medium-High 
Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and General Industrial uses. South of the site is a 
railroad easement and spur tracks with vacant Medium-High Density residential property further to 
the South. 

C. Description of the Application 

Four 3-story livelwork units are proposed for this location that will front Western Boulevard and have 
parking in the rear. The ground floors of these units will be designed for commercial uses, such as a 
clothing store or art studio, while the two upper floors will be designed for the shop owner's 
residences. Parking for the residents and their customers will be in the back of the units with access 
from a driveway just west of the building. The parking lot will contain 18 parking spaces and a 
dumpster that will be located behind a wall at the northeast corner of the parking lots. Additional 
trees, shrubs, and groundcover will be planted in and around the parking lot. 

An extra wide sidewalk will be provided in front of the storefronts so that businesses can 
accommodate outdoor dining. Street trees in this location will be planted in 4' x 4' tree wells, as is 
currently done in much of downtown Corvallis. The buildings will be designed with commercial 
ground 'floor storefront windows. Either blade signs or wall-mounted signs7are anticipated to be 
installed by the future users. Each storefront will have a bicycle hoop, and one additional hoop will as 

CO 
be located near the curb between the street trees. 7 

I - m 

The proposed building will include a palette of materials; the base of the building will be a mix of 
- 
CI 

cultured stone and fiber cement smooth faced horizontal siding. Upper levels include the same c 
a, 

materials; in addition stucco and ornate wrought iron guardrails provide protection to the occupants 1 
and also a visually appealing architectural feature. Decks are provided at each unit on the fourth o 

m 
floor; these decks recess in up to 9' to add to the visual character. The entries at the ground floor are 
recessed 36" to provide pedestrian appeal. The continuous canopy breaks up the visual plane 2 
dividing the pedestrian level to the living units above. 

D. Narrative Format 

The Narrative is presented in four major parts: 

Part I Conceptual Development Plan and Detail Development Plan 
Part I I Tentative Subdivision Plat 
Part Ill Plan Compatibility Review 
Part IV Development Standards for MUC District 
Part V Deviations to Standards 

E. List of Attachments for May 25,2008 submission 

Attachment "A" - Public Notice MapIVicinity Map 
Attachment "B" - Existing Zoning Designations 

Western Station Narrative introduction 
Conceptual Development Plan & Detailed Development Plan 
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E. hist ~f Attachments f ~ r  May 25, 2008 submission (continued) 

Attachment "C" - Existing Comprehensive Plan Designations 
Attachment "D" - Surrounding Uses 
Attachment "E" - Natural Features - Significant Vegetation 
Attachment "F" - Natural Features - Protected Riparian Area 
Attachment "C" - Natural Features - 100 Year Flood Protection Area 
Attachment "H" - Natural Features - Slopes 
Attachment "I" - Natural Features - Landslide Area 
Attachment "J" - Existing Site Project Aerial Photo 
Attachment "K" - Existing Site Topography 
Attachment "L" - Detailed Development Plan 
Attachment "Mu - Detailed Development Plan with Existing and Proposed Circulation Patterns 
Attachment "N" - Detailed Development Plan with Housing Types and Parking Calculations 
Attachment "0" - Tentative Plat 
Attachment "P" - Conceptual Grading Plan and Typical Sections 
Attachment "Q" - Utility and Surface Water Management Plan 
Attachment "R" - Site Lighting Plan 
Attachment "S" - Conceptual Landscape Plan 
Attachment "T" - Ground Floor Plan 
Attachment "U" - Mezzanine Floor Plan 
Attachment "V" - First Floor Plan 
Attachment "W" - Second Plan 
Attachment " X u  - Front Elevations 
Attachment "Y" - Side Elevations 
Attachment "Z" - Rear Elevation 

Western Station Narrative Introduction 
Conceptual Development Plan & Detailed Development Plan 
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CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMNT PLAN 
and 

DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PUN 

A. Applicant's Request 

The applicant is simultaneously seeking approval of a Conceptual Development Plan and a Detailed 
Development Plan that allow variations to some of the City's development standards. 

B. Description of the Proied 

Please see the discussion in the Introduction (starting on page 1 of Introduction) and in the Attachments to this 
Narrative. 

C, Detailed Development Plan Review Procedures 

An application for approval of a Detailed Development Plan must contain the information and follow the 
procedures described in LDC 2.5.40.01 and 2.5.50.01. Compliance with those procedures, and the 
information required to be submitted by those procedures, is discussed as follows: 

0 
P- 

Submission Requirements .c 1. I - - - 
Section 2.5.40 - CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW PROCEDURES .c, 

E 

E 
An application filed for a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed in accordance with 5 
the following procedures. C[I 

2.5.40.01 - Application Requirements 
2 

When the Director deems any requirement below unnecessary for proper evaluation of a 
proposed application, i t  may be waived. 

Prior to formal submittal of an application, the applicant i s  encouraged to participate in an 
informal pre-application conference with Community Development Department staff to discuss 
the proposal, the applicant's requirements, and the applicant's materials developed in response 
to this Code's applicable requirements. 

Applications shall be made on forms provided by the Director and shail be accompanied by: 

a. Location and description of the subject property(ies), including all of the following, as 
relevant: address; tax assessor map and tax lot number; parcel number; written description 

Western Station Narrative Conceptual Development Plan & Detailed Development Plan 
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of the boundaries of the prsposa!; and m e  set of assessor's maps of the subject site a d  
surrounding area, with the subject site outlined in red; 

b. Signed consent by the subject property's owner(s) and/or the owner's legal representativets). 
If a legal representative is  used as a signatory, written proof of ability to be a signatory shall 
be furnished to the City. The owner's narne(s) and address(es), and the applicant's name, 
address, and signature shall also be provided; 

c. Fifteen copies of the narrative, on 8.5 by 1 1  in. sheets, and 15 copies of graphics at an 8.5 by 
1 1  in. size. The Director may request additional copies of the narrative and/or graphics for 
routing purposes, if needed. Related namesinumbers must be legible on the graphics. The 
Director may also require some or all graphics at an 11 by 17 in. size if, for legibility 
purposes, such a size wou'ld be helpful; 

d. Six sets of full-scaled black line or blueprint drawings of the graphicfs), with sheet size not to 
exceed 24 by 36 in. Where necessary, an overall plan with additional detail sheets may be 
submitted; 

r; 
e. An electronic version of these documents (both text and graphics, as applicable) if an T 

applicant has produced part or all of an application in an electronic format. The applicant A - 
shall coordinate with the City regarding compatible electronic formats, to the greatest extent ,, 
practicable. 

s 

E 
C: 

Response: The application form (signed by the owners of the property) and appropriate copies of the 2 
graphics are being submitted with this Narrative. .id 

3 
2. Submission Graphic Requirements 

Graphic Requirements Graphics shall include the following information where applicable: 

1. Public Notice Map - Typically a street map at one in. = 800 ft. as per the City's public notice 
format; 

Response: Attachment "A, " Public Notice Map / Vicinity Map. 

2. Zoning Map - Typically one in. = 400 ft., but up to one in. = 800 ft., depending on the size 
of the site, with a key that identifies each zone on the site and within 1,000 ft. of the site as 
per City format; 

Response: Attachment "5, " Existing Zoning Designations. 

3. Comprehensive Plan Map - Typicafly one in. = 800 ft. with a key that identifies each and use 
designation on the site and within 1,000 ft, of the site as per City format; 

Response: Attachment "C, " Existing Comprehensive Plan Designations 

Western Station Narrative Conceptual Development Pian & Detailed Development Plan 
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4. Existing Land Use Map - Typically a topographic map that extends at least 1,000 ft. beyond 
the site. The map shall include building footprints and distinguish between single-family, 
multi-family, Commercial, and Industrial Uses, as well as other significant features such as 
roads, parks, schools, and Significant Natural Features identified by Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and 
Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; 

Response: Attachment "D, " Surrounding Uses. 

5. Significant Natural Features Map(s) - Maps shall identify Significant Natural Features of the 
site, including but not limited to: 

a) All information and preservation plans required by Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area 
(MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 
4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, as applicable; 

cV 
Response: Attachments "E" through "I." There are no inventoried natural hazards, significant $ 

vegetation, riparian corridors or wetlands on the applicant's property. I - - - 
4 

b) All Jurisdictional Wetlands not already shown as part of "a," above. While not at1 I= 

Jurisdictional Wetlands are locally regulated by Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
2z Wetland Provisions, they need to be shown so that the City can route the application 0 

to the appropriate state and federal agencies for comment; and C(I 

2 
Response: Not applicable. 

C) Archaeological sites recorded by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

Response: There are no recorded archeological sites on the applicant's property. 

6.  Site Plan(s) and Other Graphics - 

a) Site plan(s) and other graphics shall be drawn to scale and shall contain a sheet title, 
date, north arrow, and legend placed in the same location on each sheet and contain 
the information listed in this Section and "b," below. 

Graphics shall include features within a minimum 150-ft. radius of the site, such as 
existing streets and parcel boundaries; existing structures; driveways; utilities; 
Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; Minimum Assured Development 
Area information from Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), 
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if applicable; and any other information that, in the Director's opinion, wau!d assist 
in providing a context for the proposed development. The Director may require that 
an applicant's graphics include information on lands in excess of 150 ft. from a 
development site (e.g., such as in cases where an adjacent property is large and a 
view of the whole parcel would be helpful, or when existing infrastructure is far away 
from the site). 

b) The site plan and related graphics shall also include: 

1) Boundary of the proposed development site and any interior boundaries related to proposed 
development phases or Land Divisions; 

Response: Attachment "0, " Tentative Plat Tracts and Easements. 

2 )  Number of lots and their dimensions, including frontage, depth, and area in sq. ft., as 
applicable; 

Response: Attachment "0," Tentative PIat Tracts and Easements. 
C3 
b- 

3) General location and floor area of existing and proposed structures and other 7 
improvements, including maximum buiiding heights, Building Types, and gross density per 
acre for residential developments; and location of fire hydrants, overhead lines in the 
abutting right-of-way, easements, fences, walls, parking calculations, and walkways; and any 

E proposed Use restrictions. Where required by the applicable zone, lot coverage and Green r 
Area calculations shall be provided. An indication of approximate building envelopes may be $ 
required to evaluate building relationships; 2 

Response: Attachment " I ,  " Detailed Development Plan. 

4) General location and dimensions of areas to be conveyed, dedicated, or resewed as 
common open spaces, common Green Area, public parks, recreational areas, school sites, 
and similar public and semi-pubiic uses; 

Response: Attachment "0," Tentative Plat Tracts and Easements. 

5) Existing and proposed circulation system plan and dimensions including streets, driveways, 
bikeways, sidewalks, multi-use paths, off-street parking areas, service areas (including 
refuse), loading areas, direction of traffic flow, and major points of access to public rights-of- 
way. illustrative cross-sections of streets shall be provided. Notations of proposed 
ownership (public or private) should be included where appropriate; 

Response: Attachment "M, " Detailed Development Plan with Existing and Proposed Circulation 
Patterns. 
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6) Existing and proposed general pedestrian circulation system, including i t s  interrelztisnship 
and connectivity with the existing and proposed vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian 
circulation systems, and indicating proposed treatments for points of conflict; 

Response: Attachment "M," Detailed Development Plan with Existing and Proposed Circulation 
Patterns. 

7) Utilities plan indicating existing and proposed utility systems and their function, including 
sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and drainage and water systems; 

Response: Attachment "Q " Utility and Surface Water Management Plan. 

8) Identification of Significant Natural Features that were included on the Significant Natural 
Features map(s) required in Section 2.5.40.01 .f.5, above, to indicate the relationship of the 
proposal to the site's Significant Natural Features; 

Response: There are no significant natural features on the applicant's property. 

3) Existing and proposed topographic contours at two-ft. intervals. Where the grade of any part 
of the development site exceeds 10 percent and where the development site abuts existing 
developed lots, a conceptual grading plan shall be required. The grading plan shall contain v 

r- 
adequate information to evaluate impacts to the site and adjacent areas, consistent with F 

Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. If a grading plan is  2 - - 
required, it shall indicate how these objectives are met, how runoff or surface water from 
the development will be managed, and how the development's surface waters will be $ 
disposed; E 

I: 
0 
m 

Response: Attachment "K, " Existing Site Topography. + 2 
10) Conceptual landscape plan drawn to scale and showing the location of existing trees and 

vegetation proposed to be removed from or to be retained on the site, the location and 
conceptual design for landscaped areas (types of plant materials as basic as trees, shrubs, 
and groundcover/lawn areas), and other conceptual landscape features including walls and 
fences; 

Response: Attachment "S, " Conceptual Landscape Plan. 

11) For residential development, existing structures and trees located on land adjacent to the 
development that, between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. on November 21, will reduce Solar Access to 
the subject property; and 

Response: Not applicable. 

12) For residential development, indication of which buildings will have Solar Access protedion, 
and appropriate documentation to verify how Sofar Access will be protected. 

Response: Notapplicable. 
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3. S u b m h h  Narrative Requirements 

A written statement shall include the following information: 

1 .  Statement of planning objectives to be achieved by the subject development. This statement 
shall include a description of the proposed development, the rationale behind the 
assumptions and choices made, and a discussion of how the application meets the review 
criteria in 2.5.40.04 below, including the development standards required by this Code; 

Response: See the discussion in the Introduction portion of the Narrative. 

2. Quantitative data for the following where appropriate: 

a) Total number and type of dwelling units; 

Response: Attachment "N," Detailed Development Plan with Housing Types and Parking Calculations. 

b) Square footages of ail structures; 

Response: Attachments "T," First Floor Plan, through "W," Second Floor Plan. 

C) Parcel size; 

Response: Attachment "0," Tentative Plat Tracts and Easements. 

d) Proposed lot coverage of buildings and structures, where known; 

Response: Attachment "L," Detailed Development Plan. 

e) Cross densities per acre; 

Response: Attachment "I ,  " Detailed Development Plan. 

f) Total square footage of Green Area; 

Response: Attachment "I,  " Detailed Development Plan. 

g) Total number of parking spaces (compact, standard, handicapped, bicycle) and 
breakdown of how parking i s  consistent with this Code's requirements; and 

Response: Attachment "N," Detailed Development Plan with Housing Type and Parking Calculations. 

h) Total square footage of nonresidential construction; 

Response: Attachment "1, " Detaifed Development Plan. 

Western Station Narrative Conceptual Development Plan & Detailed Development Plan 
Page 6 

Attachment J-I  6 



3. General statement outlining timing, responsibilities, 2nd financial assurances for all public 
and non-public improvements such as irrigation, private roads and drives, landscape, and 
maintenance; 

Response: A// public and private improvements will be constructed in a single phase, at the 
applicant's expense. 

4. Statement describing phases of project, if proposed. Phases shall be: 

a) Substantially and functionally self-contained and self-sustaining with regard to 
access, parking, utilities, Green Areas, and similar physical features; and capable of 
substantial occupancy, operation, and maintenance upon completion of construction 
and development; 

Response:. The project will be constructed in a single phase. 

b) Arranged to avoid conflicts between higher and lower density development; CD 
b 
Y- 

Response: Not applicable. 

+ 
C) Properly related to other services of the community as a whole and to those facilities 5 

and services yet to be provided; and E 
t 
0 

Response: Not applicable. CZI 

2 
d) Provided with such temporary or permanent transitional features, buffers, or 

protective areas as may be required to prevent damage or detriment to any 
completed phases and to adjoining properties not in the Planned ~evelo~ment ;  

Response: Notapplicable. 

5. Traffic impact study, i f  required by the City Engineer. The City Engineer shall define the 
scope of the traffic impact study based on established procedures. See Section 4.0.60.a; and 
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Response: This proposal does not generate 30 or more trips in any hour, therefore, a TIA is not 
required. 

Trip Generation Summary 

) Entering Trips 

2 

6. For residential development, a statement or map describing existing and proposed buildings 
with protected Solar Access consistent with Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access. 

Exiting Trips I Total Trips 

PM Peak Hour 

5,600 sq.ft. Retai! (ITE Land Use Code - Shopping Center) 

Response: Not applicable. 

7. Information required by Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, 
Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions, as applicable. 

4 Townhouses UTE Land Use Code - Residential Condominium/Townhouse) 

AM Peak H o u r  

PM Peak Hour 

Response: Not applicable, there are no significant natural features on the applicant's property. 

1 

1. Approval Criterion 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

1 

5 

2 1 

3 

10 

Total 

AM Peak Hour 

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 
appficable, and shall meet the Natural Resource and Natural Hazard criteria in "b," below: 

2 

I 

2 

11 

PM Peak Hour 

Response: With the exception of Table "A" Proposed Changes to Development Standards, in Part V, the 
applicant's proposal is intended to be in compliance with the standards referenced above. 
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a. Compatibility Factors - 

2. Approval Criterion 

1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested; 

Response: See Table "A" in Part V of this narrative, page 5.  

3. Approval Criterion 

2. Basic site design (the organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' relationships 
to neighboring properties); 

Response: The proposed structure is oriented to Western Boulevard and towards the adjacent 
commercial uses across the street. Those existing commercial uses are similarly oriented to 
Western Boulevard. The parking is behind the new building and will be screened with 
evergreen shrubs and parking lot trees. The trash enclosure at the northeast corner of the 
parking lot will also be screened by a wall and landscaped with evergreen shrubs along the 
eastern side. CO 

b 
T- 

The site is separated from the residential zoned property by a railroad right-of-way and tracks. & - 
Evergreen landscaping along the side adjacent and abutting the track has been provided to E 
address screening requirements between the two land uses. Although some residential uses 

E exist west and east of the site, the predominant uses to  the north and east are commercial. As 
such, the architecture of the building has been designed to  be more commercial in nature. The I;: 
proposed building has been designed to  be compatible with other commercial uses along 2 
Western Boulevard. The flat roofs provided will include a cornice along the front and sides of 
the building. 

4. Approval Criterion 

3. Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.); 

Response: None of the proposed livelwork units are within 20-feet of a residential structure. The closest 
residential structures (to the east) are two and one-half stories in height. 

The ground floor elevation of the building will be comprised of storefront glass provided over 
71 % of the lineaf frontage. The glazing will occur from grade to the bottom of  the continuous 
canopy above roughly 9 feet high. The amount of glazing will contribute t o  the pedestrian 
scale and avoid blank walls. In addition building entrances a!e set back to provide relief and 
emphasis on the building entrances. 

The entire front and side elevations will be provided with breaks and offsets greater than 36 
inches to enhance the appearance. A mix of ornate cornices, decorative guardrails, and 
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vertical offsets will provide a variety of appealing features. The 3 foot offsets in height occurs 
at least every 20 feet. 

The proposed building will include a palette of materials; the base of the building will be a 
brick fascia mixed with storefront glass. Upper levels include and fiber cement smooth faced 
horizontal siding in addition to  stucco and ornate wrought iron guardrails provide protection 
to the occupants and also a visually appealing architectural feature. Decks are provided at 
each unit on the fourth floor; these decks recess in up  to  9 feet to  add to the visual character. 
The entries at the ground floor are recessed 36 inches to provide pedestrian appeal. The 
continuous canopy breaks up the visual plane dividing the pedestrian level to the living units 
above. 

The ground floor is provided with a continuous canopy along the northerly, southerly and 
westerly faces. The canopy helps separate the public from the private spaces above. The 
upper levels are provided with smaller windows, the exterior walls at the decks recess into the 
building up to 9 feet. Decorative wrought iron guardrails are provided at the decks. Each unit 
will also incorporate a different color on the exterior front elevation, providing distinction 
between the units and breaking up what continuous mass is left. A mix of exterior materials 
will occur at the upper floor, stucco dominates on the front face of the building with accents 
of horizontal sidini. ' Ornate cornices will add additional character to the tops ofthe buildings. 

5. Approval Criterion 
* 

4. Noise attenuation; s 
0 
6J 
.id Response: This project will not create any noises greater than or not typical of the surrounding ;i 

commercial, residential, street and railroad uses. The maximum front yard setback 
requirements of the MUC District standards would indicate the compatibility of the proposed 
use with the typical street noises of Western Boulevard and the adjacent uses. 

6. Approval Criterion 

5. Odors and emissions; 

Response: Odors on the site are anticipated to be similar to those permitted on adjacent commercial, 
industrial and residential lands. A trash enclosure and recycling area is located in the 
northwestern corner of the parking lot. An enclosure will be constructed around this area to 
provide screening from the dumpster and recycling bins, and will be constructed of materials 
that match the materials on the building. The dumpster will have a lid to minimize undesirable 
odors. 

Corvallis is currently in compliance with State and Federal air and water quaiity standards. It is 
anticipated that any emissions resulting from this development will be minimal. This project is 
not expected to affect the City's compliance with these State and Federal standards. 
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7. Approval Criterion 

6. Lighting; 

Response: The applicant is proposing to use the historic style streetlights with hanging planter baskets 
found at other new downtown projects, such as the fire station and Riverfront. The Owner's 
Association will be responsible for maintenance of the flower baskets. A more traditional pole 
mounted fixture will provide illumination from the parking lot and common areas. All new 
exterior lighting for the project will be shielded so as not to produce glare onto adjacent 
properties. 

8. Approval Criterion 

7. Signage; 

Response: Either blade signs or wall mounted signs are anticipated to be installed by future tenants on 
the commercial portion of the building. The LDC does not currently specify signage location 
for the MUC District. The Director has made an interpretation that LDC 4.70.90.04 of the 
signage provisions shall apply to MUC developments. Therefore, all future signage associated 
with the mixed use commercial area will be in compliance with the City's sign regulatiorls 
(specifically LDC 4.7.90.04) and vision clearance requirements. T- 

I 

9. Approval Criterion 

8. Landscaping for buffering and screening; 

Response: Attachment "Sf " Conceptual Landscape Plan, indicated the proposed screening and buffering, 
a 

all of which is proposed to be in compliance with LDC 4.20.40 and 4.2.50, except as noted in 
Table "A". 

10. Approval Criterion - .  

9. Transportation facilities; 

Response: The City restricts access along Western Boulevard whenever possible. The proposed project is 
in compliance with the access control plan for this segment of Western Boulevard, which limits 
vehicular access to one point per development parcel. 

The project is ideally located for future residents seeking alternative modes of transportation. It 
is only a few blocks from downtown and Oregon State University, and is adjacent to the one 
of the City's transit corridors and an arterial street with bike lanes. 
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10. Traffic and off-site parking impacts; 

Response: Previous, recent traffic studies have indicated that all nearby intersections are operating at an 
acceptable level of service. This proposal does not generate sufficient trip ends to make a 
traffic impact study a requirement for the approval of this project, therefore, any traffic impacts 
will be minimal. 

The project has been designed in compliance with vision clearance triangles established by the 
City, which ensures pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular safety at the intersections of driveways 
and streets. 

All of the off-street parking for the project has sufficient room within the off-street parking 
areas to accommodate all needed backing and maneuvering. No  backing or maneuvering will 
be needed across public sidewalks or on public streets. 

12. Approval Criterion 

I I Utility infrastructure; 
f" 
CO 

Response: No new public infrastructure is proposed. Sufficient existing public utilities exist in the adjacent t- 

Western Boulevard right-of-way. 
I - - - 
lu 
s 

1 3. Approval Criterion E 
I: 
0 
(ZI 

12. Effects on air and water quality (note: a DEQ permit is not sufficient to meet this 
criterion); 2 

Response: This project does not create any air or water quality impacts which would be inconsistent with 
or in excess of the MUC zoning or the surrounding commercial, industrial and residential uses. 

Stormwater quantity and quality measures will be made consistent with the City's adopted 
Master Plan and Design Standards. 

This project offers the opportunity to reduce vehicle air emissions by its location to bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit facilities which are close to and connected to  downtown and the 
University. 

14. Approval Criterion 

13. Design equal to or in excess of the types of improvements required by the 
standards in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; and 

Response: (follows below) 
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Section 4.1 0.60 - STANDARDS FOR ATTACHED SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS THREE 
UNITS OR GREATER, TOWNHOME, TRIPLEX, FOURPLEX, AND 
APARTMENT BUILDING TYPES 

4.1 0.60.01 - Building Orientation, Entrances, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas 

All building orientations, facades, and entrances shall comply with the following standards. 

a. Orientation of Buildings - All dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed public 
or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land Division 
Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed in accordance 
with Chapter 4.9 - Additional 

Provisions may be accessed from an alley, Private streets used to meet this standard 
must include the elements in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. 
See Chapter 4.0 for public and private street standards. 

Primary building entrances shail face the streets or be 
hl 

directly accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path less than co 
T- 

200 ft, long, as shown in Figure 4.10-13 - Primary Building a - 
Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street, below, Primary - - 

.fd 
entrances may provide access to individual units, clusters I= 

of units, courtyard dwellings, or common lobbies. 
Entrances shail open directly to the outside and shalf not 

E 
C 
0 

require passage through a garage or carport to gain access (B 

to the doorway. 2 

Response: The face of the structure is oriented to Western Boulevard with the primary entrances to the 
commercial spaces accessing the Western Boulevard public sidewalk directly. The primary 
entrances to the residential space are on the opposite side of the building and are connected 
to Western Boulevard with continuous sidewalk around both ends of the building. The longest 
path of travel to the public way is approximately 80 feet. 

Open courtyard space may increase up to 50 percent of the 
building front beyond the maximum setback, as shown in 
Figure 4.10-14 - Open Courtyards, beiow. Open courtyard 
space is usable space that shall include pedestrian 
amenities such as benches, seating walls, or similar 
furnishings, and shalt include landscaping. For example, an 
apartment building in a Mixed Use Residential Zone i s  
required to have a front yard setback of no more than 15 ft. 
If a deveioper desires to construct a u-shaped building with 
a pedestrian courtyard in the center, then one-half the 
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width of the building, based upon the lineal footage of the 
building's street frontage, could be located farther back 
than the maximum setback of 15 ft. 

Response: No  open courtyard space is proposed. The proposal does not include a "U" 
shaped building. 

Off-street parking and vehicular circulation shall not be 
placed between buildings and the streets to which those 
buildings are primarily oriented, except for driveway 
parking associated with single family development. See 
Figure 4.10-13- Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. 
of the Street for compliant locations of parking and 
circulation. An exception may also be granted for up to two 
parking spaces per dwelling unit for Duplexes and 
Triplexes, provided these spaces are within driveway areas 
designed to serve individual units within the Duplexes or 
Triplexes, as shown in Figure 4.1 0-1 5 - Driveway Exception 
for Duplexes and Triplexes, on the next page. Parking to 
the side of buildings i s  allowed in limited situations, as 
outlined in Section 4.10.60.02 below. 

Response: There is no off-street parking proposed between the building and the street. 

b. Percentage of Frontage - On sites with 100 ft. or more of public 
or private street frontage, at least 50 percent of the site 
frontage width shall be occupied by buildings placed within the 
maximum setback established for the zone, except that 
variations from this provision shall be allowed as outlined in 
Section 4.1 0.60.01 .a.2, above. See Figure 4.1 0-1 6 - Portion of 
Building Required in Setback Area on Sites with At Least 100 ft. 
of Frontage. For sites with less than 100 ft. of public or private 
street frontage, at least 40 percent of the site frontage width 
shall be occupied by buildings placed within the maximum 
setback established for the zone, except that variations from 
this provision shall be allowed as outlined in Section 
4.1 0.60.01 .a.2, above. See Figure 4.1 0-1 7 - Portion of Building 
Required in Setback Area on Sites with Less Than 100 ft. of 
Frontage. 

Response: Tax Lot 76003 has 7 97 feet of street frontage, however, at the 20 foot maximum setback line 
parallel to the street. The site has only 7 70 feet of street frontage because of its triangular 
shape. The proposed structure is 85 feet long and occupies 50% of the setback frontage 
available. 
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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. This provision includes garage facades. 
Gabled areas need not be included in the base wall calculation 
when determining this minimum 15 percent requirement. 

Response: The facades facing the streets and sidewalks contain more than 75% windows 
and doors. The front facade contains 37% windows and the side facades contain 
28% windows. 

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 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. 

Response: There are no significant natural features. Grading wil l  meet the requirements of 
LDC 4.5. 

4.10.60.02 - Parking Location 

a. Standards 

1. Parking lots shall be placed to the rear of buildings. 
Ministerial exceptions to this standard allow parking to the 
side of a building if required parking cannot be 
accommodated to the rear. These ministerial exceptions 
may be granted in the following cases: 

a) Where lot depth i s  less than 75 ft.; 

b) Where parking on the side would preserve Natural 
Hazards or Natural Resources that exist to the rear of 
a site, and that would be disturbed by the creation of 
parking to the rear of structures on a site; 

C) Where a common outdoor space at least 200 sq. ft. i s  
proposed to the rear of a site, and parking in the rear 
would prohibit the provision of this common outdoor 
space area for residents of a development site; and/or 
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d) Where parking on the side would solve proximity 
issues between dwelling unit entrances and parking 
spaces. A proximity issue in this case involves a 
situation where a parking lot to the rear is in excess of 
100 ft. from the entrances to the dwelling units being 
sewed by the parking lot. 

Response: No exception required. All proposed parking is to the rear of the building. 

2. On corner lots, parking areas shall not be located within 
30 ft. of a roadway intersection, as measured from the 
center of the curb radius to the edge of the parking area's 
curb or wheel stop. 

Response: Not applicable. 

4.10.60.03 - Ratio of CarageJCarport Facade to Street, Placement, and 
Materials V) cO 

r 
I 

Provisions for the ratio of garage and carport facades to the street, placement, and materials shall - - - 
be as outlined in Section 4.7 0.50.02. .W c 

Q) 

Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 
E 
C 
0 
C1 

a. Pedestrian Features Menu for Triplexes, Fourplexes, and 3 
Townhomes - Each Triplex, Fourplex, or Townhome shall 
incorporate a minimum of one of the following three pedestrian 
features. The applicant shall indicate proposed options on plans 
submitted for Building Permits. While not ail of the pedestrian 
features are required, the inclusion of as many as possible i s  
encouraged. 

1. Elevated Finished Floor - An elevated finished floor a 
minimum of two ft. above the grade of the nearest street 
sidewalk or streetside multi-use path. 

Response: The first floor of the residential portion of the structure is elevated approximately 22 feet 
above grade. 

2. Front PorchesJPatios - A front porch or front patio for each 
ground floor dwelling unit, with a minimum size of six ft. 
deep by 10 ft. wide (60 sq. ft.), and with a minimum of 60 
percent of the porch or patio covered to provide weather 
protection. 

Response: Not applicable, there are no ground floor dwelling units. 
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3. SidewalWalkway to Front Door: A minimum three&.- 
wide walkway constructed of a permanent hard surface 
that i s  not gravel and that i s  located directly between the 
street sidewalk and the front door. This walkway shall not 
be part of the driveway area. 

Response: A minimum 3-foot wide concrete sidewalk connects the street to the front door of each 
residential unit. 

b. Design Variety Menu - Roof forms shall be at least a 4:12 pitch 
with at least a six-in. overhang, Mixed-use buildings may provide 
flat roofs with a decorative cap, such as a parapet or cornice, that 
i s  a distinctive element from the main wall of the building. 
Additionally, each structure shall incorporate a minimum of four of 
the following eight building design features. The applicant shall 
indicate proposed options on plans submitted for building permits. 
While not all of the design features are required, the inclusion of 
as many as possible i s  strongly encouraged. 

Response: This is a mixed-use structure with a flat roof and decorative parapet. We have met 4 of the 8 
design features. 

1. - A minimum of 2.25-in. trim or recess around I - - - 
windows and doors that face the street. Although not - w 

required, wider trim i s  strongly encouraged. a s 

Response: Not used. 
4 

2. Building and Roof Articulation - Exterior building 3 
elevations that incorporate design features such as off- 
sets, balconies, projections, wiidow reveals, or similar 
elements to preclude large expanses of uninterrupted 
building surfaces, Along the vertical face of a structure, 
such features shall be designed to occur on each floor and 
at a minimum of every 4 f f t .  To satisfy this requirement, 
at least two of the following three choices shall be 
incorporated into the development: 

a) Off-sets or breaks in roof elevation of three ft. or more in height, 
cornices two ft, or more in height, or at least two-ft. eaves; 

Response: The front fagade of the building includes offsets, balconies, projections, mix of materials and a 
continuous awning. 
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o The roof is provided with breaks greater than 3 feet in height and cornices greater 
than 2 feet. The front elevation meets these criteria as well as the side elevations. 

o Decks are provided with u p  to 9 foot recesses from the face of the building. The 
widths of the decks are greater than 4 feet. 

b) Recesses, such as decks, patios, courtyards, entrances, etc., with a 
minimum depth of two ft. and minimum length of four ft.; and/or 

Response: Not used. 

C) Exten~ion~/pr~jections, such as floor area, porches, bay windows, 
decks, entrances, etc., that have a minimum depth of two ft. and 
minimum length of four ft. 

Response: Not used. 

3. Building Materials - Buildings shall have a minimum of 
two different types of building materials on facades facing b 

03 

streets, including but not limited to stucco and wood, 
v- 
I 

brick and stone, etc. Alternatively, they shall have a - - - 
minimum of two different patterns of the same building .w 

s 
material, such as scalloped wood and lap siding, etc. on 
facades facing streets. These requirements are exclusive of 

E 
I: 
0 

foundations and roofs, and pertain only to the walls of a .w m 
structure. 3 

Response: The building has three different types of materials used. In addition t o  brick veneer, stucco 
and lap siding occur. The materials are placed in a harmonic rhythm along the face and sides 
of the building. 

4. lncreased Eaves Width - Eaves with a minimum 18-in. 
overhang. 

Response: Not used. 

5. Increased Windows - A minimum area of 20 percent 
windows and/or dweliing 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. 
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Response: Along the front and side not facing the railroad, the glass and window composition is in 
excess of 20%. The side elevation contains 28% and the front elevation contains 37%. 

6. increased Roof Pitch - A minimum 6:12 roof pitch with at 
least a six-in. overhang. 

Response: Not used. 

7. Architectural Features - At least one architectural feature 
included on dwelling facades that face the street. 
Architedural features are defined as bay windows, oriels, 
covered porches greater than 60 sq. ft. in size, balconies 
above the first floor, dormers related to living space, or 
habitable cupolas. If a dwelling is oriented such that its 
front facade, which includes the front door, i s  oriented to 
a sidewalk and no facades of the dwelling face a street, 
then the architectural feature may be counted if it i s  
located on the front facade. 

00 
00 

Response: The project contains several architectural details. An ornamental rail occurs at each deck. 
Windows are divided with mullions t o  add character. A detailed cornice occurs along the - 
tops of the buildings. iC, 

C 

8. Architectural Details - Architectural details used c E 
consistently on dwelling facades that face streets. m o 
Architectural details are defined as exposed rafter or iC, 

beam ends, eave brackets, windows with grids or true 
3 

divided lights, or pergolas integrated into building 
facades. If a dwelling is  oriented such that its front facade, 
which includes the front door, i s  oriented to a sidewalk 
and no facades of the dwelling face a street, then the 
architectural feature may be counted if it i s  located on the 
front facade. 

Response: Not used. 

4.1 0.60.05 - Service Areas and Roof-Mounted Equipment 

a. Service Areas - When provided, service areas such as trash 
receptacles shall be located to provide truck access and shall not be 
placed within any required setback area. When located outside a 
setback area, but within five10 ft. of a property line, such service areas 
shall be screened on all sides with a solid fence or wall at least one ft. 
higher than the equipment within the service area and also screened 
with landscaping in  accordance with landscape screening provisions of 
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Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. When 
located outside a setback area, but greater than 10 ft. from a property 
line, such service area shall still be screened, but may be screened 
with landscaping only, provided i t  i s  in accordance with landscape 
screening provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting. 

Service areas for residential building types other than single-family, 
dupiex, and triplex units shall be located a minimum of 20 ft, from 
both on-site and off-site residential buildings, Transformers shall also 
be screened with landscaping. When service areas are provided within 
alleys, the alleys shall be constructed in accordance with the 
provisions in Chapter 4.0 - improvements Required with 
Development. 

Response: The only grade service proposed with this project is the trash enclosure located along the 
southeasterly boundary of the project. The trash enclosure will be screened on all sides, 
ailowing for an access gate, by a solid masonry wall at 6 feet in height. Landscape screening in 
accordance with LDC 4.2 will be provided between the enclosure and the adjacent east 
property line. The trash enclosure is located more than 20 feet away from the nearest 
residential structure. Any power transformers required to  be located on rite will be screened 7 
with landscaping in accordance with LDC 4.2. - - - 

.w 
s 

c. Roof-Mounted Equipment - Roof-mounted equipment, such as Q.' E 
heating, ventilation, air conditioning equipment, etc., shall be z 
screened by providing screening features at least equal in height to 2 
the equipment and constructed of materials used in the building's 3 
exterior construction. Screening features include features such as a 
parapet, wall, or other sight-blocking feature. The roof-mounted 
equipment shali be painted to match the roof. 

Response: All roof mounted equipment shall be screened and painted in compliance with the standard. 

4.1 0.60.06 - Pedestrian Circulation 

a. Applicability - These additional pedestrian circulation standards 
apply to all residential developments with eight or more units. 

Response: Not applicable, this proposal is only for four residential units. 

Section 4.1 0.70. - STANDARDS FOR COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL AND CIVIC 
DWELOPMENT 
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a. All new commercial, industrial, and civic building types and 
associated features, such as parking lots, within all zones that 
refer to Section 4.1 0.70 shall comply with Sections 4.1 0.70.02 
through 4.1 0.70.05. 

b. independent or cumulative expansions of a commercial, 
industrial, or civic structure in existence and in compliance 
with this 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 not be required to comply with this section 
provided that: 

1. The expansion adds floor area of 500 sq. ft. or less; or 

2. The expansion adds floor area of 3,000 sq. ft. or less and is 
equivalent to 20 percent or less of the existing structure's 
gross floor area. o 

Q) 
v- 

Section 4.10.70 - STANDARDS FOR COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, AND CIVIC DEVELOPMENT _I - - 
u 

4.1 0.70.01 - Applicability 

1= 
a. All new commercial, industrial, and civic building types and associated features, such as 2 

parking lots, within all zones that refer to Section 4.10.70 shall comply with Sections * 
4.1 0.70.02 through 4.1 0.70.05. 3 

Response: The applicable pedestrian oriented design standards are annotated below. 

4.1 0.70.02 - Building Orientation 

All buildings shall be oriented, as outlined in this Section, to existing or proposed public 
or private streets. See Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development for 
public and private street standards. Buildings on corner parcels shall be oriented to both 
streets bordering the property. Private streets used to meet this standard must include 
the elements in Chapter 4.0. 

a. Street Frontage Setback - At least 50 percent of the building's linear frontage i s  
located within the maximum setback established for the zone for structures that 
have street frontage, as shown below in Figure 4.10-18 - Percent of Building 
Frontage Within Mmimum Setback Area. An exception to this requirement pertains 
to provisions elsewhere in this Chapter for development in  the Neighborhood 
Center (NC) Zone. Expansion of a structure existing prior to December 31, 2006, 
and in conformance with the Code on that date is deemed to meet this criterion, 
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provided the area of expansion i s  between the street and the existing building 
frontage. 

Response: All of the proposed building's linear frontage is within the maximum setback for the MUC 
zone. 

b. Entrances - All building sides that face an adjacent public or private street include at 
least one customer entrance. When the site i s  adjacent to more than one street, 
corner entrances at an angle of up to 45 degrees, from the larger of the two adjacent 
streets, may be substituted for separate entrances on adjacent streets. If the building 
does not have frontage along an adjacent street, dired pedestrian access to the street 
may be achieved by a sidewalk or courtyard connecting to a street no farther than 
100 ft. from the building's pedestrian entrance. Examples of these requirements are 
shown below in Figure 4.10-1 9 - Site Development Element Locations. Buildings of 
less than 3,000 sq. ft. fronting on only one street may provide the customer entrance 
on the side of the building in lieu of the front, if a sidewalk or courtyard provides a 
dired pedestrian connection of less than 50 ft. between the entrance and the street. 

Response: A// the customer entrances are oriented to  Western Boulevard. 

c. Parking and Vehicle Circulation - Off-street parking or vehicular circulation shall not ;5; 
be placed between buildings and streets used to comply with this standard, as shown 
above in Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development Element Locations. Where allowed by the =: - 
underlying zone, outdoor vehicle display lots for sale of autos, noncommercial = 
trucks, motorcycles, trailers with less than 10,000 Ibs. gross cargo weight, motor 

E homes, and boats may be located adjacent to streets. The parking lot perimeter 
landscaping requirements of Section 4.2.40 of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 2 

C, 

Screening, and Lighting shall be met. 3 
Response: All off-street parking is to the rear of the building. There is no outdoor display area. The 

landscaping requirements of LDC 4.2 will be met. 

d. Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone Special Provisions - Buildings in the Neighborhood 
Center (NC) Zone shall comply with the following additional standards. See Figure 
4.10-20 - Shopping Streets for context: 

1. Buildings shall be oriented to designated Shopping Streets, public open space, or a 
public park; and 

2. On designated Shopping Streets in the Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone, 80 percent 
of the building front shall be within the maximum setback. The maximum setback 
may be waived if pedestrian amenities occupy the extended setback area, as shown 
in figure 4.70- 79 - Site Devefopent Element Locations. Pedestrian amenities are 
defined in Section 4.70.70.05. 

Response: Not applicable. 
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e. Exception for Enhanced Pedestrian Environment - Within a Minor Neighborhood Center, 
an exception to the requirement that all buildings on corner parcels front both streets 
may be granted through the process identified in Chapter 2.16 - Request for 
interpretation if the proposed Shopping Street's design and layout can be shown to 
provide a pedestrian environment that is clearly superior to the environment that would 
result from the corner orientation. An example of a design and layout with a clearly 
superior pedestrian environment i s  one where the Shopping Street is enclosed, etc. For 
Major Neighborhood Centers, such exceptions may be granted, based on the same 
standard, through the process identified in Chapter 2.10 - Major Neighborhood Center 
Master Site Plan Requirements. 

Response: Not applicable. 

f. Grading (Cuts and Fills) - Structures and on-site improvements shall be designed to fit 
the natural contours of the site and be consistent with the Natural Hazards and Natural 
Resource Provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, 
Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

Response: There are no natural hazards or significant natural features on the site. Grading will meet the 
requirements of LDC 4.5. PV 

Q, 
.c" 

4.10.70.03 - Pedestrian Circulation Standards - - - 
+ 
c 
Q) 

a. Requirements for New Development and Options for Expansions of a Commercial, E 
Industrial, or Civic Structure, Consistent with Section 4.1 0.70.01 .c - r 

0 
m 
t: 

1. Continuous Internal Sidewalks and Multi-use Paths - A continuous internal sidewalk, 4 
including associated necessary sidewalk crossings, no less than five ft. wide, shall be 
provided from public sidewalks or rights-of-way to all customer entrances, and between 
customer entrances of all buildings, as shown in Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development Element 
Locations. Sidewalks shall be direct and convenient and form a network of walking routes. 
Internal multi-use paths shall be no less than 12 ft. wide. 

Response: A minimum 5 foot wide continuous sidewalk is proposed to all customer entrances and 
connected to the public sidewalk in the Western Boulevard right-of-way. 

2. Sidewalks along Building Walls - Sidewalks no less than five ft. wide shall be provided 
along the full length of building walls featuring a customer entrance and along any wall 
parallel to and abutting parking areas larger than eight parking spaces, except in situations 
where the sidewalk would not provide connedivity between an entrance and parking area. 
Where sidewalks are adjacent to buildings, except along Shopping Streets, a five-ft.-wide 
foundation landscape strip and/or weather protection with planters shall be provided. 
These elements are noted in Figure 4.1 0-1 9 - Site Development Element Locations. 
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Response: A variance is being requested from this standard. Proposed perimeter sidewalks linking 
building entrances to the public right-of-way and the parking area meet the 5 foot minimum 
width requirement, except for one location at the southwest corner of the building. 
Continuous weather protection wi th planters are to be provided along these perimeter 
sidewalks as required. Please see Section V of this narrative for a discussion of the variance 
requested. 

3. Separation and Distinction from Driving Surfaces - Where any internal sidewalk is  parallel 
to and abuts a vehicular circulation or parking area, the sidewalk shall be raised and 
separated from the vehicular circulation or parking area by a raised curb at least six in. in 
height. In addition to this requirement, a landscaping strip at least five ft. wide, or wheel 
stops with landscaping strips at least four A. wide, are strongly encouraged to enhance the 
separation of vehicular from pedestrian facilities. 

Response: Not applicable. 

4, Sidewalk and Multi-use Path Surface Treatment - Public internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete and shall be at least five ft. wide. Private internal sidewalks shall be concrete or 
masonry pavers, and shall be at least five ft. wide. Public multi-use paths, such as paths for , 
bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency vehicles, shall be concrete, and shall be at least t 2 ft. $ 
wide. Private multi-use paths shall be of the same materials as private sidewalks, or asphalt, - I - 
and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. All materials used for public sidewalks and multi-use paths I; 
shall meet City Engineering standards. c 

Response: Not applicable. 
E 
s 
2 g 

5. Crossings - Where any internal sidewalk crosses an internal street, driveway, or parking 4 
aisle, the sidewalk shall be clearly marked with contrasting paving materials. Additional use 
of other measures to clearly mark a crossing, such as an elevation change, speed humps, or 
striping, i s  encouraged. 

Response: Not applicable. 

6, Connection to Adjacent Properties or Streets - In addition to the sidewalk connections 
required by the block development standards in Chapter 4.0 - lmprovements Required with 
Development, sidewalk connections shall be provided between internal sidewalk networks 
and all adjacent planned streets, sidewalks, and multi-use paths. Multi-use paths shall be 
connected with adjacent multi-use paths, sidewalks, andlor bike lanes. Where appropriate, 
such connections shall also be provided to adjacent residential properties. 

Response: Not applicable. 

7, Planting - Strips - For lots abutting existing street sidewalks, sidewalks shall be reconstructed 
with a planting strip consistent with the requirements in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. 
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Response: Complies. A new 12 foot planter strip is proposed for Western Boulevard. 

b. Additional Requirement for New Development and Additional List of Options for 
Expansions of a Commercial, Industrial, or Civic Structure, Consistent with 
Section 4.1 0.70.01 .d.l - New development shall comply with one of the following 
five options. Expansions in accordance with Section 4.1 0.70.01 .c shall add this list 
of choices to those presented in Section 4.1 0.70.03.a to obtain a larger list of 
options to comply with the requirements of Section 4.1 0.70.01 .d.l . 

Options: 

1. Driveway Consolidation - Removal of at least one driveway through outright removal or 
access consolidation, such that the net number of driveways for the site is at least one less 
than prior existing conditions for the site. 

Response: Complies. The net number of driveways is one less than prior existing conditions for the site. 

2. Landscape Buffer - Construction or expansion of a landscape buffer between the back 
of a sidewalk and existing vehicle parking or circulation areas. The constructed or 
expanded landscape buffer shall, when completed, be a minimum of 20 ft. wide. w 

cn 
.c 

Response: There is no existing vehicle parking. I - - - 
.w 

3. E Reduced Parking - Establishment of an agreement that shares parking between the a 
subject site and an abutting site and results in a reduction of total parking spaces for the E 

J= 
subject site to 90 percent or less of the required minimum. Such shared parking 8 
agreements may be used, provided the applicant demonstrates an adequate supply of 5 
parking for each use. Identification of surplus parking during peak periods, or surplus 4 
capacity provided due to off-peak use, are methods of demonstrating this adequacy. 

Response: There is no abutting developed site for which parking could be shared. 

4. Covered Walkways - Installation of weather protection resulting in covered pedestrian 
walkways between and around all buildings and between the primary building and 
adjacent public pedestrian facilities. 

Response: This option is not used. 

5.  Notarized Letter - Where development i s  proposed on property adjacent to existing 
five-lane arterial streets or highways, recording a signed and notarized letter with the 
Benton County Clerk from the owner of the development site agreeing not to oppose 
construction of a future median or pedestrian refuge. 

Response: Not applicable. 
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4.10.70.04 - Vehicle Circulation and Design Standards 

a. Parking Lots - 

1. Parking lots shall be placed to the rear of buildings in accordance with Section 
4.10.70.02. Administrative exceptions to this standard are allowed based on the 
following provisions. To the extent that required parking cannot be located to the rear 
of the building due to other requirements of this Code or unusual site constraints, both 
of which are defined in the following paragraph, the amount of parking and vehicle 
circulation that cannot be accommodated to the rear of the building may be provided 
only to the side of the building. 

Response: This proposal complies. 

2. Other requirements of this Code may include, but are not necessarily limited to, 
significant Natural Resource and Natural Hazard provisions in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions. Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisi~ns, 
and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; and Chapter 4.1 - 
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. Unusual site constraints may include 
parcels fronting more than two streets, irregular lot configuration, weak foundation soils, 
or other physical site factors that constrain development when considered with Building , 
Code requirements. 7 Q, 

t - 
Response: It is the applicant's intention to comp/y with the referenced code standards. All known = 

.+., 
deviations are referenced in Part V of this narrative. c 

a, 
E 

b. Corner Parcels - Parking areas shall not be located within 30 ft. of a roadway -5 
intersection, as meqsured from the center of the curb radius to the edge of the 2 
parking area's curb or wheel stop. 3 

Response: Phis proposal complies. 

c. Parking Lot Access - Commercial driveway approaches shall be used to access 
parking lots from public streets. Parking lot approaches shall be located no closer 
than 50 ft. from local street intersections, as measured from the intersection of two 
rights-of-way lines. Approaches on collector and arterial streets shall comply with 
parking lot approach standards provided in Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and 
Access Requirements. 

Response: See discussion in Part V of this narrative relative to deviation from standards. 

d. Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone Special Provisions - Parking in the 
. Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone shall comply with the following additional 

standards: 
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Response: Not applicable. 

e. Drive-through Facilities 

Response: Not applicable. 

4.1 0.70.05 - Standards and Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 

a. Pedestrian Amenities Standards 

Weather Protection - Where new commercial and civic development is constructed 
immediately adjacent to (abutting) street sidewalks or pedestrian plazas, a minimum 
six-ft.-wide, weather-protected area, protected by such elements as awnings or 
canopies, shall be provided and maintained along at least 60 percent of any building 
wall immediately adjacent to the sidewalks and/or pedestrian plazas. An additional 
requirement shall include a minimum eight-ft. vertical clearance between the 
sidewalk and the lowest portion of the weather protection. This vertical clearance 
shall be nine ft. for balconies. These requirements are shown beiow in Figure 4.10-22 
- Weather Protection. 

Response: Weather protection by canopy or awning is proposed along 86% of the Western Bouievarc' 
CO 

frontage of the project. The vertical clearance requirement is met. Q, 
v- 
I - 

2, Pedestrian Amenity Requirements - All new development and substantial =r 
improvements shall provide pedestrian amenities as defined by this Section. The E 
number of pedestrian amenities provided shall comply with the following sliding 
scale: 

Size of Structure or Number of 

Substantial Improvement Amenities 
< 5,000 sq. ft. 1 

1 0,001 - 50,000 sq. ft. 3 

> 50,000 sq. ft. 4 

Response: The project proposes less than 50,000 square feet of new floor area, thus three amenities are 
required. 

3. Acceptable Pedestrian Amenities - Acceptable pedestrian amenities include the 
items listed below, some of which are shown in Figure 4.10-23 - Pedestrian 
Amenities: 
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a) Sidewalks with ornamental treatments, such as brick pavers, or sidewalks 50 percent 
wider than required by this Code; 

Response: Proposed, see response in Part fV, Standards for MUC District, page 7 0 

b) Sidewalk planters with benches and public outdoor seating; 

Response: Not proposed. 

c) Significant public art, such as sculpture, fountain, clock, mural, etc.; 

Response: Proposed, see Attachment "1: Detailed Development Plan 

d Mini parks or plazas that provide a minimum usable area of 300 sq. ft.); and 

Response: Not proposed. 

e) Street trees of a caliper 50 percent wider than required by this Code. This approach 
may include preservation of healthy mature trees adjacent to the street sidewalk. 

Response: Proposed, see response in Part IV, Standards for MUC District, page 10. 

4. Accessibility of Pedestrian Amenities - Pedestrian amenities shall be visible and 
accessible to the general public from an improved street. Access to mini parks, plazas, & 
and sidewalks shall be provided via a public right-of-way or a public access easement. .c 

I 

Response: All proposed amenities are accessible and visible from Western Boulevard 

b. Design Standards and Design Variety Menus I= E 
0 
a 

1 .  Encroachments - Special architectural features, such as bay windows, decorative t: 
roofs, and entry features may, with City Council approval, project up to three ft. into 4 
public rights-of-way, provided that they are not less than nine ft. above the 
sidewalk. Trellises, canopies and fabric awnings may project 6.5 A. into setbacks 
and public rights-of-way, provided that they are not less than eight ft. above the 
sidewalk. No such improvements shall encroach into alley rights-of-way. 

Response: There are no proposed encroachments. 

2. LoadindService Facilities - Loading and service areas such as trash enclosures 
shall be located to minimize conflicts with public pedestrian areas; screened in 
accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering Screening and Lighting; 
designed to provide convenient access for trucks; and designed to minimize noise 
and other impads with adjoining uses. Service areas shall be located to the back 
or sides of buildings, or in alleys where available. Loading dock doors are 
encouraged to be placed in recessed areas or between buildings to minimize 
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impacts to the pedestrian and human scale aspects of the development. 

Response: The proposed trash enclosure is located to the rear of the building and is screened in 
accordance with Chapter 4.2. There is no loading dock provided. Loading and senice 
capabilities to each of the commercial spaces will be provided through the rear overhead 
doors, see Attachment "L, " Detailed Development Plan. 

3. Roof-mounted Equipment - Roof-mounted equipment, such as heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning equipment, shall be screened. Screening features 
shall be at least equal in height to the equipment, compatible with rooflines, and 
constructed of materials used in the building's exterior construction. Screening 
features include such elements as a parapet, wall, or other sight-blocking feature, 
etc. The roof-mounted equipment shalt be painted to match the roof. 

Response: Roof-mounted equipment is screened by a combination of parapets and wrought iron 
guardrails; see Attachments "X", "Y", and "Z". 

4. Sign Standards 

a) Pole-mounted, freestanding signs are prohibited in Neighborhood Center (NC) 
Zones. 

00 

Response: Not applicable to the MUC zone. Q) T 

I - - 
b) Blade signs placed under awnings are allowed along Shopping Streets, - 

l;i 

Response: The applicant concurs. 
r 
0 

c)  Remaining sign provisions are in accordance with Chapter 4.7 - Sign + 

Regulations. 3 

Response: The applicant concurs. 

5.  Lighting Standards - Lighting shall be provided consistent with the lighting 
provisions in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, 

Response: The proposed lighting complies with the provisions of Chapter 4.2. 

6.  Windows - The provisions in this Section shall apply to placement and type of 
windows. Figure 4.10-24 - Windows and Glass Doors on Street-facing Facades is  
provided for context. 

a) Ground F l o ~ r  Windows and Doors - Except for the Neighborhood Center 
(NC) Zone, which is  addressed in "c," below, a minimum of 60 percent 
of the length and 25 percent of the first 12 ft. in height from the adjacent 
grade of any street-facing facade shall contain windows and/or glass 
doors. An exception may be granted if the expansionienlargem is for 
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space neither adjacent to a street nor open to customers or the pubIic, 
Additional requiremen fs for windows shall include the following: 

Response: This standard is met, see response in Part IV, Standards for MUC District, page 7 7 .  

1) Ground floor windows shall be framed by bulkheads, piers, and sills 
such as are used in a recessed window, where appticable. Ground 
floor windows shall also have a Top Treatment such as a hood, 
awning, or a storefront cornice separating the ground floor from the 
second story. Alternatively, all ground floor windows shall provide a 
minimum three-in.-wide trim or recession. The Base Treatment 
standards under Section 4.10.70.05.b.7.d, below, and the Top 
Treatment standards under Section 4.10.70.05.b.7.ef below, shall be 
used as a guide for providing bulkheads and cornices that meet this 
standard. 

Response: Ground floor windows shall have a 3 inch minimum width frame or recess and all have a 
canopy above. 

2)  Window Type - Ground floor windows used to comply with "a," Q, 
Q, 

above, shall meet all of the following standards: r- 
I 

- 
a. Opacity of greater than 60 percent prohibited for any = 

required window; and $ 
E 
.s 

Response: Proposed window shall meet or exceed this Standard. o rn 
C, 

b. Ground floor windows shall allow views from adjacent 
3 

sidewalks into working areas or lobbies, pedestrian 
entrances, or display windows set into- the wall. 
Display cases attached to the outside wall do not 

The bottom of windows shall be no more than 
fbur ft above the adjacent exterior grade. 

Response: Bottom of proposed ground floor windows begin at exterior grade. 

b) Windows on Commercial Stories above Ground Floor - Each facade on 
commercial stories above the ground floor and that faces a street or other 
area accessible to the public shall include at least 20 percent window 
coverage. 

Response: This standard is met, see response in Part IV, Standards for MUC District, page I ?  

C) - For building walls 
facing Shopping Streets, windows and/or glass doors shall be provided 
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on a minimum of 75 percent of the building wall length and 50 percent of 
the first 12 ft. in the building wall height from the adjacent grade. Public 
art, mini parks, and/or plazas, as defined in Section 4.10.70.05.a.3 may 
substitute for up to 50 percent of the required window area if construction 
i s  of permanently fixed, durable materials. 

Response: Not applicable. 

7. Design Variety Menu - Each structure shall incorporate a minimum of three of the 
following five 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 i s  strongly encouraged. 

a) Building Walls - Building walls in excess of 30 ft. in length shatl not exceed a 
heightiwidth ratio of 1:3 without a change in height of at least four ft., as 
addressed below in Figures 4.10-25A through C - Building Walls. 

Response: The front elevations provide the 4 foot difference with the stepping of the cornice. 

4.1 0.70.05.7 (b) 
0 
0 
N 

b) Maximum Wall Segments - All building wall segments on all sides of buildings , 
visible from public areas or adjacent uses shall be a maximum sf 30 it. in length. I= 
Building wall segments shall be distinguished by architectural features including E 
at least one of the following: columns, reveals, ribs or pilasters, piers, recesses, 
or extensions. The segment length may be increased to a maximum of 60 i t .  if 5 
the segment contains integral planters, public art, or permanent seating such as a 3 
seating wall, that conform to the accessibility standards in Section 4.10.70.05.a.4. 3 

Response: The proposed Western Boulevard elevation is 85 feet in length along the front, this length is 
guided by the configuration of the site and logical placement of the building. The front 
elevations are provided with a play of shapes and heights, reveals and extrusions to  provide 
the segmented look in 1ess than the required 30 foot sections. 

C) Entrances - Primary building entrances shall be clearly defined by recess or 
projection, and shali be framed by a sheltering element such as an awning, 
overhang, arcade, or portico. 

Response: Primary entrances are provided with a recess as well as being covered. 

d) Base Treatments - A recognizable Base Treatment consisting of at least one of the 
following: 

1) Thicker walls, such as a bulkhead, ledges, or sil ls as viewed from the 
exterior of the building; 
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2) integrally textured materials such as stone, stucco, or other masonry; 

3) Integrally colored and patterned materials such as smooth-finished 
stone or tile; 

4) tighter or darker colored materials, Mullions, or panels; 

5) Detailing such as scoring, ribbing, moldings, or ornamentation; or 

6) Planters integral to the building 

Response: The bottom of the building along the front and side elevations is provided with a masonry base 
treatment. This treatment extends up beyond the canopy to  provide architectural relief and 
play of exterior materials. 

e) Top Treatments - A recognizable Top Treatment consisting of at least one of the '1 

following: 

v- 
0 

1) Cornice treatments, other than colored stripes or bands that are integral cu 
to the building design. Materials such as stone, masonry, brick, wood, - - - 
galvanized and painted metal, or other colored materials shall be used; 

E 
2 )  Sloping roof (4:12 or greater) with overhangs. Overhangs may be boxed c: 

0 with moldings such as Modillions, Dentils, or other moldings, as 3 
applicable; or contain brackets; or 3 

3) Stepped parapets. 

Response: The tops of the buildings are provided with decorative cornices, some deeper than others. in 
addition, the parapets are stepped to help break up the front and side elevations. 

15. Approval Criterion . 

14. Preservation and/or protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent with 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. Streets shall also be designed along contours, and structures sharl be 
designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure compliance with these Code 
standards. 

Response: The site has no inventoried significant natural features to preserve or protect. There are no new 
streets to be designed. 
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16. Approval Criterion 

b. Natural Resources and Natural Hazards Factors - 

1. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development 
Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, or 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions shall provide 
protections equal to or better than the specific standard requested for variation; 
and 

Response: Not applicable. 

1 7. Approval Criterion 

2. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development 
Area (MADA), Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, or 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions shall involve an 
alternative located on the same development site where the specific standard 2 
applies. cv I - - - 

Response: Notapplicable. C, s 
a 

4. Detailed Development Plan Review Procedures E 
L: 
0 
m 
C, 

An application for approval of a Detailed Development Plan must contain the information and follow 3 
the procedures described in LDC 2.5.40.01 and 2.5.50.01. Compliance with those procedures, and the 
information required to be submitted by those procedures, i s  discussed as follows: 

I .  A~plication Requirements 

An application filed for a Detailed Development Plan shall follow the requirements specified for 
a Conceptual Development PIan in Section 2.5.40 and shall also include the following: 

a. Graphic Requirements 

In addition to the graphic requirements specified for a Conceptual Development PIan in Section 
2.5.40.01, a Detailed Development Plan shall include: 

1. Location and floor area of existing and proposed structures and other improvements, 
including maximum heights, Building Types, and gross density per acre for 
residential developments; and location of fire hydrants, overhead lines in  the 
abutting right of way, easements, fences, walls, parking calculations, and walkways. 
Where required by the applicable zone, Lot Coverage and Green Area calculations 
shall be provided. Parking calculations shall also be provided; 
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Response: Attachment "I, " Detailed Development Plan. 

2. Typical elevations and floor plans of buildings and structures (which may be 
submitted on additional sheets) sufficient to indicate the architectural intent and 
character of the proposed development, indicate the entrance and exit points, and 
permit computations of parking, design, and yard requirements. The elevations shall 
specify building materials to be used, specifications as to type, color, and texture of 
proposed exterior surfaces, and information demonstrating compliance with Chapter 
4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; 

Response: Attachments "T, " "U, " "V," "W," /'XI " 'Y, " and "Z. " 

3. For residential development, the Housing Types within the development that satisfy 
the Housing Type variation provisions within the underlying zone. When a 
Subdivision is  processed concurrently with a Detailed Development Plan, the 
developer shall note, on individual lots on the Subdivision Plat, the Housing Types 
within the development that satisfy the Housing Type variation provisions within the 
underlying zone. Single-family Detached housing need not be identified; 

M 
0 

Response: Not applicable. nd 
I - - - 

4. Conceptual landscape plan drawn to  scale and showing the location of existing trees * 
c 

and vegetation proposed to be removed from or to be retained on the site, the E location and conceptual design for landscaped areas (types of plant materials as 
basic as trees, shrubs, and groundcover/lawn areas), other conceptual landscape E;: 
features including walls and fences, and irrigation systems required to maintain plant " 
materials; 

3 

Response: . Attachment "Sf " Conceptual Landscape Plan. 

5. Detailed utilities plan indicating existing and proposed utility systems and their 
function, including sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and drainage and water systems; 

Response: Attachment "Q, " Utility and Surface Water Management Plan. 

6. Existing and proposed circulation system plan and dimensions includisig streets, 
driveways, bikeways, sidewalks, multi-use paths, off-street parking areas, service 
areas (including refuse), loading areas, direction of traffic flow, and major points of 
access to public rights-of-way. Illustrative cross-sections of streets shall be provided. 
Notations of proposed ownership (public or private) should be included where 
appropriate; 

Response: Attachment "M," Detailed Development Plan with Existing and Proposed Circulation 
Patterns. 
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7. Location and dimensions of all areas to be conveyed, dedicated, or reserved as 
common open spaces, Green Area, public parks, recreational areas, school sites, and 
similar public and semi-public uses; 

Response: Attachment "0," Tentative Plat Tracts and Easements. 

8. Exterior lighting plan indicating the location, size, height, typical design, material, 
color, method, and direction of illumination; 

Response: Attachment "R," Site lighting Plan. Exterior lighting will be shielded and directed to avoid 
glare onto adjacent properties. Street lighting wil l  be provided per established City 
standards. 

9. For residential development, location of existing and proposed structures and trees 
on the site that could reduce solar access to any buildable area within the 
development. The application shall indicate the type and location of trees to be 
preserved or planted, and the shadow patterns of the trees at their mature height 
between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. on November 21; and d' 

0 
c'l 

Response: Not applicable, 

+.' 
Response: Not applicable. 3 

b. Narrative Requirements 

In addition to the narrative requirements specified for a Conceptual Development Plan in  
Section 2.5.40.01 above, the Detailed Development Plan shall include: 

1. Proposals for setbacks or building envelopes, lot areas where Land Division is  
anticipated, and number of parking spaces to be provided (per gross floor area or 
per number of units); 

Response: Attachment "1, " Detailed Development Plan 

LDC 4.1.30 Off-Street Barking Requirements 

A. Residential Uses Per Buildifig Type: 

1. Single Detached and Single Attached (Zero Lot tine), and Manufactured Homes: 

Vehicles: 
Bicycles: 

2 spaces per dwelling unit 
None required 
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2. Duplex, Attached, and Multi-Dwelling: 

Vehicles: 
Studio or Efficiency Unit - 1 space per unit 
1 Bedroom Unit - 1 space per unit 
2 Bedroom Unit - 1.5 spaces per unit 
3 Bedroom Unit - 2.5 spaces per unit 

Bicycles: 
Studio or Efficiency Unit - 1 space per unit 
1 Bedroom Unit - 1 space per unit 
2 Bedroom Unit - 1.5 spaces per unit 
3 Bedroom Unit - 2 spaces per unit 

The required bicycle parking may be located within a structure, in accordance with the 
provisions of LDC 4.1.70. 

B. Commercial Use Types (for accompanying office and indoor service areas): 
Ln -. 
0 
N Unless otherwise noted, the figures given refer to vehicle parking requirements. Unless a , 

specific bicyde-parking figure is given, required bicycle parking shall be 10 percent of 
required vehicle parking or 2 spaces, whichever is greater. However, where less than 4 
vehicle spaces are required, then only one parking space shalt be required. 0 

E 
E 

1 .  Administrative and Professional Services - 1 space per 400 sq ft 0 
m 
.cI 

11. Convenience Sales & Personal Services - 1 space per 400 sq ft of gross floor area 
ti 

25. Retail Sales, General - 1 space per 400 sq ft of gross floor area 

Response: The proposal includes both commercial and residential uses. When multiple uses are 
proposed for a building or a site, the par lhg  shall be based on the parking required for each 
of the various uses. The applicant is proposing four live-work units. The ground floors of 
these units would be used for commercial or retail uses, while the upper floors would be 
used as residences. Most commercial and retail uses require I parking space for every 400 
square feet of gross floor area. Examples are listed above. The specific uses which are 
contemplated to occupy the commercial spaces include: 

Agricultural Sales & Service; Building Maintenance and Services; Business Equipment Sales 
and Services; Business Support Services; Communication Services; Financial, Insurance, and 
Real Estate Services; Laundry Service; Repair Service - Consumer; Retail Sales, General. 

Therefore, the ground floor use would require a total of 14 spaces for the 5600 sq. fi.. of 
commercial usage. The 2-bedroom multi-dwelling homes on the MUC site are required to 
provide 1.5 parking spaces per unit. The applicant is proposing to provide the 1.5 parking 
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spaces as required by the code. Because the project includes a mix of uses, the parking lot 
will be developed with a reciprocal access easement so that all of the parking spaces may 
be used by residents, visitors and customers. The roll-up doors on the south side of the 
ground floor units are intended to be used for commercial access, and the ground floors 
may not be used by the residents as a garage. The following table summarizes the parking 
proposed. 

Parking Summary 

Use 

Commercial/ Retail 

1 Attached Residence 2BR 

I - - - 
2. Detailed statement outlining timing, responsibilities, and assurances for all public 

and non-public improvements such as irrigation, private roads and drives, 

7.5 spaces per unit 

co 
0 

1 1 

L 

landscape, and maintenance; t 
0 
m 

Response: All public and private improvements wil l  be constructed in a single phase at the applicant's 2 

Parking 
Spaces 

Proposed 
12 

Proposed Parking 
Standard 

1 space per 400 sf 

Subtotal: 

Less 10% reduction for Transit 

hl 

Totals: 

expense. 

20 

-2 

4 un~ts 

3, Proposed methods of energy conservation; and 

\ sf .  I 

UnitsJSF 

< =5600 

7 8 

Response: All new building construction will meet or exceed the applicable energy conservation 
requirements in the Building Code. 

Parking 
Spaces 

Required 
1 4 

6 

78 

4. Statement addressing compatibility of proposed development to adjacent land uses 
relating to such items as architectural character, building type, and height of 
proposed structures. 

6 

Response: The proposed structure is oriented to Western Boulevard and towards the adjacent 
commercial uses across the street. Those existing commercial uses are similarly oriented to 
Western Boulevard. The parking is behind the new building and will be screened with 
evergreen shrubs and parking lot trees. The trash enclosure at the northeast corner of the 
parking lot will also be screened by a wall and landscaped with evergreen shrubs along the 
eastern side. 

The site is separated from the residential zoned property by a railroad right-of-way and tracks. 
Evergreen landscaping along the side adjacent and abutting the track has been provided to 
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address screening requirements between the two land uses. Although some residential uses 
exist west and east of the site, the predominant uses to  the north and east are commercial. As 
such, the architecture of the building has been designed to be more commercial in nature. The 
proposed building has been designed to be compatible with other commercial uses along 
Western Boulevard. The flat roofs provided will include a cornice along the front and sides of 
the building. 

c. Tentative Plat 

If a Planned Development is to be subdivided, a Tentative Subdivision Plat may also be 
submitted in accordance with Chapter 2.4 - Subdivisions and Major Replats to permit 
simultaneous review. 

Response: See Narrative Part 11 

18. Approval Criterion 

2.5.50.04 - Review Criteria for Determining Compliance with Conceptual I.- 

Development Plan o 
C\I 

I - 
Request for approval of a Detailed Development Plan shall be reviewed to determine = 

.cI 

whether i t  is in compliance with the Conceptual Development Plan. The Detailed 2 
Development Plan shall be deemed to be in conformance with the Conceptual E 
Development Plan and may be approved provided it is consistent with the review criteria 5 
in Section 2.5.40.04 above, provides a clear and objective set of development standards 3 
for residential Detailed Development Plans (considering the Detailed Development Plan 3 
proposal, required adherence to this Code, and Conditions of Approval), and does not 
involve any of the factors that constitute a major change in the Planned Development. 
See Section 2.5.60.02 - Thresholds that Separate a Minor Planned Development 
Modification from a Major Planned Development Modification. 

Response: The review criteria per Section 2.5.40.04 are annotated above. 
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PART / I  

W T A  TI VE SUBD/ VISION PL4 T 

The applicant is seeking approval to subdivide the commercial (MUC) property into 4 lots for livelwork 
units. The Tentative Subdivision Plat also contains a common area tract intended for common uses 
such as circulation, access, parking, utilities, landscaping and drainage. 

B. Tentative Subdivision Plat Review Procedures 

An application for tentative plat approval is reviewed according to the procedures in 6 DC 2.4.30 

1. Submission Requirements 

When the Director deems any requirement below unnecessary for proper evaluation of a 
proposed application, it may be waived. 00 

0 
CV 

Prior to formal submittal of an application, the applicant is encouraged to participate in an 
I - - - 

informal pre-application conference with Community Development Department staff to discuss -id 

the proposal, the applicant's requirements, and the applicant's materials developed in response t 

to this Code's applicable requirements. E 
c 
0 
a 

Applications shall be made on forms provided by the Director and shall be accompanied by: -id 

;;t" 
a. Location and description of the subject property(ies), including all of the following, as 

relevant: address; tax assessor map and tax lot number; parcel number; written 
description of the boundaries of the proposal; and one set of assessor's maps of the 
subject site and surrounding area, with the subject site outlined in red; 

Response: Attached to the application form. 

b. Signed consent by the subject property's owner(s) andlor the owner's legat 
representative(s). If a legal representative is  used as a signatory, written proof of ability 
to be a signatory shall be furnished to the City. The owner's name(§) and address(es), 
and the applicant's name, address, and signature shall also be provided; 

Response: Signed application form accompanies this narrative. 

c. Fifteen copies of the narrative, on 8.5 by 11 in. sheets, and 15 copies of graphics at an 
8.5 by 1 1  in. size. The Director may request additional copies of the narrative andlor 
graphics for routing purposes, if needed. Related nameslnumbers must be legible on the 
graphics. The Director may also require some or all graphics at an 11 by 17 in. size if, for 
legibility purposes, such a size would be helpful; 
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Response: The required copies accompany this narrative. 

d. Six sets of full-scaled black line or blueprint drawings of the graphic(s), with sheet size 
not to exceed 24 by 36 in. Where necessary, an overall plan with additional detail sheets 
may be submitted; 

Response: The required copies accompany this narrative. 

e. An electronic version of these documents (both text and graphics, as applicable) if an 
applicant has produced part or all of an application in an electronic format. The 
applicant shall coordinate with the City regarding compatible electronic formats, to the 
greatest extent practicable; 

Response: The required electronic copy accompanies this narrative. 

f. Graphic Requirements 

Graphics shall include the following information where applicable: 

1. Public Notice Map - Typically a street map at one in. = 800 ft. as per the City's public A - 
notice format; .c, 

I= 
0 

Response: Attachment "A," Public Notice / Vicinity Map. II € 
0 
CII 

2. Zoning Map - Typically one in. = 400 ft., but up to one in. = 800 ft., depending on 
the size of the site, with a key that identifies each zone on the site and within 1,000 

z 
ft. of the site as per City format; 

Response: Attachment "5, " Existing Zoning Designations. 

3. Comprehensive Plan Map - Typically one in. = 800 ft. with a key that identifies each 
land use designation on the site and within 1,000 ft. of the site as per City format; 

Response: Attachment "C," Existing Comprehensive Plan Designations. 

4. Existing Land Use Map - Typically a topographic map that extends at least a 1,000 ft. 
beyond the site. The map shall include building footprints and distinguish between 
single-family, multi-family, Commercial, and Industrial uses, as well as other 
significant features such as roads, parks, schools, and Significant Natural Features 
identified by Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 
4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions; 

Response: Attachment "D, " Surrounding Uses. 
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5.  Significant Ndural Features Map(s) - Maps shali identify Significant Natural Features 
of the site, including but not limited to: 

a) All information and preservation plans required by Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 
4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 
4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, as applicable; 

Response: Attachments " E n  through "I," Natural Features. These are no inventoried natural 
hazards, significant vegetation, riparian corridors or wetlands on the applicant's 
property. 

b) All Jurisdictional Wetlands not already shown as part of "a," above. 
While not all Jurisdictional Wetlands are locally regulated by 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, they 
need to be shown so that the City can route the application to the 
appropriate state and federal agencies for comment; and o 

r 
CV 

Response: There are no jurisdictional wetlands on  the applicant's properties. 
I - - - 

C, 

E 
C) Archaeological sites recorded by the State Historic Preservation 

Office (S H PO). L: E - 
0 
a 

Response: There are no recorded archeological sites on the applicant's property. C, 

3 
6. Tentative Subdivision Plat and Other Graphics - 

a) Tentative Subdivision Plat and other graphics for both 
Nonresidential and Residential Subdivisions shall be drawn to 
scale and shall contain a sheet title, date, north arrow, and legend 
placed in the same location on each sheet and contain the 
information listed in this Section and "b," below. 

1. Nonresidential Subdivision graphics shall include features within a 
minimum 150-ft. radius of the site, such as existing streets and 
parcel boundaries; existing structures; driveways; utilities; 
Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 
4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; Minimum 
Assured Development Area information from Chapter 4.11 - 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), if applicable; and 
any other information that, in the Director's opinion, would assist 

- 
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En providing a centext for the proposed development. The Director 
may require that an applicant's graphics include information on 
lands in excess of 150 ft. from a development site, such as in cases 
where an adjacent property i s  large and a view of the whole parcel 
would be helpfuf, or when existing infrastructure is far away from 
the site. 

Response: Attachment "L, " Detailed Development Pfan 

Residential Subdivision graphics shall include features within a minimum 
of 300 feet from all exterior boundaries of the site, showing existing 
streets and parcel boundaries; existing structures in excess of 100 sq. ft.; 
driveways; utilities; Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter 4.2 
- Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor 
and Wetland Provisions; and Minimum Assured Development Area 
information from Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area 
(MADA), if applicable. Additionally, if existing infrastructure is more than 
300 ft. from an exterior boundary of the Residential Subdivision site, the 
Residential Subdivision graphics shall extend beyond the required 300 ft. 
to include said features and all lands between the Residential Subdivision 
site and the existing infrastructure. 

Response: Not applicable. 

b) The Tentative Subdivision Plat and related graphics shalt also include: 

1) Boundary of the proposed development site and any interior 
boundaries related to proposed development phases or Land 
Divisions; 

Response: Attachment "0, " Tentative Plat Tracts and Easements 

2) Number of lots and their dimensions, including frontage, depth, and 
area in sq. ft.; 

Response: Attachment "0," Tentative PIat Tracts and Easements 

3) Location of existing and proposed structures and other 
improvements, inct uding Bui tding Types and gross density per acre 
for residential developments; location of fire hydrants, overhead 
lines in the abutting right of way, easements, fences, walls, parking 
calcufations, and walkways; and any proposed use restrictions, 
Where required by the applicable zone, Lot Coverage and Green 
Area calculations shall be provided, as applicable. An indication of 
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approximate building envelopes may be required to evaluate 
building relationships; 

Response: Attachment "L, " Detailed Development Plan. 

4) Location and dimensions of areas to be conveyed, dedicated, or 
reserved as common open spaces, common Green Area, public 
parks, recreational areas, school sites, and similar public and semi- 
public uses; 

Response: Attachment "0," Tentative Plat Tracts and Easements 

5) Existing and proposed circulation system plan and dimensions 
including streets, driveways, bikeways, sidewalks, multi-use paths, 
off-street parking areas, service areas (including refuse), loading 
areas, direction of traffic flow, and major points of access to public 
rights-of-way. Illustrative cross-sections of streets shall be provided. 
~btat ions of proposed ownership (public or private) should be 
included where appropriate; cv 

- - 
Response: Attachment "M," Detailed Development Plan with Existing and Proposed Circulation _I - 

Patterns. - 
Y 

L 

6) Existing and proposed general pedestrian circulation system, 
including its interrelationship and connectivity with the existing and 

E 
r: 
0 
(II proposed vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation systems, and - 

indicating proposed treatments for points of conflict; 2 

Response: Attachment "M," Detailed Development Plan with Existing and Proposed Circulation 
Patterns. 

7) Detailed utilities plan indicating existing and proposed utility 
systems and their function, including sanitary sewer, storm sewer, 
and drainage and water systems; 

Response: Attachment "Q, " Utility and Surface Water Management Plan 

8) Identification of Significant Natural Features that were included on 
the Significant Natural Features map(s) required in "5," above, to 
indicate the relationship of the proposal to the site's Significant 
Natural Features; 

Response: There are no significant natural features on the applicant's property. 

9) Existing and proposed topographic contours at two-ft. intervals. 
Where the grade of any part of the Subdivision exceeds 10 percent 
and where the Subdivision abuts existing developed lots, a 
conceptual grading pllan shall be required as follows: 
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a. Conceptual Grading Plans for Residential Subdivisions - 
Conceptual grading plans for Residential Subdivision applications 
shall identify all proposed cuts and fills and the associated grade 
changes in ft. to demonstrate adherence to the provisions in 
Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions. The conceptual grading plan shall also indicate how 
runoff and surface water from individual lots will be managed, and 
how the Subdivision's surface waters will be managed. 
Additionally, the conceptual grading plan for Residential 
Subdivisions shall meet the requirements in "10," and "1 1," below; 

Response: Not applicable. 

b. Conceptual Crading Plans for Nonresidential Subdivisions - 

Response: 

Conceptual grading plans for Nonresidential Subdivision 
applications shall contain adequate information to evaluate 
impacts to the site and adjacent areas, consistent with Chapter 4.5 
- Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. If a 
grading plan is  required for a Nonresidential Subdivision, it shall 
indicate how these objectives are met, how runoff or surface water 
from individual lots wial be managed, and how the subdivision's a 
surface waters will be managed. Additionally, Nonresidential 

I - - - 
.w Subdivision applications shall include two design alternatives 

demonstrating that the applicant has achieved the optimal balance 
of applicable criteria; L: E 

0 
a 

Attachment "P," Conceptual Grading Plan and Typical Sections. .w 

2 
10) For residential development, excavation and grading shall maintain 

hydrology that supports existing wetland and riparian areas and the 
application shall demonstrate adherence; 

Response: Not applicable. 

For residential development, the graphics, including the 
conceptual grading plan, must demonstrate that each lot can be 
served by streets and infrastructure in  a manner that i s  consistent 
with the clear and objedive approval standards contained in the 
following: the City's development standards outlined in by the 
applicable underlying zoning designation standards in  Article Ill of 
this Code; the development standards in Article IV of this Code; 
the standards of all acknowledged City Facility Master Plans; the 
adopted City Design Criteria Manual; the adopted Oregon 
Structural Specialty Code; the adopted International Fire Code; the 
adopted City Standard Construction Specifications; the adopted 
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City Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Ordinance; and the 
adopted City Off-street Parking Standards; 

Response: Not applicable. 

12) Approximate location of proposed easements and/or 
dedications for drainage, sewage, or other public utilities; 

Response: Attachment "0, " Tentative Plat Tracts and Easements. 

13) For residential development, a copy of the Tentative 
Subdivision Plat showing intended Housing Types per lot, when 
required to satisfy Mousing Type variation provisions within the 
relevant zone. Single-family detached housing need not be 
identified. A deed declaration will be required to enforce the 
variations in  Mousing Types and ensure that this Code's 
densities and Comprehensive Plan densities are maintained. 
Single-family detached housing need not be enforced through 
the deed declaration; 

-3' 
'7 

Response: Not applicable. cv I 
- - - 

14) For residential development, existing structures and trees + c 
located on land adjacent to the development that, between 10 
a.m. and 3 p.m. on November 21, will reduce Solar Access to E 

t 
the subject property; o (II 

+d 

Response: Not applicable. 

15) For residential development, location of existing structures and 
trees on the site that could reduce Solar Access to any buildable 
area within the development. The application shall indicate the 
type and location of trees to be preserved, and the shadow 
patterns of trees at their mature height for the reference period 
from 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. on November 21; 

Response: Not applicable. 

16) For residential development, the location of solar collectors on 
land adjacent to the development for which Solar Access 
permits have been granted; 

Response: Not applicable. 

17) For residential development, a copy of the Tentative 
Subdivision Plat showing which lots are intended to have Solar 
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Access protection, and showing an area on each lot available for 
construction of a Solar Access-protected dwelling; 

Response: Not applicable. 

18) For residential development, a proposed solar envelope for 
each lot as necessary for Solar Access protection consistent with 
Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access; and 

Response: Not applicable. 

19) Name and address of owner(s) of record, applicant, and 
registered land surveyor who prepared the plat. 

Response: Attachment "0," Tentative Plat Tracts and Easements 

g • Narrative Requirements 

A written statement shall include the following information: 

I 

1. Statement of the planning objectives to be achieved by the Tentative Subdivision =: - 
Plat. This statement shall include a description of the proposed development, the = 
rationale behind the assumptions and choices made, and a discussion of how the E application meets the review criteria in Section 2.4.30.04 below, including the 
development standards required by this Code; 

a‘4 ta m 

Response: See the discussion in the introduction portion of this Narrative. 
3 

2. Quantitative data for the following, where appropriate: 

a) Total number and type of dwelling units; 

Response: Attachment "N," Detailed Development Plan with Housing Types and Parking 
Calculations. 

b) Parcel and lot sizes: 

Response: Attachment "0," Tentative Plat Tracts and Easements 

c) Proposed Lot Coverage of buildings and structures, where known: 

Response: Attachment "1, " Detailed Development Plan. 

d) Gross densities per acre; 

Response: Attachment "1," Detailed Development Plan. 
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e) Total square footage of Green Area; and 

Response: Attachment "1, " Detailed Development Plan. 

f) Total square footage of nonresidential construction; 

Response: Attachment "L," Detailed Development Plan. 

3. Detailed statement outlining timing, responsibilities, maintenance, and financial 
assurances for all public and non-public improvements to be constructed or installed 
including: 

Response: All public and private improvements will be constructed in a single phase, at the 
applicant's expense. 

a) Provisions for domestic water supply including source, quality, and 
approximate quantity; * 

Response: Existing public waterline in Western Boulevard. 

b) Provisions for sewage disposal, storm drains e, and flood control; 
I - - 

Response: Existing public storm water and public sanitary sewer lines in Western Boulevard. The - 
+3 

applicant's property is not in any mapped flood plain. Z= 
Q, 

E 
c) Provisions for improvements and maintenance of common areas and private g: o 

roads and drives, i f  proposed; and +3 m 
2 

Response: Owner's Association under CCR's recorded against the applicant's property. 

d) Proposed landscaping and irrigation. 

Response: Attachment '5, " Conceptual Landscape Plan. 

4. Statement describing phases of proiect, i f  proposed. Phases shall be: 

a) For Nonresidential Subdivisions - Substantially and functionally self- 
contained and self-sustaining with regard to access, parking, utilities, 
Green Areas, and similar physical features; capable of substantial 
occupancy, operation, and maintenance upon completion of construction 
and development, and be designed such that the phases support the 
infrastructure requirements for the project; 

Response: The project shall be constructed in a single phase. 

b) Designed to Address Compatibility:- 
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I) For Nonresidential Subdivisions - Addressing compatibility means arranging 
the phases to avoid conflicts between higher and lower density development; 

Response: Not applicable, there is only one phase proposed. 

2) For Residential Subdivisions - Uses permitted outright within a zone are 
considered to be compatible and not to conflict. Between zones, compatibility 
i s  addressed at the time the zone i s  established. A Residential Use permitted 
outright within an existing zone is considered to be compatible with Uses 
permitted outright within existing neighboring zones; 

Response: Not applicable. 

C) For Nonresidential Subdivisions:- Properly related to other services of the 
community as a whole and to those facilities and services yet to be 
provided; 

Response: All required facilities shall be constructed by the applicant in a single phase. 

d) For Nonresidential Subdivisions - Provided with such temporary or 
permanent transitional features, buffers, or protective areas as may be 
required to prevent damage or detriment to any completed phases and to 
adjoining properties not in the Subdivision; and 

Response: Not applicable. 

e) For Residential Subdivisions - Each proposed phase must meet all 
required clear and objective standards for access, parking, transportation 
facilities, utilities, Green Areas, and drainage without reliance on any 
uncompleted phase. Each proposed phase, and the Subdivision as a 
whole, must be designed so that in addition to each proposed phase 
meeting all required infrastructure standards for that phase, at the 
completion of each phase all com pleted phases together will cumulatively 
meet all infrastructure standards that would be required for a project 
consisting of the completed phases. The Subdivision and each phase must 
also be designed so that by completion of all proposed phases all the 
phases together will meet all infrastructure requirements for the project. 

Response: Not applicable. 

5. Traffic Impact Study - 

a) Nonresidential Subdivisions - Any proposal generating 30 or more trips 
per hour shall include Level of Service (LOS) analysis for the affected 
intersections. A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is  required, if required by 
the City Engineer. The TIA shalt be prepared by a registered professionat 
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engineer. The City Engineer shall define the scope of the traffic impact 
study based on established procedures. 

Response: This proposal does not generate 30 or more trips in any hour, therefore, a TIA is not 
required. 

Trip Generation Summary 

Entering Trips 1 Exiting Trips 

PM Peak Hour 

Total Trips 

1 PM Peak Hour 
i 

I 

b) Residential divisions - a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is required. The 
TIA shall be prepared by a registered professional engineer, in 
accordance with the most current ITE standards, and shall address both 
current conditions and those within a 20-year horizon. The TIA shall 
quantify the trip generation effects of the proposal. The TIA shall estimate 
trip distribution patterns. Any proposal generating 30 or more trips per 
hour shall include Level of Service (LOS) analysis for the affected 
intersections. If any affected intersection LOS is  or will fall below LOS D 
during any hour, mitigation shall be proposed. The mitigation shall 
demonstrate that at least LOSD will be maintained for 20 years. 

1 

4 Townhouses (ITE Land Use Code - Residential Condominium/Townhouse) 

AM Peak Hour 0 2 2 i 

1 

AM Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 

Response: Not applicable. 

5,600 sq.ft. Retail (ITE Land Use Code - Shopping Center) 

10 

6. Information required by Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 
4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions, as applicable. 

1 

E 

Response: Not applicable, there are no significant natural features on the applicant's property. 

2 

AM Peak Hour 

11 

3 I 4 

19. Approval Criterion 

3 2 

2 1 

7 

23 I1  
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2.4.30.04 - Review Criteria 

a. Nonresidential Subdivision - Requests for the approval of a nonresidential Tentative 
Subdivision Pfat shall be reviewed to ensure consistency with the purposes of this 
Chapter and the following: the City's development standards outlined in the 
applicable underlying Zoning Designation standards in Article Ill of this Code; the 
development standards in Article iV of this Code; the standards of all acknowledged 
City Facility Master Plans; the adopted City Design Criteria Manual; the adopted 
Oregon Structural Specialty Code; the adopted International Fire Code; the adopted 
City Standard Construction Specifications; the adopted City Erosion Prevention and 
Sediment Control Ordinance; the adopted City Off-street Parking Standards; and any 
other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City Council. Additionally, 
pursuant to Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.2.7, the application shall also demonstrate 
compatibility in the areas in "1-13" below, as applicable. 

Response: With the exception of the following Table "A" Proposed Changes to  
Development Standards, the applicant's proposal is intended to be in 
compliance with the standards referenced above. 

Q) 
tC 

20. Approval Criterion N I - - - 
. Basic site design (the organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' relationships to 2 

neighboring properties); E 
C 

Response: The proposed structure is oriented t o  Western Boulevard and towards the adjacent 2 
.c, 

commercial uses across the street. Those existing commercial uses are similarly 3 
oriented to Western Boulevard. The parking is behind the new building and will be 
screened with evergreen shrubs and parking lot trees. The trash enclosure at the 
northeast corner of the parking lot will also be screened by a wall and landscaped with 
evergreen shrubs along the eastern side. 

The site is separated from the residential zoned property by a railroad right-of-way and 
tracks. Evergreen landscaping along the side adjacent and abutting the track has been 
provided to address screening requirements between the two land uses. Although 
some residential uses exist west and east of the site, the predominant uses to the north 
and east are commercial. As such, the architecture of the building has been designed 
to be more commercial in nature. The proposed building has been designed to be 
compatible with other commercial uses along Western Boulevard. The flat roofs 
provided will include a cornice along the front and sides of the building. 

21. Approval Criterion 

2. Visual elements (scaie of potential deveioprnent, etc.); 
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Response: None of the proposed livelwork units are within 20 feet of a residential structure. The 
closest residential structures (to the east) are two and one-half stories in height. 

The ground floor elevation of the building will be comprised of storefront glass 
provided over 71% of the lineal frontage. The glazing will occur from grade to the 
bottom of the continuous canopy above roughly 9 feet high. The amount of glazing 
will contribute to the pedestrian scale and avoid blank walls. In addition, building 
entrances are set back to provide relief and emphasis on the building entrances. 

The entire front and side elevations wil l  be provided with breaks and offsets greater 
than 36 inches to enhance the appearance. A mix of ornate cornices, decorative 
guardrails, and vertical offsets will provide a variety of appealing features. The 3 foot 
offsets in height occurs at least every 20 feet. 

The proposed building will include a palette of materials; the base of the building will 
be a brick fascia mixed with storefront glass. Upper levels include and fiber cement 
smooth faced horizontal siding in addition to stucco and ornate wrought iron 
guardrails provide protection to the occupants and also a visually appealing 
architectural feature. Decks are provided at each unit on the fourth floor; these decks 
recess in up to  9 feet to add to  the visual character. The entries at the ground floor are 

0 
recessed 36 inches to provide pedestrian appeal. The continuous canopy breaks up 04 

hl 
the visual plane dividing the pedestrian level to  the living units above. s - - - 
The ground floor is provided with a continuous canopy along the northerly and =Id 

r 
westerly faces. The canopy helps separate the public from the private spaces above. 
The upper levels are provided with smaller windows, the exterior walls at the decks 

ii! 
r 
0 

recess into the building up to 9 feet. Decorative wrought iron guardrails are provided + CCI 
at the decks. Each unit will also incorporate a different color on the exterior front 3 
elevation, providing distinction between the units and breaking up what continuous 
mass is leit. A mix of exterior materials will occur at the upper floor, stucco dominates 
on the front face of the building with accents of horizontal siding. Ornate cornices will 
add additional character to the tops of the buildings. 

22. Approval Criterion 

3. Noise attenuation; 

Response: No special measures have been considered for noise attenuation, nor will this project 
create any noises greater than or not typical of the surrounding commercial, 
residential, street and railroad uses. The maximum front yard setback requirements of 
the MUC District standards would indicate the compatibility of the proposed use with 
the typical street noises of Western Boulevard and the adjacent uses. 

4. Odors and emissions: 
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Response: Odors on the site are anticipated to be similar to those permitted on adjacent 
commercial, industrial and residential lands. A trash enclosure and recycling area is 
located in the northwestern corner o f  the parking lot. An enclosure will be constructed 
around this area to  provide screening from the dumpster and recycling bins, and will 
be constructed of materials that match the materials on the building. The dumpster 
will have a lid to minimize undesirable odors. 

Corvallis is currently in compliance with State and Federal air and water quality 
standards. It is anticipated that any emissions resulting from this development will be 
minimal. This project is not expected to affect the City's compliance with these State 
and Federal standards. 

24. Approval Criterion 

5. Lighting: 

Response: The applicant is proposing to use the historic style streetlights with hanging planter 
baskets found at other new downtown projects, such as the fire station and Riverfront. 
The Owner's Association wil! be responsible for maintenance of the flower baskets. A 
more traditional pole mounted fixture will provide illumination from the parking lot 

T- 

and common areas. Alf new exterior lighting for the project will be shielded so as not cv 
CV 

to produce glare onto adjacent properties. - I - - 
25. Approval Criterion 

6. Signage: 
-w 

Response: Either blade signs or wall mounted signs are anticipated to be installed by future 3 
tenants on the commercial portion of the building. The LDC does not currently specify 
signage location for the MUC District. The Director has made an interpretation that 
LDC 4.70.90.04 of the signage provisions shall apply to  MUC developments. 
Therefore, all future signage associated with the mixed use commercial area will be in 
compliance with the City's sign regulations (specifically LDC 4.7.90.04) and vision 
clearance requirements. 

26. Approval Criterion 

7. Landscape for buffering and screening: 

Response: Attachment "S," Conceptual Landscape Plan, indicated the proposed screening and 
buffering, all of which is proposed to be in compliance with LDC 4.20.40 and 4.2.50., 
except as noted in Table "A". 

27, Approval Criterion 

8. Transportation facilities: 
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Response: The City restricts access along Western Boulevard whenever possible. The proposed 
project is in compliance with the access control plan for this segment of Western 
Boulevard, which limits vehicular access to  one point per development parcel. 

The project is ideally located for future residents seeking alternative modes of 
transportation. It is only a few blocks from downtown and Oregon State University, 
and is adjacent to the one of the City's transit corridors and an arterial street with bike 
lanes. 

28. Approval Criterion 

9. Traffic and off-site parking impacts: 

Response: Previous, recent traffic studies have indicated that all nearby intersections are 
operating at an acceptable level of service. This proposal does not generate sufficient 
trip ends to  make a traffic impact study a requirement for the approval of this project, 
therefore, any traffic impacts will be minimal. 

The project has been designed in compliance with vision clearance triangles 
established by the City, which ensures pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular safety at the 

CV 
intersections of driveways and streets. cv 

CV 
I - 

All of the off-street parking for the project has sufficient room within the off-street = 
CI 

parking areas to accommodate all needed backing and maneuvering. No backing or s 
maneuvering will be needed across public sidewalks or on public streets. E 

C 
0 
(tl See Section V, Deviation to Standards, page 1, for further discussion of the off-street +, 

parking proposed. 3 

29. Approvat Criterion 

10. Utility Infrastructure: 

Response: No new public infrastructure is proposed. Sufficient existing public utilities exist in the 
adjacent Western Boulevard right-of-way. 

30. Approval Criterion 

"I. Effect on air and water quality (note: a DEQ permit is not sufficient to meet this 
criterion): 

Response: This project does not create any air or water quality impacts which would be 
inconsistent with or in excess of the MUC zoning or the surrounding commercial, 
industrial and residential uses. 

Stormwater quantity and quality measures will be made consistent with the City's 
adopted Master Pfan and Design Standards. 
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This project offers the opportunity to reduce vehicle air emissions by its location to 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities which are close to and connected to 
downtown and the University. 

31. Approval Criterion 

12. Consistency with the applicable development standards, including the applicable 
Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; and 

Response: (Follows below) 

Section 4.10.60 - STANDARDS FOR ATTACHED SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS 
THREE UNITS OR GREATER, TOWNHOME, TRIPLEX, FOURPLEX, 
AND APARTMENT BUILDING TYPES 

4.10.60.01 - Building Orientation, Entrances, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian 
Areas 

All building orientations, facades, and entrances shall comply with the following 
standards. m N 

N 
I 

a. Orientation of Buildings - All dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed - - - 
public or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land 

.c, c 
Division Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units 
constructed in accordance with Chapter 4.9 - Additional i!! 

s 
0 - 
m 
.w 

Provisions may be accessed from an alley. Private streets used to meet this 
3 

standard must include the elements i n  Chapter 4.0 - improvements Required 
with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for public and private street standards. 

Primary building entrances shall face the streets or 
be directly accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path 
less than 200 ft, long, as shown in Figure 4.10-13 - 
Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the 
Street, below. Primary entrances may provide 
access to individual units, clusters of units, 
courtyard dwellings, or common fobbies. Entrances 
shall open directly to the outside and shall not 
require passage through a garage or carport to gain 
access to the doorway. 

Response: The face of the structure is oriented to Western Boulevard with the primary entrances 
t o  the commercial spaces accessing the Western Boulevard public sidewalk directly. 
The primary entrances to the residential space are on the opposite side of the building 
and are connected to Western Boulevard with continuous sidewalk around both ends 
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of the building. The longest path of travel to the public way is approximateiy 80 feet. 

2. Open courtyard space may increase up to 50 
percent of the building front beyond the maximum 
setback, as shown in Figure 4.10-14 - Open 
Courtyards, below. Open courtyard space is usable 
space that shall include pedestrian amenities such 
as benches, seating walls, or similar furnishings, 
and shall include landscaping. For example, an 
apartment building in a Mixed Use Residential Zone 
i s  required to have a front yard setback of no more 
than 15 ft. i f  a developer desires to construct a u- 
shaped buiiding with a pedestrian courtyard in the 
center, then one-half the width of the building, 
based upon the lineal footage of the building's 
street frontage, could be located farther back than 
the maximum setback of 15 ft. 

Response: No open courtyard space is proposed. The proposal does not include a 
"U" shaped building. 

3. Off-street parking and vehicular circulation shall 
not be placed between buildings and the streets to 
which those buildings are primarily oriented, except 
for driveway parking associated with single family 
development. See Figure 4.1 0-1 3- Primary Building 
Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street for compliant 
locations of parking and circulation. An exception 
may also be granted for up to two parking spaces 
per dwelling unit for Duplexes and Triplexes, 
provided these spaces are within driveway areas 
designed to serve individual units within the 
Duplexes or Triplexes, as shown in Figure 4.10-15 - 
Driveway Exception for Duplexes and Triplexes, on 
the next page. Parking to the side of buildings is 
allowed in limited situations, as outlined in Section 
4.1 0.60.02 below. 

Response: There is no off-street parking proposed between the building and the 
street. 

b. Percentage of Frontage - On sites with 100 ft. or more 
of public or private street frontage, at least 50 percent 
of the site frontage width shall be occupied by buildings 
placed within the maximum setback established for the 
zone, except that variations from this provision shalt be 
allowed as outlined in Section 4.10.60.01.a.2, above. 
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See Figure 4.10-16 - Portion of Building Required in 
Setback Area on Sites with At Least 100 ft. of Frontage. 
For sites with less than 100 ft. of public or private street 
frontage, at least 40 percent of the site frontage width 
shall be occupied by buildings placed within the 
maximum setback estabiished for the zone, except that 
variations from this provision shall be allowed as 
outlined in Section 4.10.60.01.a.2, above. See Figure 
4.10-17 - Portion of Building Required in Setback Area 
on Sites with Less Than 100 ft. of Frontage, 

Response: Tax Lot 76003 has 797 feet of street frontage, however, at the 20  foot maximum 
setback line parallel to the street. The site has only 770 feet of street frontage 
because of its triangular shape. The proposed structure is 88 feet long and occupies 
52% of the setback frontage available. 

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. This provision 
includes garage facades. Cabled areas need not be 
included in the base wall calculation when determining 
this minimum 15 percent requirement. 

Response: The facades facing the streets and sidewalks contain more than 75% for 
windows and doors. The wall facing the railroad contains the smallest 
amount of windows and doors at 79%/ all other facades are in excess of 
this number. 

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 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - 
Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

Response: There are no significant natural features. Grading will meet the 
requirements of LDC 4.5. 

4.1 0.60.02 - Parking Location 

a. Standards 
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3 .  Parking lots shall be placed to the rear of buildings. 
Ministerial exceptions to this standard allow 
parking to the side of a building if required parking 
cannot be accommodated to the rear. These 
ministerial exceptions may be granted in the 
following cases: 

a) Where lot depth i s  less than 75 ft.; 

b) Where parking on the side would preserve 
Natural Hazards or Natural Resources that 
exist to the rear of a site, and that would be 
disturbed by the creation of parking to the rear 
of structures on a site; 

c) Where a common outdoor space at least 200 
sq. ft. i s  proposed to the rear of a site, and 
parking in the rear would prohibit the 
provision of this common outdoor space area 
for residents of a development site; and/or 

d) Where parking on the side would solve 
proximity issues between dwelling unit 
entrances and parking spaces. A proximity 
issue in this case involves a situation where a 
parking lot to the rear i s  in excess of 100 ft. 
from the entrances to the dwelling units being 
served by the parking lot. 

Response: No exception required. All proposed parking is to the rear of the building. 

2. On corner lots, parking areas shall not be located 
within 30 ft. of a roadway intersection, as 
measured from the center of the curb radius to the 
edge of the parking area's curb or wheel stop. 

Response: Not applicable. 

4.10.60.03 - Ratio of CarageKarport Facade to Street, Placement, 
and Materials 

Response: Not appficable. 

4.1 0.60.04 - Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 

a. Pedestrian Features Menu for Triplexes, Fourplexes, and 
Townhomes - Each Triplex, Fourplex, or Townhome shall 
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1. Tr_im - A minimum of 2.25-in. trim or recess around 
windows and doors that face the street. Atthough 
not required, wider trim is strongly encouraged. 

Response: Not used. 

Building and Roof Articulation - Exterior building 
elevations that incorporate design features such as 
off-sets, baiconies, projections, window reveals, or 
similar elements to preclude large expanses of 
uninterrupted building surfaces, Along the vertical 
face of a structure, such features shall be designed 
to occur on each floor and at a minimum of every 
45 ft. To satisfy this requirement, at least two of 
the following three choices shall be incorporated 
into the development: 

a) Off-sets or breaks in roof etevation of three ft. or more in 
height, cornices two ft, or more in height, or at least two-ft. 

r- 
eaves; N 

hl 

Response: The front facade sf the building includes offsets, balconies, projections, mix of 
materials and a continuous awning. 

o The roof is provided with breaks greater than 3 feet in height and cornices 
E 
C 
0 

greater than 2 feet. The front elevation meets these criteria as well as the 
rC, m 

side elevations. z 
o Decks are provided with up to 9 foot recesses from the face of the 

building. The widths of the decks are greater than 4 feet. 

b) Recesses, such as decks, patios, courtyards, entrances, 
etc., with a minimum depth of two ft. and minimum length of 
four ft.; and/or 

Response: Not used. 

c) Extensions/projections, such as floor area, porches, bay 
windows, decks, entrances, etc., that have a minimum depth of 
two ft. and minimum length of four ft. 

Response: Not used. 

3. Building Materials - Buildings shafi have a 
minimum of two different types of building 
materials on facades facing streets, including but 

Western Station Narrative Tentative Subdivision Plat 

Attachment J-68 



not limited to stucco and wood, brick and stone, 
etc. Alternatively, they shall have a minimum of 
two different patterns of the same building 
material, such as scalloped wood and lap siding, 
etc. on facades facing streets. These requirements 
are exciusive of foundations and roofs, and pertain 
only to the walls of a structure. 

Response: The building has three different types of materials used. In addition to brick veneer, 
stucco and lap siding occur. The materials are placed in a harmonic rhythm along the 
face and sides of the building. 

Response: Not used. 

4. lncreased Eaves Width - Eaves with a minimum 18- 
in. overhang. 

5.  lncreased Windows - A minimum area of 20 
percent windows and/or dwelling doors on facades 
facing streets, sidewalks, and multi-use paths. This 
provision includes garage facades. Gabled areas 
need not be included in the base wail calculation 
when determining this minimum 20 percent 
calculation. 

- 
0 

Response: Along the front and side not facing the railroad, the glass and window composition is m 

in excess of 20%. The side elevation contains 28% and the front elevation contains 2 
3 7%. 

6. lncreased Roof Pitch - A minimum 6:12 roof pitch 
with at least a six-in. overhang. 

Response: Not used. 

7. Architectural Features - At least one architectural 
feature included on dwelling facades that face the 
street. Architectural features are defined as bay 
windows, oriels, covered porches greater than 60 
sq. ft. in size, balconies above the first floor, 
dormers related to living space, or habitable 
cupolas. If a dwelling i s  oriented such that its front 
facade, which includes the front door, i s  oriented 
to a sidewalk and no facades of the dwelling face a 
street, then the architectural feature may be 
counted i f  it i s  located on the front facade. 
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Response: The project contains several architectural details. An ornamental rail occurs at each 
deck. Windows are divided with mullions to add character. A detailed cornice 
occurs along the tops of the buildings. 

8. Architectural Details - Architectural details used 
consistently on dwelling facades that face streets. 
Architectural details are defined as exposed rafter 
or beam ends, eave brackets, windows with grids 
or true divided lights, or pergolas integrated into 
buitding facades. If  a dwelling is oriented such that 
its front facade, which includes the front door, i s  
oriented to a sidewalk and no facades of the 
dwelling face a street, then the architectural 
feature may be counted if it is  located on the front 
facade. 

Response: Not used. 

4.1 0.60.05 - Service Areas and Roof-Mounted Equipment 
C, 

c 
a. Service Areas - When provided, service areas such as trash 
receptacles shall be located to provide truck access and shall t i!! 
not be placed within any required setback area. When located o 

outside a setback area, but within five10 ft. of a property line, +d 

such service areas shall be screened on all sides with a solid 
3 

fence or wall at least one ft. higher than the equipment within 
the service area and also screened with landscaping in 
accordance with landscape screening provisions of Chapter 4.2 
- Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. When 
located outside a setback area, but greater than 10 ft. from a 
property line, such service area shall still be screened, but may 
be screened with landscaping only, provided i t  i s  in accordance 
with landscape screening provisions of Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

Service areas for residential building types other than single- 
family, duplex, and triplex units shall be located a minimum of 
20 ft. from both on-site and off-site residential buildings. 
Transformers shall also be screened with landscaping. When 
service areas are provided within alleys, the alleys shall be 
constructed in accordance with the provisions in Chapter 4.0 - 
Improvements Required with Development. 

Response: The only grade service proposed with this project is the trash enclosure located along 
the southeasterly boundary of the project. The trash enclosure will be screened on all 
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sides, allowing for an access gate, by a sofid masonry. waC at 6 feet in height. 
landscape screening in accordance wi th  LDC 4.2 will be provided between the 
enclosure and the adjacent east property line. The trash enclosure is located more 
than 20 feet away from the nearest residential structure. Any power transformers 
required to  be located on site will be screened with landscaping in accordance with 
LDC 4.2. 

c. Roof-Mounted Equipment - Roof-mounted equipment, 
such as heating, ventilation, air conditioning equipment, 
etc., shall be screened by providing screening features at 
least equal in height to the equipment and constructed of 
materials used in the building's exterior construction. 
Screening features include features such as a parapet, wall, 
or other sight-blocking feature. The roof-mounted 
equipment shall be painted to match the roof. 

Response: All roof mounted equipment shall be screened and painted in compliance with the 
standard. 

0 
cr) 
(U 
I 

4.1 0.60.06 - Pedestrian Circulation - - - 
.w 
s 

a. Applicability - These additional pedestrian circulation f 
standards apply to all residential developments with eight .c 

0 
or more units. m 

u 

- 
Response: Not applicable, this proposal is only for four residential units. 

b. Standards 

1. Continuous Internal Sidewalks - Continuous 
internal sidewalks shall be provided throughout 
the site. Discontinuous internal sidewalks shall be 
permitted only where stubbed to a future internal 
sidewalk on abutting properties, future phases on 
the property, or abutting recreation areas and 
pedestrian connections. 

2. Separation from Buildings - Internal sidewalks 
shall be separated a minimum of five ft. from 
dwellings, measured from the sidewalk edge 
closest to any dwelling unit. This standard does 
not apply to the following: 
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a) Sidevvalks atong public or private streets 
used to meet buiiding orientation standard; 
or 

b) Mixed-use buildings and multi-family 
densities exceeding 30 units per acre. 

C) Connectivity- The internal sidewalk system 
shall connect all abutting streets to primary 
building entrances. The internal sidewalk 
system shall connect all buildings on the 
site and shall conned the dwelling units to 
parking areas, bicycle parking, storage 
areas, all recreational facility and common 
areas, and abutting public sidewalks and 
multi-use paths. 

d) Sidewalk 2nd Multi-use Path Surface 
Treatment - Public internal sidewalks shall 
be concrete and shall be at least five ft. 
wide. Private internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete, or masonry; and shall be at least 
five ft. wide. Public multi-use paths, such as 
paths for bicycles, pedestrians, and 
emergency vehicles, shall be concrete and 
shall be at least 12 ft. wide. Private multi- 
use paths shall be of the same materials as 
private sidewalks, or asphalt, and shall be 
at least 12 ft. wide. All materials used for 
sidewalks and multi-use paths shall meet 
City Engineering standards. 

e) Crossings - Where internal sidewalks cross 
a vehicular circulation area or parking aisle, 
they shall be clearly marked with 
contrasting paving materials. Additional 
use of other measures to clearly mark a 
crossing, such as an elevation change, 
speed humps, or striping i s  encouraged. 

O Safety Adjacent to Vehicular Areas - Where 
internal sidewalks parallel and abut a 
vehicular circulation area, sidewalks shall 
be raised a minimum of six in., or shall be 
separated from the vehicular circulation 
area by a minimum six-in. raised curb. In 
addition to this requirement, a landscaping 
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strip at least five ft. wide, or wheel stops 
with landscaping strips at least four ft. 
wide, shafl be provided to enhance the 
separation of vehicular from pedestrian 
facilities. 

g) Lighting - Lighting shall be provided 
consistent with the lighting provisions in 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting. 

Section 4.1 0.70. - STANDARDS FOR COMMERCIAL, f NDUSTRIAL AND 
CIVIC DEVELOPMENT 

4.10.70.01 - Applicability 

a. Aii new commerciai, industriai, and civic building types 
and associated features, such as parking lots, within all 
zones that refer to Section 4.10.70 shall comply with 
Sections 4.10.70.02 through 4.1 0.70.05. 

C\( 
M 
0 4  

b. Independent or cumulative expansions of a - I - commercial, industrial, or civic structure in existence - 
1U 

and in compliance with this Code on December 31, c 

2006, or constructed after December 31, 2006, 
pursuant to a valid Conceptual or Detailed 

E 
C 
0 

Development Plan approved on or be f~re  December + rn 
31, 2006, shall not be required to comply with this 3 
section provided that: 

1. The expansion adds floor area of 500 sq. ft. or less; 
or 

2. The expansion adds floor area of 3,000 sq. ft. or 
less and i s  equivalent to 20 percent or less of the 
existing structure's gross floor area. 

Section 4.10.70 - STANDARDS FOR COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, AND ClVlC 

DEVELOPMENT 

4.10.70.01 - Applicability 

a. All new commercial, industrial, and civic building types and associated features, 
such as parking lots, within all zones that refer to Section 4.10.70 shall comply 
with Sections 4.1 0.70.02 through 4.1 0.70.05. 
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Response: The appiicable pedestrian oriented design standards are annotated below. 

4.1 0.70.02 - Building Orientation 

All buildings shall be oriented, as outlined in this Section, to existing or 
proposed pubiic or private streets. See Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required 
with Development for public and private street standards. Buildings on corner 
parcels shall be oriented to both streets bordering the property. Private streets 
used to meet this standard must include the elements in Chapter 4.0. 

a. Street Frontage Setback - At feast 50 percent of the building's linear frontage 
is located within the maximum setback established for the zone for 
structures that have street frontage, as shown below in Figure 4.10-1 8 - 
Percent of Building Frontage Within Maximum Setback Area. An exception to 
this requirement pertains to provisions elsewhere in this Chapter for 
development in the Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone. Expansion of a 
structure existing prior to December 31, 2006, and in conformance with the 
Code on that date is deemed to meet this criterion, provided the area of 
expansion i s  between the street and the existing building frontage. 

Response: All of the proposed building's linear frontage is within the maximum setback for the 
MUC zone. r) 

r) 
eu 
I 

b. Entrances - All building sides that face an adjacent public or private street - - - 
include at least one customer entrance. When the site i s  adjacent to more +d 

c 
than one street, corner entrances at an angle of up to 45 degrees, from the 
larger of the two adjacent streets, may be substituted for separate entrances 

E 
C 
0 

on adjacent streets. I f  the building does not have frontage along an adjacent + a 
street, direct pedestrian access to the street may be achieved by a sidewalk or 3 
courtyard connecting to a street no farther than 100 ft. from the building's - 
pedestrian entrance. Examples of these requirements are shown below in 
Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development Element Locations. Buildings of less than 
3,000 sq. ft. fronting on only one street may provide the customer entrance 
on the side of the building in lieu of the front, if a sidewalk or courtyard 
provides a direct pedestrian connection of less than 50 ft. between the 
entrance and the street. 

Response: All the customer entrances are oriented to Western Boulevard. 

c. Parking and Vehicle Circulation - Off-street parking or vehicular circulation 
shall not be placed between buildings and streets used to compiy with this 
standard, as shown above in Figure 4.10-19 - Site Development Element 
Locations. Where allowed by the underlying zone, outdoor vehicle display 
lots for sale of autos, noncommercial trucks, motorcycles, trailers with less 
than 10,000 Ibs. gross cargo weight, motor homes, and boats may be located 
adjacent to streets. The parking lot perimeter landscaping requirements of 
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Section 4.2.40 of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping Buffering Screening, and 
Lighting shall be met. 

Response: All off-street parking is t o  the rear of the building. There is no outdoor display area. The 
landscaping requirements of LDC 4.2 wil l  be met. 

d. Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone Special Provisions - Buildings in the 
Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone shall comply with the following additional 
standards. See Figure 4.1 0-20 - Shopping Streets for context: 

1. Buildings shall be oriented to designated Shopping Streets, public open 
space, or a public park; and 

2. On designated Shopping Streets in the Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone, 80 
percent of the building front shall be within the maximum setback. The 
maximum setback may be waived i f  pedestrian amenities occupy the 
extended setback area, as shown in Figure 4.10- 79 - Site Development 
Element Lccationss Pedestrian amenities are defined in Secfion 4.10.70.05. 

Response: Not applicable. 

d' 
e. Exception for Enhanced Pedestrian Environment - Within a Minor Neighborhood m (V 

Center, an exception to the requirement that all buildings on corner parcels front - I - 
both streets may be granted through the process identified in Chapter 2.16 - - 

CI 

Request for interpretation if the proposed Shopping Street's design and layout c Q) 

can be shown to provide a pedestrian environment that i s  clearly superior to the E 
environment that would result from the corner orientation. An example of a .s 

0 

design and layout with a clearly superior pedestrian environment is one where a 

the Shopping Street i s  enclosed, etc. For Major Neighborhood Centers, such 2 
exceptions may be granted, based on the same standard, through the process 
identified in Chapter 2.10 - Major Neighborhood Center Master Site Plan 
Requirements. 

Response: Not applicable. 

f. Grading (Cuts and Fills) - Structures and on-site improvements shall be designed 
to fit the natural contours of the site and be consistent with the Natural Hazards 
and Natural Resource Provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), 
Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - 
Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

Response: There are no natural hazards or significant natural features on the site. Grading will 
meet the requirements of 1DC 4.5. 

4.10.70.03 - Pedestrian Circulation Standards 
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a. Requirements for New Development and Options for Expansions of a Commercial, 

Industrial, or Civic Structure, Consistent with Section 4.10.70.01 .c - 

1 .  Continuous Internal Sidewalks and Multi-use Paths - A continuous internal sidewalk, 
including associated necessary sidewalk crossings, no less than five ft .  wide, shall 
be provided from public sidewalks or rights-of-way to all customer entrances, and 
between customer entrances of all buildings, as shown in Figure 4.10-19 - Site 
Development Element Locations. Sidewalks shall be direct and convenient and form 
a network of walking routes. Internal multi-use paths shall be no less than 12 ft. 
wide. 

Response: A minimum 5 foot wide continuous sidewalk is proposed to all building entrances and 
connected to  the public sidewalk in the Western Boulevard right-of-way. 

2. Sidewalks along Building Walls - Sidewalks no less than five ft. wide shall be 
provided along the full length of building walls featuring a customer entrance and 
along any wall parallel to and abutting parking areas larger than eight parking 
spaces, except in situations where the sidewalk would not provide connectivity 
between an entrance and parking area. Where sidewalks are aqjacent to buildings, 
except along Shopping Streets, a five-&.-wide foundation landscape strip and/or V) m 
weather protection with planters shall be provided These elements are noted in 04 I 
Figure 4.70-19 - Site Development Element Locations. - - - 

.w 
s 

Response: A variance is being requested from this standard. Proposed perimeter sidewalks linking 
building entrances to  the public right-of-way and the parking area meet the 5 foot E 

r: 
minimum width requirement, except for one location at the southwest corner of the 0 

fs 
C, 

building. Continuous weather protection with planters are to be provided along these 
perimeter sidewalks as required. Please see Section V of this narrative for a discussion 

3 
of the variance requested. 

3. Separation and Distinction from Driving Surfaces - Where any internal sidewalk is 
parallel to and abuts a vehicular circulation or parking area, the sidewalk shall be 
raised and separated from the vehicular circulation or parking area by a raised curb 
at least six in. in height. In addition to this requirement, a landscaping strip at least 
five ft. wide, or wheel stops with landscaping strips at least four ft. wide, are strongly 
encouraged to enhance the separation of vehicular from pedestrian facilities. 

Response: Not applicable. 

4. Sidewalk and Multi-use Path Surface Treatment - Public internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete and shall be at least five ft. wide. Private internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete or masonry pavers, and shall be at least five ft. wide. Public multi-use 
paths, such as paths for bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency vehicles, shall be 
concrete, and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. Private multi-use paths shall be of the 
same materials as private sidewalks, or asphalt, and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. All 
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materials used for public sidewalks and muiti-use paths shaii meet City Engineering 
standards. 

Response: Not applicable. 

5. Crossings - Where any internal sidewalk crosses an internal street, driveway, or 
parking aisle, the sidewalk shall be clearly marked with contrasting paving materials. 
Additional use of other measures to clearly mark a crossing, such as an elevation 
change, speed humps, or striping, i s  encouraged. 

Response: Not applicable. 

6. Connection to Adiacent Properties or Streets - In addition to the sidewalk 
connections required by the block development standards in Chapter 4.0 - 
lmprovements Required with Development, sidewalk connections shall be provided 
between internal sidewalk networks and all adjacent planned streets, sidewalks, and 
multi-use paths. Multi-use paths shall be connected with adjacent multi-use paths, 
sidewaiks, and/or bike fanes. Where appropriate, such connections shall also be 
provided to adjacent residential properties. 

Response: Not applicable. 
CD 
m 

7. Planting Strips - For iots abutting existing street sidewalks, sidewalks shall be (V 
I 

reconstructed with a planting strip consistent with the requirements in Chapter 4.0 - - - - 
Improvements Required with Development. .cI c 

Q, 
c s 

Response: A new 7 2 foot planter strip is proposed for Western Boulevard. I: 
0 
63 
.cI 

2 
b. Additional Requirement for New Development and Additional List of 

Options for Expansions of a Commercial, Industrial, or Civic Structure, 
Consistent with Section 4.10.70.01 .d.l - New development shall comply 
with one of the following five options. Expansions in accordance with 
Section 4.10.70.01.c shall add this list of choices to those presented in 
Section 4.10.70.03.a to obtain a larger list of options to comply with the 
requirements of Section 4.10.70.01 .d.l. 

Options: 

1. Driveway Consolidation - Removal of at least one driveway through outright 
removal or access consoiidation, such that the net number of driveways for the 
site is  at least one less than prior existing conditions for the site. 

Response: Complies. The net number of driveways is one less than prior existing conditions for 
the site. 
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2. Landscape Buffer - Construction or expansion of a landscape buffer between 
the back of a sidewalk and existing vehicle parking or circulation areas. The 
constructed or expanded landscape buffer shall, when completed, be a 
minimum of 20 ft. wide. 

Response: There is no existing vehicle parking. 

3. Reduced Parking - Establishment of an agreement that shares parking between 
the subjed site and an abutting site and results in a reduction of total parking 
spaces for the subject site to 90 percent or less of the required minimum. Such 
shared parking agreements may be used, provided the applicant demonstrates an 
adequate supply of parking for each use. identification of surplus parking during 
peak periods, or surplus capacity provided due to off-peak use, are methods of 
demonstrating this adequacy. 

Response: There is no abutting developed site for which parking could be shared. 

4. Covered Walkwavs - instaliation of weather protection resulting in covered 
pedestrian walkways between and around all buildings and between the primary 
building and adjacent public pedestrian facilities. 

Response: This option is not used. 

- 
5. Notarized Letter - Where development is  proposed on property adjacent to - - 

C, 

existing five-lane arterial streets or highways, recording a signed and notarized r: 
letter with the Benton County Clerk from the owner of the development site 
agreeing not to oppose construction of a future median or pedestrian refuge. 

E 
I: 
0 
m 

Response: Not applicable. 

4.1 0.7Q.04 - Vehicle Circulation and Design Standards 

a. Parking Lots - 

1. Parking lots shall be placed to the rear of buildings in accordance with Section 
4.10.70.02. Administrative exceptions to this standard are allowed based on the 
following provisions. To the extent that required parking cannot be located to 
the rear of the building due to other requirements of this Code or unusual site 
constraints, both of which are defined in the following paragraph, the amount of 
parking and vehicle circulation that cannot be accommodated to the rear of the 
building may be provided only to the side of the buiiding. 

Response: This proposal complies. 

2. Other requirements of this Code may include, but are not necessarily limited to, 
significant Natural Resource and Natural Hazard provisions in Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
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and Hillside Development Provisions. Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions; and Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 
Unusual site constraints may include parcels fronting more than two streets, 
irregular lot configuration, weak foundation soils, or other physical site factors 
that constrain development when considered with Building Code requirements. 

Response: It is the applicant's intention to comply with the referenced code standards. All known 
deviations are referenced in Part V of this narrative. 

b. Corner Parcels - Parking areas shall not be located within 30 ft. of a roadway 
intersection, as measured from the center of the curb radius to the edge of the 
parking area's curb or wheel stop. 

Response: This proposal complies. 

c. Parking Lot Access - Commercial driveway approaches shall be used to 
access parking lots from public streets. Parking lot approaches shall be 
located no closer than 50 ft. from local street intersections, as measured 
from the intersection of two rights-of-way lines. Approaches on collector and 
arterial streets shall comply with parking lot approach standards provided in 
Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 

Response: See discussion in Part V of this narrative relative to deviation from standards. 

d. Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone Special Provisions - Parking in the 
Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone shall comply with the following 
additional standards: 

Response: Not applicable. 

e. Drive-through Facilities 

Response: Not applicable. 

4.1 0.70.05 - Standards and Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 

a. Pedestrian Amenities Standards 

1. Weather Protection - Where new commercial and civic development i s  
constructed immediately adjacent to (abutting) street sidewalks or pedestrian 
plazas, a minimum six-ft.-wide, weat her-protected area, protected by such 
elements as awnings or canopies, shall be provided and maintained along at 
least 60 percent of any building wall immediately adjacent to the sidewalks 
and/or pedestrian plazas. An additional requirement shall include a minimum 
eight-ft. vertical clearance between the sidewalk and the lowest portion of the 
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weather protection. This vertical clearance shaii be nine ft, f ~ r  balconies. 
These requirements are shown below in Figure 4.10-22 - Weather Protection. 

Response: Weather protection by canopy or awning is proposed along the entire Western 
Boulevard frontage of the project. The vertical clearance requirement is met. 

2. Pedestrian Amenity Reauirements - All new development and substantial 
improvements shall provide pedestrian amenities as defined by this Section. 
The number of pedestrian amenities provided shall comply with the 
following sliding scale: 

Size of Structure or Number of 

Substantial Improvement Amenities 
< 5,000 sq. ft. 1 

5,001 - 10,000 sq. ft. 2 

10,001 - 50,000 sq. ft. 3 

> 50,000 sq. ft. 4 

(V 
Response: The project proposes less than 50,000 square feet of new floor area, thus three I - 

amenities are required. - - 

3. Acceptable Pedestrian Amenities - Acceptable pedestrian amenities include € 
C: 

the items listed below, some of which are shown in Figure 4.10-23 - Y 
Pedestrian Amenities: 

a) Sidewaiks with ornamental treatments, such as brick pavers, or sidewalks 
50 percent wider than required by this Code; 

Response: Proposed, see response in Part IV, Standards for MUC District, pages 70 and 7 1 

b) Sidewalk planters with benches and public outdoor seating; 

Response: Not Proposed. 

C) Significant public art, such as sculpture, fountain, clock, mural, etc.; 

Response: Proposed, see Attachment "L" Detailed Development Plan. 

d) Mini parks or plazas that provide a minimum usable area of 300 sq. ft.); 
and 

Response: Not proposed. 
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ei Street trees of a caliper 50 percent wider than required by this Code. This 
approach may include preservation of healthy mature trees adjacent to 
the street sidewalk. 

Response: Proposed, see response in Part IV, Standards for MUC District , pages 10 and 7 7 .  

4. Accessibility of Pedestrian Amenities - Pedestrian amenities shall be visible 
and accessible to the general public from an improved street. Access to mini 
parks, plazas, and sidewalks shall be provided via a public right-of-way or a 
public access easement. 

Response: All proposed amenities are accessible and visible from Western Boulevard. 

b. Design Standards and Design Variety Menus 

1. Encroachments - Special architectural features, such as bay windows, 
decorative roofs, and entry features may, with City Council approval, project 
up to three ft. into public rights-of-way, provided that they are not less than 
nine ft. above the sidewalk. Trellises, canopies and fabric awnings may 
project 6.5 ft, into setbacks and public rights-of-way, provided that they are 
not less than eight ft. above the sidewalk. No such improvements shall 0 * 
encroach into alley rights-of-way. N I - - - 

Response: There are no proposed encroachments. .W e; 

2. LoadindService Facilities - Loading and service areas such as trash 
E 
C 
0 

enclosures shall be located to minimize conflicts with public pedestrian a 
areas; screened in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 3 
Screening, and Lighting; designed to provide convenient access for trucks; 
and designed to minimize noise and other impacts with adjoining uses. 
Service areas shall be located to the back or sides of buildings, or in alleys 
where available. Loading dock doors are encouraged t o b e  placed in 
recessed areas or between buildings to minimize impacts to the pedestrian 
and human scale aspects of the development. 

Response: The proposed trash enciosure is located to  the rear of the building and is screened in 
accordance with Chapter 4.2. There is no loading dock provided. Loading and service 
capabilities to each of the commercial spaces will be provided through the rear 
overhead doors, see Attachment "L, " Detailed Development Plan. 

3. Roof-mounted Equipment - Roof-mounted equipment, such as heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning equipment, shall be screened. Screening 
features shall be at least equal in height to the equipment, compatible with 
rooflines, and constructed of materials used in the building's exterior 
construction. Screening features include such elements as a parapet, wall, 
or other sight-blocking feature, etc. The roof-mounted equipment shall be 
painted to match the roof. 
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Response: Roof-mounted equipment is screened by a combination of parapets and wrought iron 
guardrails, see Attachments "X", /Y", and "Z". 

4. Sign Standards 

a) Poie-mounted, freestanding signs are prohibited in Neighborhood Center 
(NC) Zones. 

Response: Not applicable to the MUC zone. 

b) Blade signs placed under awnings are allowed along Shopping Streets. 

Response: The applicant concurs. 

c) Remaining sign provisions are in accordance with Chapter 4.7 - Sign 
Regulations. 

Response: The applicant concurs. 

5. Lighting Standards - Lighting shall be provided consistent with the 
lighting provisions in  Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Bufferirtg, Screening, and 
Lighting. 

Response: The proposed lighting complies with the provisions of Chapter 4.2. 

6.  Windows - The provisions in this Section shall apply to placement and 
type of windows. Figure 4.10-24 - Windows and Class Doors on Street- 
facing Facades is  provided for context. 

a) Ground Floor Windows and Doors - Except for the Neighborhood 
Center (NC) Zone, which i s  addressed in "c," below, a minimum 
of 60 percent of the length and 25 percent of the first 12 ft. in 
height from the adjacent grade of any street-facing facade shall 
contain windows and/or glass doors. An exception may be granted 
if the expansion/enlargement i s  for space neither adjacent to a 
street nor open to customers or the public. Additions/ 
requirements for windows shafl include the fol/owing 

Response: This standard is met, see response in Part IV, Standards for MUC District, page 7 7 .  

1) Ground floor windows shall be framed by bulkheads, piers, 
and sills such as are used in a recessed window, where 
applicable. Cround floor windows shall also have a Top 
Treatment such as a hood, awning, or a storefront cornice 
separating the ground floor from the second story. 
Alternatively, all ground floor windows shall provide a 
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minimum three-in.-wide trim or recession, The Base 
Treatment standards under Section 4.10.70.05.b.7.d, below, 
and the Top Treatment standards under Section 
4.10.70.05.b.7.e, below, shall be used as a guide for providing 
bulkheads and cornices that meet this standard. 

Response: Ground floor windows shall have a 3 inch minimum width frame or recess and all have 
a canopy above. 

2) Window Type - Cround floor windows used to comply with 
"a," above, shall meet all of the following standards: 

a. Opacity of greater than 60 percent prohibited 
for any required window; and 

Response: Proposed window shall meet or exceed this Standard. 

b. Ground floor windows shall allow views from 
adjacent sidewalks into working areas or 
lobbies, pedestrian entrances, or display 
windows set into the wall. Display cases 
attacked to the outside wall do riot qualify. The 
bottom of windows shall be no more than four 
ft. above the adjacent exterior grade. 

Response: Bottom of proposed ground floor windows begin at exterior grade. 

b) Windows on Commercial Stories above Ground Floor - Each 
facade on commercial stories above the ground floor and that faces 
a street or other area accessible to the public shall include at least 
20 percent window coverage. 

Response: This standard is met, see response in Part IV, Standards for MUC District, page -1 7 

C) Neighborhood Center Special Window Provisions - For building 
walls facing Shopping Streets, windows and/or glass doors shall 
be provided on a minimum of 75 percent of the building wall 
length and 50 percent of the first 12 ft. in the building wall height 
from the adjacent grade. Public art, mini parks, and/or plazas, as 
defined in Section 4.10.70.05.a.3 may substitute for up to 50 
percent of the required window area if construction i s  of 
permanently fixed, durable materials. 

Response: Not applicable. 
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7 .  Design Variety Menu - Each structure shali incorporate a minimum of three 
of the following five 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. 

a) Building Walls - Building walls in excess of 30 ft. in length shall not exceed 
a heightiwidth ratio of 1:3 without a change in height of at least four ft., 
as addressed below in Figures 4.10-25A through C - Building Walls. 

Response: The front elevations provide the 4 foot difference with the stepping of the cornice 

b) Maximum Wall Segments - All building wall segments on all sides of 
buildings visible from public areas or adjacent uses shall be a maximum 
of 30 ft. in length. Building wall segments shall be distinguished by 
architectural features including at least one of the following: columns, 
reveals, ribs or pilasters, piers, recesses, or extensions. The segment 
length may be increased to a maximum of 60 ft. if the segment contains 
integral planters, public art, or permanent seating such as a seating wall, 

pr) 

that conform to the accessibility standards in  Section 4.10.70.05.a.4. d 
(V 

I - - - 
Response: The proposed Western Boulevard elevation is  85 feet in length along the front. This .W 

length is guided by the configuration of the site and logical placement of the building. 
s 
a, 
E The front elevations are provided with a play of shapes and heights, reveals and 

extrusions to provide the segmented look in less than the required 30 foot sections. o 
m 
a 

c) Entrances - Primary building entrances shall be clearly defined by recess 
z 

or projection, and shall be framed by a sheltering element such as an 
awning, overhang, arcade, or portico. 

Response: Primaty entrances are provided with a recess as well as being covered. 

d) Base Treatments - A recognizable Base Treatment consisting of at least 
one of the following: 

1 > Thicker walls, such as a bulkhead, ledges, or sills as viewed from 
the exterior of the building; 

2) integrally textured materials such as stone, stucco, or other 
masonry; 

3 Integrally colored and patterned materials such as smooth- 
finished stone or tile; 

4) Lighter or darker colored materials, Mullions, or panels; 
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5) Detaiailing such as scoring, ribbing, mo[dings, or ornamentation; 
or 

6)  Planters integral to the building 

Response: The bottom of the building along the front and side elevations is provided with a 
ma;onry base treatment. This treatment extends u p  beyond the canopy to provide 
architectural relief and play of exterior materials. 

e) Top Treatments - A recognizable Top Treatment consisting of at least one 
of the following: 

1) Cornice treatments, other than colored stripes or bands that are 

integral to the building design. Materials such as stone, masonry, 

brick, wood, galvanized and painted metal, or other colored 

materials shall be used; 

2) Sloping roof (4:12 or greater) with overhangs. Overhangs may be 
boxed with moldings such as Modiliions, Dentils, or other 
moldings, as applicable; or contain brackets; or 

3) Stepped parapets. 

Response: The tops of the buildings are provided with decorative cornices, some deeper than 
others. In addition, the parapets are stepped to help break up the front and side 
elevations. 

32. Approval Criterion 

13. Preservation and/or protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent with 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. Street 
shall be designed along contours, and structures shall be designed to fit the 
topography of the site to ensure compliance with these Code standards. 

Response: The site has no inventoried significant natural features to preserve or protect. There 
are no new streets to be designed. 
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PAR ir 111 

PUN COMPATABILIN REVIEW 

A. Applicant's Request 

The applicant is proposing four live-work units within the MUC District. These units each include 
approximately 1525 square feet of ground floor and mezzanine retail/commercial uses. The upper two 
floors of each unit includes approximately 1800 square feet of living area for the business owner. Because 
the square footage of non-commercial uses exceeds the square footage of commercial uses, it is subject to 
the Plan Compatibility Review Process (LDC 3.20.30.02.b.5. and 3.20.40.07.c). 

B. Applicable Approval Criteria 

Developments requiring Pian Compatibility Review are reviewed to assure compatibility with existing and 
potential uses on nearby lands, considering the factors in LDC 2.73.30.05. 

33. Approval Criterion 

LDC 2.1 3.30.05 Review Criteria 

.id 

a. The proposed development will be in conformance with the purposes of this chapter; s 
2 

and; 

Response: See the Response to Approval Criterion 2 below. 

34. Approval Criterion 

b. Neighboring property owners and residents can be protected by assuring reasonable 
provisions have been made for such matters as surface water drainage, suitable sound 
and site buffers, preservation of views, light, air, and such other aspects of design that 
may have substantial effects on neighboring land uses. 

Response: The four MUC units will be separated from neighboring properties by the railroad 
tracks and by Western Boulevard, so the physical impact of the buildings on 
surrounding properties will be minimal. Any sounds from the MUC development will 
be of lesser impact than the typical arterial street, and railroad related noises. Surface 
water drainage will be managed for quantity and quality as required by the City's 
Storm Water Master Plan and relevant LDC standards. 
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35. Approval Criterion 

c. The proposed development will not have an adverse effect on traffic, parking, and 
access. 

Response: The live-work units have been designed with parking in the rear. Parking is in 
compliance with the City's on-site parking requirements, and is sufficient to 
accommodate both resident and customer parking. Access to the site is separated 
more than 700-feet from nearby intersections. No adverse impacts are anticipated 
from the slight increase in traffic, the required parking, or access to the site. 

d. Where Significant Natural Features are involved, the proposed development shall not 
adversely impact Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), 
Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

Response: There are no inventoried natural features or hazards on this site. 

LDC 2.1 3.20 - Purposes 

Development required to be reviewed for plan compatibility shall be done so for the 
following purposes: 

a. Encourage originality, flexibility, and innovation in site planning and development, 
including architectural, engineering, and landscaping design; 

Response: The proposed development allows owners of commercial businesses to live at the 
same location as their business, making a more compact and efficient use of space as 
well as added convenience for the business owner. 

37. Approval Criterion 

b. Protect neighboring property owners and residents by assuring reasonable provision has 
been made for such matters as surface water drainage, suitable sound and sight buffers, 
preservation of views, light, and air, and such other aspects of design that may have 
substantial effects on neighboring land uses; 

Response: The four MUC units will be separated from neighboring properties by the railroad 
tracks and by Western Boulevard, so the physical impact o f  the buildings on 
surrounding properties will be minima!. Surface water drainage will be managed, and 
will have no impact on adjacent properties. 
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38. Apesrovaf Criterion 

c. Preserve the City's natural beauty and quality of i t s  visual character by assuring 
proposed structures or improvements are compatible with the terrain and existing 
development; by preventing unnecessary and inappropriate destruction or blighting of 
natural landscapes or existing improvements; and by requiring that propet attention be 
given to the exterior appearance of structures, signs, parking, landscaping, and other 
improvements; 

Response: The proposed project will develop a vacant underutilized area with thoughtfully 
designed buildings that are visually integrated with each other and with the adjacent 
commercial uses. 

39. Approval Criterion 

d. Protect and ensure adequacy and usefulness of public and private facilities and services 
as they relate to each other and to the neighborhood or area; 

Response: The proposed project will allow all private facilities to be accessed by the public, and 
maintain public facilities to their current functioning level, or restore them to  greater 
functionality. Public sidewalks will be widened, while maintaining continuity t o  other 
neighborhood areas. I-- 

-$ 
el 
I 

40. Approval Criterion - - - 
+d 

s 
c. Maintain and improve the qualities of and relationships between individual buildings, 

structures, and physical improvements that best contribute to the amenities and 
E 
I= 
0 

attractiveness of a neighborhood or area; and; .w rn 
3 

Response: The property is currently undeveloped, so there are no existing relationships between 
improvements to  maintain. A new integrated relationship will be created between this 
project and the existing nearby commercial area as a result of compatible architectural 
features and materials. 

41. Approval Criterion 

d. Promote and encourage conservation of energy. 

Response: The proposed development will locate businesses in the same buildings as their 
owners, thereby reducing the need for commuting to get from their home to  their 
workplace. 
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42. Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.309 - PERMITTED USES (MUC) 
LDC 3.20.30.01 - General Development 

a. Primary Uses Permitted Outright: 

1. Residential: 

Comma~nity Development 
Planning Division 

(a) Residential Uses Types: 
= Family 

Group Residential 
Group ResidentiallGroup Care 
Residential Care Facilities 

(b) Residential Building Types: 
Single Detached (existing prior to adoption of this Code) 

= Conversion of Detached Dwelled to Attached or Mixed-Use 
Building 

= Attached (Townhouse) 
Duplex 
Multi-Dwelling (includes free-standing buildings and dwelling 
units in commercial buildings) 
Accessory Dwelling 

All residential use types are subject to compliance with LDC 3.20.40.01 
Preservation of Commercial Land Supply. 

Commercial Use Types: 
Animal Sales and Services (small animals): 

Grooming 
Veterinary 

= Building Maintenance Services (no outdoor storage) 
Business Equipment Sales and Services 
Business Support Services 
Communication Services 
Construction Sales and Services (no outdoor storage) 
Convenience Sales and Personal Services 

= Day Facilities 
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Eating and Drinking Establishmemts (sit down) 
Family Day Care 
Financial, Insurance, and Real Estate Services 
Food and Beverage Sales 
Laundry Services 
Medical Services 
Personal Services - General 
Professional and Administrative Services 
Repair Services - Consumer 
Research Services 
Retail Sales - General 
Transient Habitation - Lodging 
Commercial uses legally established and developed in 
conformance with the Development District in place on 
December 7,1998. 

Response: The applicant's property is zoned MUC (Mixed Use Commercial). The proposed 
ground floor commercial uses and upper floor residential uses are primary uses 
permitted outright in the MUC District. 

43. Approval Criterion Q) 

d 
(V 

LDC 3.20.40.01 Preservation of Commercial Land Supply - I - - 
+d 

a. A minimum floor area ration (FAR) of 0.25 of commercial use i s  required s 

for all property with a commercial Comprehensive Plan Map designation. E 
This requirement is to ensure that commercial land is preserved for I: 

0 

primarily commercial purposes. (A minimum FAR of 0.25 would require tu 
+d 

that a 40,000 square foot lot would have at least 10,000 square feet of 3 
commercial uses). This provision does not apply when commercial uses 
are applied to an existing residential building within a commercial district 
that existed proper to the adoption of this MUC district. The commercial 
uses on an MUC site are required to e developed prior to or concurrently 
with residential and limited manufacturing uses, with the exception of 
residential and/or limited manufacturing uses that are in existence as of 
the adoption of this MUC district. Variations from the 0.25 FAR 
commercial minimum can only be allowed through the Planned 
Development process. 

Response: Complies. The livelwork units proposed for the MUC portion of the project contain 
four ground floor commerciallretai/ spaces of approximately 1400 square feet each. 
The total 5,600 square feet of commercial use represents a FAR of 0.25 over the entire 
22,060 square foot parcel. For purposes of calculating the FAR, the railroad easement 
area has been left out of the total area as undevelopable land. This nets a total area of 
22,060 sq. ft., for a FAR of 0.25. An expanded version of the calculation is included 
on Attachment "O", Tentative Plat. 
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b. When a project i s  composed of two or more phases, then the mixed use 
site shall be reviewed as a Planned Development and each phase shall 
meet the minimum 0.25 FAR (floor area ratio requirement) as described 
in Section 1 above or an alternative proposed through the Planned 
Development review processes. 

Response: This project will be developed in a single phase, so this criterion is not applicable. 

c. Where the square footage of the non-commercial usets) 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 Coal 9 (Economic 
Development) and the Comprehensive Plan. By preserving a minimum 
amount of land in the MUC district which must be used for commercial 
purposes, the City can ensure compliance with Coal 9. 

0 
V )  

Response: The applicant is proposing four live-work units. These units include approximately 04 

1,526 of ground floor retaillcommercial uses each. The upper two floors of the 
I - - - 

units include approximately 1,720 square feet of living area for the business owner. C, 

s 
Because the square footage of non-commercial uses exceeds the square footage of 
commercial uses, it is subject to the Plan Compatibility Review Process, which is II E 
addressed in Part 111 of this application. a o 

C, 

44. Approval Criterion 
3 

LDC 3.20.40.02 Minimum Lot Area and Setback Requirements 

a. A setback of not less than 20 ft shall be provided along each MUC District 
boundary line where the line abuts any residential (RS) district. Off-street 
parking and loading shall be permitted in this area except within 15 ft of 
the district boundary line, which shall be limited to landscaping, fences, 
walls, driveways, or walks. Driveways, parking, and loading areas adjacent 
to residential districts shall be landscaped and screened in accordance 
with Chapter 4.2. Alternative to this standard may be considered through 
the Planned Development process. 

Response: The MUC district boundary only abuts a residential district along its southerly 
boundary. The boundary line is located along the curved centerline of the railroad 
track. There are no buildings within 20 feet of this boundary line and the proposed 
parking is over 20 feet from the boundary as well. Evergreen landscaping has been 

Western Station Narrative Standards for MUC District 
Conceptual Development Plan 81 Detailed Development Plan 

Attachment J-91 



located along the southwest portion of the parking lot in order to comply with the 
landscaping and screening requirements in LDC Chapter 4.2. 

45. Approval Criterion 

b. The requirements for residential structures containing a residential use 
shall be in accordance with Chapter 2.8-RS-20 standards, and the Mixed 
Use Design Guidelines contained in this chapter. Ground floor 
commercial uses within existing residential structures shall be exempt 
from the RS-20 minimum setback requirements and shall also be subject 
to a Plan Compatibility Review (PCR) process. 

Response: The ground floor commerciai uses associated with the livelwork units result in an 
exemption from the RS-20 setback requirements. It does however subject the 
fivelwork units to a Plan Compatibility Review process, which is addressed in Part 
111 of this Narrative. 

46. Approval Criterion 

c. For maximum permitted setbacks, refer to Section 3.20.50.02 

Response: The maximum setback in LDC 3.20.50.02 is 20-feet from the street. The proposed 
livelwork units are located adjacent to  the sidewalk and 7 feet, average, from the 
property line to comply with this criterion. 

47. Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.40.03 Structure Height 

No structure shall exceed 45 ft in height 

Response: The proposed structure will be four stories in height and will comply with the 
maximum height limit. 

48, Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.40.04 Open Space Standards 

A minimum of 20 percent of the total site area shall be retained as open space. Open 
space may include landscape areas, natural areas, and/or pedestrian amenities 
(Section 3.28.50.87). i h e  site design and buiiding design standards of this chapter 
shall also be met. Structures, parking, and driveways of interior parking areas are 
excluded from the open space area. 
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Response: The MUC site contains approximately, 7,664 square feet of green space, which 
represents about 35% of the entire 22,060 square foot MUC site, and therefore 
exceeds the open space requirements. 

49. Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.40.05 Off-Street Parking 

Off-street parking shall be provided in accordance with Chapter 4.1. Required 
parking shall be provided on the same site as the use or upon abutting property. 
Street right-of-way shall be excepted when determining contiguity, except on arterials 
and collectors where there i s  not a controlled intersection within 100 feet of the 
subject property. Chapter 4.1 allows adjustments to minimum parking standards 
when transit service and bicycle parking are available. Additional flexibility for 
required parking may be granted in the MUC District in conformance of the 
following standards. 

a. Shared parking agreements may be used to provide additional reductions in 
required parking, provided that the applicant demonstrates that there i s  an 
adequate supply of parking for each use. Parking may include surplus parking 
during peak periods, or capacity provided due to off-peak use. 

b. Additional flexibility to vehicle parking provisions may be granted through 2 
the Lot Development Option (when the site i s  less than 3 acres), or Planned e~ 

Development procedures (Chapter 2.12 and 2.5, respectively). This flexibility 4 - 
i s  provided to encourage development patterns that reduce the reliance on E 
the automobile by taking advantage of alternate modes of travel. E 

C 
0 
rn 

Response: The applicant has addressed this under Approval Criterion 28 in Part Ii of this td 

Narrative. 
3 

50. Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.50.01 Coordinated Development 

New development shall be designed in a manner that does not preclude 
development of adjacent property(ies) and ensures the logical and efficient extension 
of public facilities and services, including but not limited to sanitary sewer, water, 
storm drainage, street, and pedestrian facility connections. 

Response: All public facilities needed for the project are existing in Western Boulevard. The 
applicant is not aware of any public facility extensions that are needed through this site 
to  serve adjacent properties. 

51. Approval Criterion 
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LDC 3.20.50.02 Building Orientation and Maximum Setbacks 

a. All new buildings in the MUC District shall be oriented to existing or new 
public streets or to private streets as approved by the City. Building 
orientation is  demonstrated by placing buildings and their public entrances 
close to streets so that pedestrians have a direct and convenient route from 
the street sidewalk to building entrances. 

b. At least one major public entrance should be oriented to each street that the 
building abuts. Corner entrances may be used to provide entrance orientation 
to two street, provided that the length of the building adjacent to the street 
does not exceed 50 feet. 

c. Building setbacks from streets or plazas shall not exceed 20 feet, except when 
necessary to preserve healthy, mature tree(s), or provide pedestrian 
amenities in conformance with 3.20.50.07 or to accommodate handicapped 
access requirements. A further exception to these setback requirements may 
be considered when the site is  fronted by more than two streets. 

d. Street setbacks of greater than 20 feet (Section 3.20.50.02) may be approved 
when the building design incorporates seating, plazas, or other usable public 
spaces, as defined by Section 3.20.50.07 Public Amenities. 

Response: The proposed building front along Western Boulevard, consistent with the building 
orientation requirements noted above. Each of the four commerciallretail spaces will 
have a door facing onto the abutting sidewalk and the building will be located along 
the front property line. The proposed building is therefore in compliance with the 
building orientation and setback requirements as noted above. The liveiwork units will 
be located along the front property line abutting the sidewalk on Western Boulevard, 
in compliance with the minimum street setback requirements noted above. 

52. Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.50.04 Weather Protection 

a. Where new commercial or residential development is constructed adjacent to 
street sidewalks or pedestrian plazas, a 6-ft wide, weather-protected area 
(e.g. awnings and canopies) shall be provided along the portion of the 
buildin&) adjacent to the sidewalks and/or plazas. 

b. For existing development, weather protection as identified in "1" above, shall 
be provided when there are alterations, repairs, or additions to existing 
structures. However, an exception to meeting this weather protection 
standard may be requested where the applicant can demonstrate, to the 
satisfaction of the Community Development Director that the cost of 
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improvements to the existing structiiie i s  less than four tiiries the C O S ~  of 
providing an awning. Where weather protection is existing, but i s  not of the 
required width, an exception t o  this standard may be authorized, provided 
the existing weather protection is at least 4 feed in width. 

Response: The applicant is proposing a 6 foot wide continuous canopy along the northerly face 
(Western Blvd), the southerly face, and the westerly face. The canopy would be 
constructed of materials to match the current palette of wood and steel. The canopy 
will be supported from the proposed building via steel rods. 

53. Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.50.05 Landscaping and Screening 

Landscaping and screening shall be required, in accordance with Chapter 4.2. in 
addition, the following standards apply to the MUC District: 

a. Street trees shall be required, consistent with Chapter 4.2. Species should be 
compatible with the design features provided per Section 3.20.50.07, and 
shall provide continuity with nearby landscaping. A reduction to the number 
of required street trees may be granted when a development preserves w 
healthy, mature tree(§) adjacent to the sidewalk. V )  

hl 
I - 

Response: New street trees will be planted along Western Boulevard as noted on Attachment S. - - 
rCi 

The proposed pavers will be placed in sand and will allow water and air to permeate. c 
The medium canopy trees will be planted a minimum of 25 feet on center to provide 
continuity with nearby landscaping. These measures will be consistent with LDC 5 
Chapter 4.2 + CZI 

3 
54. Approval Criterion 

b. Screening of parking areas, drives, mechanical equipment, and solid waste 
receptacles with vertical elements i s  required and shall be installed prior to 
building occupancy. Screening options include landscape plants, planters, 
ornamentals walls, trellises, fences, or other features consistent with Chapter 
4.2. 

Response: The parking behind the new building will be screened with evergreen shrubs and 
parking lot trees. The trash enclosure at the northeast corner of the parking lot will also 
be screened by a wall and landscaped with evergreen shrubs along the eastern side. 
These measures will be consistent with LDC Chapter 4.2 

LDC 3.20.50.06 Street Connectivity and internal Circulation 
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a. New structures and substantial improvements may be required to provide 
street or driveway stubs and reciprocal access easements to promote efficient 
circulation between uses and properties, and promote connectivity and 
dispersal of traffic. 

Response: The proposed design includes all the connections to  the adjacent neighborhood 
needed or desired given the location and shape of the site, so no street or 
driveway stubs or reciprocal access easements are needed. 

b. The maximum block perimeter shall be 1200 feet. Alternatives to this 
standard may be considered through the Planned Development process, 
provided that direct pedestrian access in maintained at least every 300 feet. 

Response: This project does not create any new blocks, thus no alternatives to the standard 
are required. Pedestrian access t o  Western Boulevard is less than the 300 foot 
maximum. 

c. Traffic lanes shall be internal to the site and not located between the 
building(s) and the sidewalk(s), except as provided in "d" below. 

Response: The project traffic lanes are internal to the site, and are not located between the 
bui/ding(s) and sidewalk(s). m 

V) 
CV 
I 

d. Where drop off facilities are provided (e.g. handicapped access) they shall be = - 
designed to meet ADA disability needs but still provide for direct pedestrian 
circulation. E 

L: 
Response: ADA parking is provided which meets this requirement. o ctl 

2 
56. Approval Criterion 

c. Irrigation systems shall be installed to support landscaping. 

Response: All newly planted landscaped areas wil l  be watered with an automatic irrigation system 
in order to achieve 90% coverage with 3 years and will be maintained by an Owner's 
Association. 

57. Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.50.07 Pedestrian Amenities 

All new structures and substantial improvements shall provide pedestrian 
amenities, as defined by this chapter. The number of pedestrian amenities 
provided shall comply with the following sliding scale. 
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Size of Structure or 
Substantial lmtlrovement 

Number of Amenities 1 
< 5,000 square feet 

5,000-1 0,000 square feet 

10,000-50,000 square feet 

Acceptable pedestrian amenities include: 

1 

2 

3 

1 >50,000 square feet 

Bt Sidewalks with ornamental treatments (e.g. brick pavers) or 
sidewalks which are 50% wider than required by the Land 
Development Code. 

4 

Benches and public outdoor seating 
Sidewalk plarrters 

Public art (e.g. sculpture, fountain, clock, mural, etc) with a value 
equal to or greater than one (1) percent of construction value of 
the strudure(s). 

Bt Pocket parks (minimum usable area of 300 feet) CD 
rr) 
N 

Plazas (minimum usable area of 300 feet) 
.w 
s 

Bt Street trees of a caliper 50% wider than required by the Land a, 
E Development Code (&ay include preservation of healthy mature 

trees adjacent to the street sidewalk). 
([I o 

$ Additional weather protection in excess of 3.20.50.04 
4 

++ Other improvements approved through the Lot Development 
Option (Chapter 2.12), or Planned Development process (Chapter 
2.5) 

Pedestrian amenities shall comply with the following standards and guidelines: 

a. Amenities should be visible and accessible to the general public from an 
improved street. Access t~ pocket parks, plazas, and sidewalks must be 
provided via a public right-of-way or a public access easement. 

b. The size or capacity of pedestrian amenities should be roughly proportional 
to their expected use, including use by employees, customers, residents, and 
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other visitors. The minimum area standards for pocket parks and plazas may 
be increased based on this guideline. 

c. Amenities which are eligible for credit toward open space standards, and 
adjustment to the maximum 20 feet setback standard, include plazas, pocket 
parks, seating areas, and other areas that provide usable pedestrian space 
and street furniture. 

d. Amenities should be consistent with the character and scale of surrounding 
developments. For example, similarity in awning height, bench style, planter 
materials, street trees, and pavers is  recommended to foster continuity in the 
design of pedestrian areas. Materials should be suitable for outdoor use, 
easily maintained, and have a reasonably long life cycle (e.g. 10 years before 
replacement. 

e. When provided at or near a bus stop, amenities should generally conform to 
standards of the Corvallis Transit System. 

Response: The proposed building will contain approximately 12,428 square feet of 
commerciallretail and residential uses and is therefore required to provide three 
pedestrian amenities. The applicant is proposing to widen the existing standard 5-foot 
public sidewalk so that it is up  to 8.5-feet wide in front of the new building. The 

b applicant is also proposing 7' of sidewalk in front of the building on the applicant's 
property. The wider sidewalk is in compliance with the acceptable pedestrian 
amenities noted above. The applicant is also proposing to install four new street trees 
that are 50% larger in caliper size than required by the LDC. Although the LDC does 
not contain tree caliper standards, the City has historically required street trees to have E a minimum caliper of 7.5-inches. The applicant is therefore proposing to install four z 

0 new street trees with a minimum caliper of 2.25-inches. The applicant also proposes a 
+d 

providing weather protection in excess of that required by LDC 3.20.50.04. The 3 
building will be provided with a continuous canopy on its northerly, southerly, and 
westerly face; only the northerly face abuts a street sidewalk. The proposed amenities 
will be visible and accessible to the general public. 

58. Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.50.08 General Building Design Standards 

Mixed use districts require special attention to building design because of the 
intermixing of land uses in such areas. The following standards are intended to 
be specific and quantifiable, while allowing for flexibility in design. Additional 
flexibility i s  provided through the Planned Development and Lot Development 
Option review processes. This section provides both required and optional 
design elements. 

a. Minimum Requirements 
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New structures and substantial improvements should provide architectural 
relief and interest, with emphasis at building entrances and along sidewalks, 
to promote and enhance a comfortable pedestrian scale and orientation. 
Blank walls shall be avoided when practicable by complying with the 
following minimum requirements: 

1 .  Ground floor windows shall be provided. The main front elevation($ of 
buildings shall provide at least 60 percent windows or transparency at the 
pedestrian level (on corner lots, this provision applies to two elevations). 
The transparency is  measured in lineal fashion (e.g. a 100-foot wide 
building facade shall have a total of at least 60 lineal feet of windows). 

Response: The ground floor elevation of the building will be comprised of storefront glass 
provided over 71 % of the lineal frontage. The glazing will occur from grade to  the 
bottom of the continuous canopy above roughly 9 feet high. The amount of 
glazing will contribute to the pedestrian scale and avoid blank walls. In addition 
building entrances are set back to provide relief and emphasis on the building 
entrances. 

59. Approval Criterion 

2. Along the vertical face of a structure, offsets shall occur at a minimum of a 
in every 50 feet by providing at least one of the following [Note: the P A - 0  cu 

and SA districts require offsets at 30 feet; consider a larger dimension L - 
based on a larger development scale in MUC: - 

+ 
s 

Recessed (entrances, floor area, etc.) of a minimum depth of 8 
I: 

feet. o 
a 

4+ Extensions (entrances, floor area, etc.) at a minimum clearance of 2 
8 feet, a minimum depth of 8 feet, and a maximum length of an 
overhang shall be 25 feet. 

$ Offsets or breaks in roof elevation by a minimum of 3 feet or more 
in height. 

Response: The entire front and side elevations will be provided with breaks and offsets greater 
than 36 inches to enhance the appearance. A mix of ornate cornices, decorative 
guard rails, and arched parapets will provide a variety of appealing features. The 
offsets in height occur at least every 20 feet. 

60. Approval Criterion 

3. In order to break up vast expanses of single element building elevations, 
building design shall include a combination of architectural elements and 
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features such as offsets, windows, entry treatments, wood siding, brick, 
stucco, synthetic stucco (e.g. E l  FS), textured concrete block, or textured 
concrete, etc. 

Response: The proposed building will include a palette of materials; the base of the building will 
be a brick fascia mixed with storefront glass. Upper levels include and fiber cement 
smooth faced horizontal siding in addition to  stucco and ornate wrought iron 
guardrails provide protection to the occupants and also a visually appealing 
architectural feature. Decks are provided at each unit on the fourth floor; these decks 
recess in up  to 9 feet to add to the visual character. The entries at the ground floor are 
recessed 36 inches to provide pedestrian appeal. The continuous canopy breaks up 
the visual plane dividing the pedestrian level to the living units above. 

61. Approval Criterion 

4. Provide differentiation between ground-level spaces and upper stories. 
For example, bays or balconies for upper levels, and awnings, canopies or 
other similar treatments for lower leveis can provide differentiation. 
Variation in building materials, trim, paint, ornamentation, windows, or 

Q, other features such as public art, may also be used. Other design u, 
solutions may be approved by the Director. N 

I - - - 
Response: The ground floor is provided with a continuous canopy along the northerly, southerly, " c 

and westerly faces. The canopy helps separate the public from the private spaces 
above. The ground floor is provided with roughly 9 foot high windows, greater in I: 

0 
height than the windows of the second and third floors. The base of the building is rcr 
also predominately brick veneer. The upper levels are provided with smaller windows, 
the exterior walls at the decks recess into the building up to 9 feet. Decorative 

2 
wrought iron guardrails are provided at the decks. Each unit will also incorporate a 
different color on the exterior front elevation, providing distinction between the units 
and breaking up what continuous mass is left. A mix of exterior materials will occur at 
the upper floor, stucco dominates on the front face of the building with accents of 
horizontal siding. Ornate cornices will add additional character to the tops of the 
buildings. 

62. Approval Criterion 

5. Ensure privacy in residential developments through effective window 
placement, sound-proofing, landscape screening, and/or orientation of 
outdoor living areas (e.g. balconies, porches, patios, etc.). Opposite facing 
windows at close distances shouid be offset verticaliy or horizontaiiy, or 
ernploy appropriate materials (e.g. glazed, tinted, etc.) to protect privacy. 

Response: The decks recess into the front face of the building up to 9 feet. They are also 
separated roughly 70 feet horizontally. Architectural featured mini-decks are provided 
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at the rear of the building, but not t o  a depth where residents would congregate for 
long periods of time. 

6. Access shall be designed to minimize intederence with traffic circulation. 
Where necessary, additional right-of-way shall be dedicated to maintain 
adequate circulation. 

Response: The entire project will have only one point of access onto Western Boulevard. The 
access driveway has been located between the two railroad crossings on Western 
Boulevard to ensure vehicular and pedestrian safety. 

64. Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.50.09 Neighborhood Com pati bility 

a. Minimum standards adjacent to a residential district: 

1. Architectural compatibility between new development and adjacent 
residences (e.g. similar roof forms, windows, trim, and materials) i s  
required. Pitched roofs shall provide a minimum of 4:12 pitch [this i s  the 
same pitch that is used in the PA-0 district]. Flat roofs shall provide a 
cornice, or other decorative treatment. 

Response: The MUC site is separated from the adjacent and abutting residential zoned property 
by a railroad right-of-way and tracks. Evergreen landscaping along the MUC side of the 
track has been provided to address screening requirements between the two land 
uses. Although some residential uses exist west and east of the site, the predominant 
uses to the north and east are commercial. As such, the architecture of the MUC 
building has been designed to be more commercial in nature. The proposed building 
has been designed to  be compatible with other commercial uses along Western 
Boulevard. The flat roofs provided will include a cornice along the front and sides of 
the building. 

65. Approval Criterion 

2. Roof eievation(s) shall gradually step-down so that the height of the 
proposed structure does not exceed the height(s) of adjacent residential 
structures(s) by more than one (1) story. This provision applies to that 
portion of the structure that i s  ciosest (20 feet, minimum) to the adjacent 
residential structures. 

Response: None of the livelwork units are within 20 feet of a residential structure. The closest 
residential structures (to the east) are two and one-half stories in height. 
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66. Approval Criterion 

3. The site design shall preserve healthy mature trees on-site, to the 
maximum extent practicable. Trees which are likely to create a hazard for 
the development or adjacent properties may be removed, consistent with 
Chapter 4.2. 

Response: There is no vegetation, significant or otherwise, on the site. 

67. Approval Criterion 

4. Artificial lighting shall be arranged and constructed not to produce direct 
glare on adjacent residential properties. 

Response: All outdoor lighting will be shielded so as not to produce glare on adjacent residential 
properties. This provision applies to  parking lot lighting, lighting at the entry 
monument signs, and exterior building lights. 

68. Approval Criterion 

LDC 3.20.50.09 Neighborhood Compatibility 

I 

b. Minimum standards adjacent to a industrial district: - - - 
C, 

C 
1. The site design shall preserve healthy mature trees on-site, to the E maximum extent practicable. Trees which are likely to create a hazard for 

the development or adjacent properties may be removed, consistent with 
Chapter 4.2. 

C, 

;Z 

2. I f  residential uses are introduced in areas that are adjacent to an 
industrial district, the site design for the residential use shall incorporate 
fencing and a 20 foot landscape screen between the residential uses on 
the MUC site and the industrial district in accordance with Section 4.2.50. 
Driveways may occur within the landscape screen but in no case may they 
be less than 10 feet from the adjacent industrial district boundary. 

Response: Only a remnant sliver of industrial land is adjacent to the eastern project boundary. 
This remnant of industrial land accommodates the existing railroad track along 6th 
Street which is used regularly but intermittently. Residential uses have been proposed, 
however they are not separated from the industrial uses by a 20 foot landscape screen. 
The MUC building is setback 9 feet from the industrial district boundary. This 
landscaped setback area includes columnar trees, a mix of deciduous and evergreen 
shrubs, and groundcover. (Attachment S). Since the industrial use of this area will 
never be more than an intermittent use railroad track with no potential for permanent 
structures, the applicant is requesting a reduction to the fencing and screening 
standard through the Planned Development process. This reduction is consistent with 
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the purposes of a Planned Development found in LDC 2.5.20.a and 2.5.20. b because 
the change will allow a more flexible design and promotes a more efficient use of the 
land. 
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PART V 

Deviations to Standards 

Deviation: Driveway Access Width 

LDC 4.1.40 - Standards for Off-Street Parking and Access 

All off-street parking facilities, vehicle maneuvering areas, driveways, loading facilities, 
accessways, and private streets shall be designed, paved, curbed, drained, striped, and 
constructed to the standards set forth in this Section and the City's Off-street Parking 
and Access Standards, established by the City Engineer and as amended over time. A 
permit from the Development Services Division shall be required to construct parking, 
loading, and access facilities, except for Single Detached, Duplex, Single Attached, and 
Attached Building Types; and Manufactured Dwellings. 

Eesponse: Table 7 of the City's Off-street Parking and Access Standards require that all 
commercial access drives be 24' wide. The project has been designed with a single 
access drive with a 24' wide approach, and the drive narrowing to 20' at the 
southwest corner of the building. This 20' width is less than the City's minimum 
required width, but is necessary to allow development of the MUC portion of the site CC) 

within the constraints of the location of the railroad tracks and the 6th and A Street to 
(V 

intersections with Western Boulevard; therefore a reduction to the minimum width is I - - 
being requested through this Detailed Development Plan review process. No safety or - =w 

capacity issues will result from this reduced access width. 20' is the standard fire c 

department access width and 10' travel lanes are sufficient for opposing ingress and E 
s 

egress traffic to bypass safely. 20' is also an allowed street width per LDC Chapter 4.0 o 
under certain circumstances. The reduction is consistent with the purpose of a =w 

Planned Development found in LDC 2.5.20. b, which promotes the efficient use of 2 
land and facilitates a more economical arrangement of the circulation system. 

Deviation: Access to Arterial Street 

LDC 4.1.40 - Standards for Off-Street Parking and Access 

a. Access to Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets 

2. Location and design of all accesses to and/or from arterials and collectors (as 
designated in the Corvallis Transportation Plan) are subject to review and approval by 
the City Engineer. Accesses shall be located a minimum of 150 ft from any other access 
or street intersection. Exceptions to this may be granted by the City Engineer. Evaluations 
of exceptions shall consider posted speed of the street on which access i s  proposed, 
constraints due to lot patterns, and effects on safety and capacity of the adjacent public 
street, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Western Station Narrative Deviations to Standards 
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Response: The project has been designed with only one access drive. The driveway has been 
strategically located so that it minimizes conflicts with the railroad crossings at 6th and 
7th Streets. The driveway is 700 feet from the proposed intersection of 7th Street and 
Western Boulevard. This is less than the City's minimum separation of 750 feet, but is 
necessary to allow development of the MUC portion of the site within the constraints 
of the location of the railroad tracks and the 6th and 7t Street intersections with 
Western Boulevard; therefore a reduction to  the minimum separation standard is being 
requested through this Detailed Development Plan review process. Around the 
perimeter of the building the 5' wide minimum is met and no safety or capacity issues 
will result from reducing the width at this one point. The reduction is consistent with 
the purpose of a Planned Development found in LDC 2.5.20. b, which promotes the 
efficient use of land and facilitates a more economicar arrangement of the circulation 
system. 

Deviation: Tree Perimeter 

LDC 4.2.30 

b. Areas Where Trees May Not Be Planted - 
1. Trees may not be planted within five feet of permanent hard surface 

paving or walkways, unless special planting techniques and specifications 
are used and particular species of trees are planted, as outlined in Section 
4.2.20.c or approved by the Director. These limitations apply most 
frequently in areas such as landscape parkways, pedestrian walkways, and 
plaza areas, where there may be tree grates. 

LDC 4.2.40 

b. In  addition to any pedestrian refuge areas, each landscaped island within and 
around parking lot areas shall - 

1. Include one or more shade canopy trees; 

2. Be a minimum length of eight feet at its smallest dimension; 

3, Include at least 80 square feet of ground area per tree to allow for root 
aeration; and 

4. include raised concrete curbs around the perimeter. 

c. Connecting walkways through parking lots shall have one or more 
canopy shade trees per 40 linear feet. Driveways to or through parking 
lots shall have one or more canopy shade trees per linear feet on each 
side. These trees shall be planted in landscape areas within five feet of 
the walkways and driveways, respectively. 

Western Station Narrative Deviations to Standards 
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Response: For parking lot and buffer trees, the applicant proposes a standard for tree planting 
that meets the area standard of 4.2.40.b.3 and c. above, using the special planting 
techniques shown in the following Detaii "A". These special planting techniques 
are consistent with the intent of 4.2.30.b.1. 

Deviation: Fencing and Landscape Screening 

LDC 3.20.50.09 Neighborhood Com pati bi iity 

a. Minimum standards adjacent to a industrial district: 

1. The site design shall preserve health mature trees on-site, to the 
maximum extent practicable. Trees which are likely to create a hazard for 
the development or adjacent properties may be removed, consistent with 
Chapter 4.2. 

2. If residential uses are introduced in areas that are adjacent to an 
Industrial district, the site design for the residential use shall incorporate 
fencing and a 20 foot landscape screen between the residential uses on 
the MUC site and the industrial district in accordance with Section 4.2.50. 
Driveways may occur within the landscape screen but in no case may they 
be less than 10 feet from the adjacent industrial district boundary. V) 

CD 
CV 

I 

Response: Only a remnant sliver of industrial land is adjacent to  the eastern project boundary. = - 
This remnant of industrial land accommodates the existing railroad track along 6th 
Street, which is used regularly but intermittently. Residential uses have been proposed, i! however they are not separated from the industrial uses by a 20 foot landscape screen. lr 
The MUC building is setback 9' from the industrial district boundary. This setback area 

.cI 
will include an intense landscape screen (Attachment 5). The applicant also proposes 3 
to upgrade the sound isolation quality of the exterior wall adjacent to  the industrial 
land by including the following acoustic construction details: .acoustical sealant at 
joints, staggered studs at exterior wall on a single plate, interior steel hat channels over 
studs with a double layer of interior sheet rock, and triple pane glazing at windows 
facing tracks. Since the industrial use of this area will never be more than an 
intermittent use railroad track with no potential for permanent structures, the 
applicant is requesting a reduction to  the fencing and screening standard through the 
Planned Development process. This reduction is consistent with the purposes of a 
Planned Development found in LDC 2.5.20.a and 2.5.20. b because the change will 
allow a more flexible design and promotes a more efficient use of the land. 

Deviation: Sidewalk width along build in^ Wall 

LDC 4.1 0.70.03 - Pedestrian Circulation Standards 

2. Sidewalks alone: Building Walls - Sidewalks no less than five ft. wide shall be 
provided along the full length of building walls featuring a customer 
entrance and along any wall parallel to and abutting parking areas larger 
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Response: 

than eight parking spaces, except in situations where the sidewalk would not 
provide connectivity between an entrance and parking area. Where 
sidewalks are adjacent to buildings, except along Shopping Streets, a five-&.- 
wide foundation landscape strip and/or weather protection with planters 
shall be provided. These elements are noted in Figure 4.10-19 - Site 
Development Element Locations. 

A 5' wide sidewalk is  provided along the north building wall, which contains all 
customer entrances, and along the south building wall, which is parallel to and abuts 
the parking area. However, at the southwest corner of the building, the sidewalk 
narrows to 4'-6" wide between the building corner and the access drive. This is 
necessary to  allow development of the MUC portion of the site within the constraints 
of the location of the railroad tracks and the 6th and 7th Street intersections with 
Western Boulevard; therefore a reduction to the minimum separation standard is being 
requested through this Detailed Development Plan review process. There is good sight 
distance here, and no safety or capacity issues will result from this deviation. The 4'- 
0" minimum width for accessibility is also met. The reduction is consistent with the 
purpose of a Planned Development found in LDC 2.5.20. b, which promotes the 
efficient use of land and facilitates a more economical arrangement of the circulation 
sys tem . 
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Table ""A" 
Proposed Changes to Development Standards 

Two existing non-conforming approaches are 
See discussion in Narrative consolidated into one approach which meets the 

Access to Minimum 150-feet Minimum 100-feet from 
4.1 .40.a(2) from intersections intersections 

Part IV, Deviations to spacing requirement from the Sixth Street 
arterial street 

Standards, page 1 & 2 intersection but not from the Seventh Street 

Item 

1 I intersection. 
I See discussion in Narrative 

Code Section(s) 

Tree perimeter 

Code Standard Proposed Standard 

Fencing and 
landscaping 
screening for 
M UC 
Residential Uses 
adjacent to 
Industrial 
Districts 

5 litern Station Narrative Deviations to Standards 

4.2.40 

Minimum Width 
for sidewalk 
around building 
wall 

Page 5 

Modification or Addendum 
to Proposed Standard 

3.20.50.09. b 

Attachment 111 - 267 

Compensating Benefit 

10' around all trees 

4.10 70.03.2 

Fencing required 
and 20-foot 
landscape screen 

5' around all trees 

Minimum 5' width 

Fencing and 9-foot 
wide landscape screen. 

Part IV, Deviations of 
Standards, pages 2 & 3 

5' width except 4'-6" at 
southwest corner of 
building 

The special planting techniques proposed allow 
maximizing the quantity of trees on the site. 

See discussion in Narrative 
Part IV, Deviations to 
Standards, Page 3 

Intense landscaping and increased sound 
attenuation in the adjacent wall improves the 
opportunity to efficiently use an irregularly shaped 
piece of land which is permanently constrained by 
regular but intermittent industrial use along the 
east side of the property. No permanent structure 
would ever be built on the industrial land. 

See discussion in Narrative 
Part IV, Deviations to 
Standards, Page 3-4 

Improves the opportunity to efficiently use an 
irregularly shaped piece of land which is 
permanently constrained by existing street 
networks and railroad tracks The 4'-0" minimum 
width for accessibility i s  met. 
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EXISTING CITY OF CORVALLIS 
ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

RS-9 MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 
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RESIDENTIAL 
2 Units 1 - 4 

2 Bedroom, Attached Units 
Cp 4 Units X I .5 spaces per unit = 
3 6 parklng spaces 
RL 

6 1 space per 400 sq.ft. = 

L I 

14 parking spaces I 

20 parking spaces required 

Less 10% Reduction for Transit = -2 spaces I 
Parking spaces provided in 
off-street common park~ng lots= 18 spaces 
(Includes one accessible space and aisle) 
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10100 1( 

. - - -  

CHB-S 0713'48' E 
CHL=404.32 

I . . . , - . ,  . , , ,  

7TH STREET 

CEDAR CREST APAK 

FAR CALCULATION 

TOTAL AREA 27.891 SQ.FT. 
RAILROAD EASEMENT 5.835 SQ.FT. 
DEVELOPABLE AREA 22,056 SQ.FT. 
COMMERCIAL AREA 5,548 SQ.FT. 
FAR 0.25 
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September 5, 2008 

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

SEP 

SUBJECT: Western Station Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan 
Tentative Subdivision Plat and Plan Com pati bility Review 
(PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) - Staff Review Comments 

Dear Mr. Young: 

Accompanying this letter are revised submittal materials for the subject application. The revisions 
d. 
Q) 
cV 

have been made per the Staff Review comments in your July 22, 2008, letter. For your reference, we I - 
have annotated the review comments below. - - 

+d 
I= 

A. Application Materials E 
s 

ORS 227.184: With your application you included a letter asking that the 
application be considered a "supplemental application" in the meaning of 
ORS 227.184. We have reviewed the provisions of ORS 227.184 and 
have determined that the statute does not apply. The statutory scheme is 
provided only for a person whose permit is denied. The definition of a 
"permit" in ORS 227.160 does not include a "limited land use decision." 
The prior Palazzo application was a limited land use decision, and 
therefore, not a decision on a "permit." Therefore, the provisions of ORS 
227.184 do not apply. Consequently, Staff will consider the application as 
a new land use application, subject to the State's 120-Day Rule, and other 
applicable requirements. 

We do not a p e  with Staffs interprets fion of &,RS 2 2 X  784 and /rave afft~ched the ~ilhject l~tter 
hereto to assure that if is entered info the rmil"d for this Lcmd Use nppPication. 

2. Reapplication Following Denial: Land Development Code (LDC) Section 
2.0.50.15 states as follows: 

2.0.50.15 - Reapplication Following Denial 

Upon final denial of a development proposal, a new application and fee for 
the 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 written 
statement by the applicant showing how the proposal has been sufficiently 
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Mr. Kevin Young 
Senior Planner 
September 5, 2008 
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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. 

As you may recall, the "Palazzo" application (PLD07-00004, SUB07- 
00001, PCR07-00003) was denied by the City Council on November 7, 
2007. It has been less than one year since that date, and therefore, the 
provisions of LDC 2.0.50.15 are applicable. In order to allow the 
Community Development Director to consider waiving the one-year 
waiting period, please provide Staff with a written statement showing how 
the proposal has been sufficiently modified to overcome the previous 
findings for denial, or explain how conditions have changed sufficiently to 
justify reconsideration. 

This submittal revision has been significantfv modified to comply with what the applicant 
believes were the three main reasons that the 'Falazzo" application was denied 

1) The c~mrnercial floor area ratio of 0.25 was not met. 

This application has addeda commercial mezzanine level to each unit within the 
structure in order to comply with this requirement LO 

Q, 
(V 

2) The minimum parking requirement was not met. I - - - 
C, 

The applicant has reduced the residential portions of the live/work units to two s 

bedrooms each, and h i t e d  commerrial uses to on& those for which the 1DC 
parking requirement is one space for 400 square feet offloor area. o 

m 
C, 

3) A market did not exist for true /ive/work units. ? 

Note the attached articie from the August 2008 issue of Oregon Business 
Magazine. 

Parking: Your narrative states that, "most commercial and retail uses 
require 1 parking space for every 400 square feet of gross floor area." 
Although this is true, there are a number of uses that are permitted in the 
MUC Zoning District that would require more parking per square foot than 
the 1 space1400 sq. ft. ratio that has been cited. Please revise your 
application to indicate which specific uses are contemplated to occupy the 
commercial spaces within the mixed-use building, such that on-site parking 
requirements are met. 

Requested revision made. See Part 7, Pages 36-37 of  app/ication narrative. 

4. Noise Compatibility: In response to decision criterion 2.5.40.04.a.4, please 
address how noise attenuation will be provided within the proposed 
commercial and residential portions of the development to ensure 
compatibility with existing noise in the area from the adjacent railroad line and 
switching yard. 

See discussion Part I V  on Page 3 ofthe application narrative. 
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5. Requested Variations: You have requested a number of variations to Land 
Development Code standards, as allowed through the Planned Development 
process. Some of your requested changes are not considered variations, 
while additional variations may be necessary for other aspects of the 
development. These issues are explained as follows: 

A. Your request to construct an 8.5-foot sidewalk is not a variation to the 5- 
foot wide required sidewalk width, as the 5-foot width is a minimum 
standard. However, your desire to install pavers within the planting strip 
along the south side of Western Boulevard, would require a variation from 
the standard that requires only landscaping materials within the planting 
strips. 

We concur wilh respect to sidewalk width, The pavers in the planting strip have been deleted 
Table '2" in Part C: Deviation of Standards, of the application has been modified accordingly, 

B. A variation to LD2 4.10.70.05.7.14 does not appear to be necessary. Of 
the Design Variety options listed under LDC 4.10.70.05.7, compliance 
with three of the five listed options is required. It appears that your 
proposed building complies with three of the five required elements (CI 

Q, 
without the need of compliance with item b. (V 

I - - - 
We concur. C, 

s 

E C. It appears that a variation to LDC 4.10.70.03.x.2 will be 
necessary to construct your proposed development. This code o 

rn provision requires a five-foot-wide foundation landscape strip + 

and/or weather protection with planters for any sidewalk area that 3 
is adjacent to the building. Sidewalks surround your proposed 
building, and although weather protection is provided along 
portions of the facade, it does not appear that planter boxes or 
landscaped areas are proposed along the building. Please 
address this requirement in your revised narrative and/or 
graphics. 

We concur, see discussion Section 7, Page 24 and Section on Pages 3-4 of the 
application narrative. Weather protection and planter boxes are proposed as noted on 
At tachments "L ': "Sf: "c "X': "Y' and "Z". 

D. Your proposed design does not comply with LDC 4.10.70.03.b.4. 
Although some covered walkways are proposed, this code 
provision requires covered pedestrian walkways "between and 
around all buildings." This means a continuous canopy should be 
provided along all sides of the building. The alternative would be 
to request a variation to this standard and to provide 
compensating benefits for the requested variation. 

The narrative has been revised to indicate that Option7 Driveway Consolidation is 
used to satisfy LDC 4.70.70.03b. See Section 7, page 25 of the application narrative. 
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6. Compensating Benefits: Per LDC 2.5.40.04.a.1, compensating benefits 
should be identified where variations from Code standards are 
requested. Although Section IV of your narrative addresses the 
requested deviations from standards, it is not clear in all cases what 
compensating benefits would be provided with the requested variations. 
Please revise this section of your narrative to more clearly indicate the 
compensating benefits from the requested code variations. 

Concur, see Tab/e "A" in Part V of the application narrative. 

7 .  Needed Clarification: On page 1 2  of the portion of your narrative 
regarding compliance with MUC standards you state that mini-decks will 
be provided on the southern facade of the building. It is not clear from the 
submitted elevation drawings that these decks have been provided. 
Please clarify. Also, your narrative alternatively refers to the building as 
three-stories, or four-stories, tall. From City Staffs perspective, the 
building is a four-story building. Please clarify. 

The wording on Page 72 has been revised to match the submitted bui/ding elevations, We 
concur with the four-story description and the application wording has been revised for 
consistency. r- 

B. Development Review Engineering Comments 
- 

Please find attached a memorandum from Development Review +II 
6 

Engineering Staff that requests additional information needed to complete a 
review of the subject proposal. E 

s 

See below. 

C. Resubmittal Requirements 

Please submit one unbound copy of your application materials, including all 
graphics, in 8 112" X I I "  format. Additionally, please submit five 8 112" X 11" 
sets of the revised narrative and an electronic copy of the narrative and graphics. 
Please provide 15 complete sets of illustrations in 11" X 17" format for Planning 
Commission and staff review. Please also submit four 24" x 36" large plan sets for 
staff use. 

Concur. 

GENERAL 

1. Due to recent appeal decisions, applications will need to be more thorough 
showing applicable work. In this case, the narrative should specifically 
address how the development is complying with code such that no 
discretionary decisions will need to be made during the construction permitting 
process. Examples would include a detailed description of the on site storm 
water drainage system, including details of how it will meet the City's water 
quality standards. 

Attachment J-I 38 



Mr. Kevin Young 
Senior Planner 
September 5, 2008 
Page 5 

The storm water conveyance and water qualify systems proposed for this project are based 
upon the followingpremises: 

I )  Site topography indicates approximately 30% of the land area presently drains to the 
Western Boulevard public right-ofiway and into the existing public storm drain 
system in Western Bou/evard. 

2) This project proposes to provide on-site, underground storm water detention in order 
to maintain historic flows into the existing Western Boulevard system, even though 
the 25,000 square feet threshold, per LDC 4.0.730, is not met with this project. 

3) Storm water qualily is p r o p o d  to be achieved by the use of a storm water quality 
structure which wil/ be designed to meet the treatment standards of Appendii IF'' of 
the Corvallis Storm Water Master Plan. Those standards being removal of 70% of the 
totai' suspended so!ids ( E S )  entering the facility during the water qualily design 
storm, 0. 9-inch, 24-hour rainfall event with NRCS Type 7A rainfall. 

4. While the goal of the Cityk Storm Water Master Plan is to maximize the use of surface 
oi) 

detention and treatment facilities in order to maximize the potential for groundwater Q, 
n( 

recharge, this project does not have suficient land area to construcl either and meet I - 
the applicable des@n standards. In order for this project to meet zoning standards for - - 

.c.r dens it^ parking, and landscaping, the remaining area is not of sufficient size nor does I= 

it have appropriate topographic relief to construct surface detention and/or water 
quality facilities. Thus, the subsurface detention and mechanical wafer quality 

E 
1= 
0 

structure are proposed. + m 
3 

5. The City of Corvallis regularly uses the water quality structure proposed herein on 
public projects owned and designed by the City of Corvallis. 

6. The attached engineering calculations establish compliance with the premises stated 
above. 

TRAFFICICIRCULATION & BICYCLEIPEDESTRIAN 

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 with 
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 a 8 ft parking lane 
on the north side. The southern planting strip is 16 ft and the northern planting strip is 
8 ft. Five foot setback sidewalks exist on both sides. 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. 

Concur. 
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2. Designs for SW Western Boulevard to address the Railroad crossings developed 

during the 7th Street Station project included options that removed on-street parking 
from SW Western Boulevard and added a westbound right turn lane. Addressing SW 
Western Boulevard improvements fronting the Western Station site including the rail 
crossing solutions will be necessary with future development of property to the south. 
The applicant should consider a strategy to facilitate this future development. Please 
also address how the current proposal from ODOT to close the 7th Street rail 
crossing could affect this project and future development of the southern property. 

The alternative presented with the 7th Streef Station application anticI;oated access to 
Western Boulevard from this property. 

As this prajecf provides LDC complianf parking on-site, any future impact to on street 
parking on the opposite side of Western Boulevard has no tangible impact on this 
application. 

In recent events, the City of Cowal/is and ODO T ha ve decided the 7th Street rail crossing is 
safe to leave open. This application has no impact on that decision nor does that decision 
impact ingress and egress to the site. m 

m 
CV 

3. The City is requesting a signed letter from ODOT Rail stating they have no comments I - 
or conditions relating to this development. It has been the City's experience in the - - 
past, with projects adjoining and crossing railroad tracks, that extra consideration be .w 

s 
paid to the crossing itself, connectivity on the other side of the tracks, and vision 
clearancelsafe stopping distance as it relates to roadways crossing the railroad. 

E 
C 
0 ru 
.w 

f i e  review iFhe City received for the 'Palazzo" remains applicable. This Western Station 
application is the same with respect to driveway approach location and traffic generation as 

3 
the lPa/azzo". ODOT Rail has been contacted for an update, when received it wil/ be 
forwarded under separate cover. 

4. The requested variance to sidewalk widths is not a variance as the 5 ft sidewalk width 
listed in LDC Table 4.0-1 is a minimum. However, the reductionlpaving of the planting 
strips may be considered a variance and should be specifically addressed. 

See response to 5.A. above. 

PUBLIC FAGlLITtES AND SERVICES 

1. A 7 ft Utility Easement (UE) is required adjacent to all street rights-of-way according 
to LDC 4.0.100.b. The tentative plat and or the application narrative should 
acknowledge this requirement. 

Concur. This was planned and is shown on the Tentative Plai; A flachmenf "0". 
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2. The proposed location of the banked water meters appears to be in direct conflict with 
the railroad's crossing control cabinet. Please verify the locations of proposed and 
existing utilities and relocate proposed utilities as appropriate. 

Concur. Meters have been relocated as shown on Attachment "Q': 

3. The applicant is proposing to abandon an existing public sanitary sewer located with 
the development site. The portion of the line located in the SW Western Boulevard 
right-of-way would need to be completely removed. Although abandoning in place 
was discussed, it is City policy to physically remove abandoned utilities whenever 
possible. Abandoned utilities, in place, are still required to be located. 

As an alternative to removing the sanitary sewer and disturbing the existing surface 
improvements, the applicant proposes the existing sewer be broken by pipe burst methods 
and the resulting cavity be Wed with grout. 

4. The manhole connecting the above mentioned sewer (to be abandoned) does not 
appear to be over the existing sewer main located iii SW Vdestem Boulevard, please 
clarify. 

The manhole in question is not located over the mainline in the street, The manhole is filied 
with dirt. Utility locates per OAR 952 yield no marked connection between this manhole and o 

0 
the sanitary sewer mainline in the street. This manhole hole and the sanitary sewer line m 

I 

shown to be abandoned are added to Attacheat "Q" from information on the City utiliity - - - 
maps, however, utilities locatedper OAR952 do not confirm the existence of this line. +.I 

C 

5. New street trees are proposed to be planted directly under existing overhead utility E 
C 

lines. Due to vision clearance concerns, columnar trees may be conditioned. o 
(tl 

Unfortunately, columnar trees would quickly grow into the overhead utilities and +.I 

would likely be topped. A topped columnar tree will not be able to provide the benefits ? 
of a typical street tree. The applicant may wish to relocate the overhead utilities 
underground in order to provide the desired aesthetic appeal of the property. 

The landscape drawing Attachment '5'; has been revisedper the attached email from Becky 
Merja, Urban Forester, The existing utility lines wiil not be relocated 

DRAINAGE 

New pollution generating impervious surface will be greater than 5000 ft2. The 
development will be required to construct a stormwater quality facility. Water quality 
facilities shall be designed in accordance with criteria established in Appendix F of 
the Stormwater Master Plan and the most recent version of the King County, 
Washington, Surface Water design Manual. The water quality facilities shall be 
designed to remove 70 percent of the total suspended solids (TSS) entering the 
facility during the water quality design storm, 0.9-inch 24-hr rainfall event with NRCS 
Type 1A distribution. 

See response under "GeneraP above. 
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Mr. Kevin Young 
Senior Planner 
September 5, 2008 
Page 8 

2. It appears there wili be less than 25,000 ft2 of impervious surface created from this 
development. Because there will be less than 25,000 ft2, the LDC would not require 
stormwater detention on this site. 

Concur. 

3. The proposed field inlet located on the northwest portion of the site appears to make 
two outlet connections. One to the existing storm line in SW Western Boulevard, and 
one to the proposed internal drainage system. Please clarify. 

Dra ffing error has been corrected on A ffachmenf "Q". 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. 

Lyle E: Hutchens 
Project Manager 

LEH/nre 
04-433 staffreviewcomments 09-02-2008 

cc: Mr. Bob Cavell, 7th Street Station, LLC 
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AROUND 1 TNE 1 STATE 

Live-work units: a tiny happy p ace for real estate 
STATEWIDE As bad-news headlines for 
the real estate industry continue month 
after month, one sliver of the Portland 
metro and Bend market is actually grow- 
ing: live-work units, townhomes where 
the ground floor is dedicated to commer- 
cial and the upstairs to jiving. 

In the first six months of this year, 60 
live-work units have been soid in the Port- 
land metro area, according to the Regional 
Municipal Listings Service. Compare that 
to 2007 and 2006 when, respectively, 50 
units and 22 units were sold. 

On the west side of Bend, Brooks Re- 
sources Corporation, the developers of 
Northwest Crossing, currently are build- 
ing eight of 30 planned live-work units. 
Three already have been sold and inter- 
est in the others remains strong, says Da- 
vid Ford, general manager at Northwest 
Crossing. 

While that number is small, those units 
are some of the onIy ones in Bend. Ford finds the three sales re- 
markable because of what he sees as a reticence on the parts of 
most buyers in the current market to purchase anything that isn't 
100% completed. 

Despite the higher numbers of sales, developers and marketers 
stiU have to take the current real estate market into account. The 
buyer's hesitancy that Ford sees is the reason the Kaiser Group has 
kept their still-under-construction five-unit live-work building in 
North Portland off the market, says marketing spokeswoman Erin 
Livengood. 

"Our thought was to let people actually see it and then have the 

ability to close in 30 days rather than months; she says. - - - 
Regardless of what the real estate marker does this year or next, +, 

Shawn Busse, a Portland live-work advocate, thinks the demand 5 - and community interest - in live-work units will continue E 
to grow. Busse started his design firm out of his living room and C 

0 knows how different it would have been had he been in a live- a 
work unit. +, 

"It doesn't require a big outlay of cash to start a business in one z 
of these:' he says. "It's a great model that allows someone to be a 
business person without a lot of usual hurdles." 

ABRAHAM HYATT 

WORLDWIDE POPULARITY OF "OREGON" AS GOOGLE SEARCH TERM 
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BIOBARRIER SHALL BE 
AT LEAST EQUAL TO THE 
LENGTH OF MATURE TREE 
CANOPY PLUS 10 FEET, 1 
CENTERED ON TRUNK. 

CURB,  PARKING OR WALKWAY 

SEE DETAIL FOR PLANTING 
SPECIFICATIONS 

MINIMUM 4" WIDE TRENCH 
WITH GRANULAR BACKFILL 

CURB,  PARKING OR 

BIOBARRIER FABRIC 

.. 4. 

TREE PLANTING WITH ROOT BARRIER 
ADJACENT TO ACCESS AND PARKING @ NTs 
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DeVCO 
e n g i n e e r I n g i n c. 245 NE Conifer P 0 Box 121 1 Cowali~s OR 97339 (541) 757-8991 Fax (541) 757-9885 

May 27,2008 

Mr. Fred Towne 
Planning Division Manager 
City of Corvallis 
POB 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

SUBJECT: Western Station (aka The Palazzo) 
PLD07-00004, SUB07-00001, PCR07-00003 

Dear Fred: 

Please accept this letter and the accompanying City of Corvallis application and supporting materials 
as a Supplemental Application, in the meaning of ORS 227.184, for development approval for the 
land that is  the subject of the City Council's October 16, 2007 Notice of Decision (Order #2007- 8 m 
11 6 )  relating to original proposal for The Palazzo. Included is a copy of the original application, a - t - 
revised application for the same parcel re-titled "Western Station", and all necessary filing fees as - .c, 

required by the City. s 
E 

This application is based on the record before the city in the matter above, including: PLD07-00004, 
r: 
0 

SUB07-00001, PCR07-00003). Please proceed to process this application under the city's code 63 
.c, 

provisions, and/or advise what additional information is necessary for the City to deem the additional 3 
revised apptication "complete". 

The applicant requests that the City consider the application denied above as a starting point for this 
Supplemental Application. The applicable zoning for this property requires a mix of residential and 
commercial uses. Many city development standards apply; discretionary approval standards apply. tn 
the application denied by the order above, the applicant sought to conform to the standards in a way 
that the city would approve the development proposal. 

In this Supplemental Application the owners seek land use approval for an alternate design of a 
residential/commercial mixed use that is to the city's liking, which is as dense as the code standards 
allow, which otherwise meets the applicable standards, except where noted in the application 
narrative, and which is subject to any conditions needed to conform to applicable standards in the 
plan and code. The applicant does not believe that a zone change is necessary for an approval. The 
former application could have been approved, subject to conditions. We ask that the city approve 
either the original submitted plan or the alternate revised plan, subject to conditions and/or 
modifications that the city deems necessary to grant an approval. 

The basis for this request is ORS 227.184 relating to Supplemental Applications and ORS 197.522 
relating to conditioning. 
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Mr. Fred Towne 
Planning Division Manager 
27 May, 2007 
Page 2 

ORS 227.184 provides: 

227.184 Supplemental application for remaining permitted uses following denial of initial 
application. 

(1) A person whose application for a permit is denied by the governing body of a city or its 
designee under ORS 227.1 78 may submit to the city a supplemental application for any 
or all other uses allowed under the city's comprehensive plan and land use regulations in 
the zone that was the subject of the denied application. 

(2) The governing body of a city or its designee shall take final action on supplemental 
application submitted under this section, including resolution of all appeals, within 240 
days after the application i s  deemed complete. Except that 240 days shall substitute for 
120 days, all other applicable provisions of ORS 227.1 78 shall apply to a supplemental 
application submitted under this section. 

V) (3)  A supplemental application submitted under this section shall include a request for any o 
m 

rezoning or zoning variance that may be required to issue a permit under the city's I 

comprehensive plan and land use regulations. 
s 

(4) The governing body of a city or its designee shall adopt specific findings describing the Q) 

reasons for approving or denying: 
E 
r 

(a) A use for which approval is sought under this section; and 
(b) A rezoning or variance requested in the application. [I 999 c.648 541 

The applicant looks forward to working with city staff in processing this application. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. 

Lyle E. Hutchens 
Agent for the Applicants 
7th Street Station, LLC 

LEH/nre 
04-433 ftowne 05-27-2008.doc 
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Page 1 of 2 

Lyle Hutchens 

From: Trish Weber 

Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 2:57 PM 

To: Lyle Hutchens 

Subject: FW: Western Station - Landscape Plan 

List of recommended trees from Becky. 

Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 2:55 PM 
To: Trish Weber 
Subject: RE: Western Station - Landscape Plan 

Hi Trish, 
The over head utility is insulated cable and phone, not ... uninsulated high voltage lines, so larger trees could be 
pianted there. On Western, i would suggest going with one of the more upright trees listed below : 
Acer miyabei, State Street CD 

0 
Acer nigrum, Green Column rn 
Acer platnoides 'Ezestre' Easy Street I - 
Acer Saccharurn 'Endowment' - - 
Carpinus betulus Fastigiata .*, 

s 
Ginkgo Shangri-la 
Pyrus calleryana Aristocrat E L: 
Tillia americana 'Boulevard o 

a 
.Id 

The driveway into the parking lot could be a different tree (from the same list above..) mix it up a bit. 3 
The parking lot another tree from list above. 
The East side could take a larger columnar tree as well, like Acer rubrum Armstrong or the Carplnus betulus 
Fastigiata.. . . 
Questions? Give me a call. 

Becky Merja 
Corvallis City Forester 

1320 SW Avery Park Dr. 
Corvallis, OR. 97333 
rebecca.merja@ci.corvallis.or.us 
Tele: 541-754-1723 
FAX: 541-758-1386 

From: Trish Weber [mailto:Trish@devcoengineering.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27,2008 3:58 PM 
To: Me ja, Rebecca 
Subject: Western Station - Landscape Plan 

Becky, 

As  discussed, attached is a PDF of the proposed landscape plan showing street tree layout and 
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Worksheet 2: Runoff curve number and runoff 

CN (weighted) = total product = - - 
total area 

Frequency ................................................. Yr 

................................. Rainfall, P (24-hour) in 

.................................................. Runoff, Q in 
(Use P and CN with table 2-1, figure 2-1, or 
equations 2-3 and 2-4) 

(210-~r1-'PIZ-5.S. Second Ed., June 1966) 
'' 
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Chapter 2 Estimating Rt~noff Technical 1iclc;~se 56 
Urbm Hydrc-iiogy for Yntall Watersheds 

Figure 2-1 Solution of runoff equation. 

0 1 2 1 # # 4  5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

2 " 5  B $+*:, 
Ramfall (P), inches 

Cover type Hydrologic condition 

Table 2-2 addresses most: cos7er types. such as vegeta- 
tion, bczre soil, and impervious surfaces. There are a 
number of methods for tletennining cover type. The 
most comnon are field r eco~a i s s~mce ,  aerial photo- 
graphs, ~trld laritf use maps. 

Treatment 

Treat~nenris a cover t.ype modifier (used only in table 
2-2b) to describe the management of ctdt.ivated agri- 
~xl tural  Imtis. It, inclurlcs mecha~lical practices, sut:h 
as conto~~ring and terracing, ant1 management. prac- 
tices! such as crop rotations and reduced or  no tillage. 

Hydrologic co11ditio12 niciicates the efYects uf cover 
t.ype and treatment on infiltration and nuoff and is 
generally estin~at-ed fronz density of plant. and residue 
cover on sample areas. Good hydrologic condition 
indicates that the soil usually has a low runoff poten- 
tial for that. specific hytirologic soil group, cover type, 
and treatment Some hetors to'consider in estimating 
the e m c t  of cover on irtfiltxation and runoff are (a) 
ca.nopy or density of la.wns, crops, or other vegetative 
areas; (b) amount of year-round cover; (c) amount of 
grass or dose-seeded legumes Bt rotatior~s; (rl) percent 
of residue covcx-; and (e) degree of surface roughxess. 

f210-!rl-TIt-BB, Second Ed., June 1DS6) 
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Worksheet 3: Time of Concentration 

/ Check one: a Present Developed 

I Check one: T, 0 T( through subarea 

Notes: Space for as many as two segments per flow type can be used for each worksheet. 
Include a map, schematic, or description of fiow segments, 

Segment ID 

1. Surface description (table 3-1) ................................... 
2. Manning's roughness coefficient, n (table 3-11 .......... 
3. Flow length, L (total L t 300 ft) ................................. ft 
4. Two-year 24-hour rarniail, P2 ................................. in 

5. Land slope, s ...................................................... ftlft 
e ~ j i  x @ 

I 
- 0.8 ,a&3~mp~te Tt ......... hr - Q, 

6. T~ = 0.007 (nL) - 0 
- - M 

, P" O.5 SO?_, I 

- 
Segment ID E 

s 
7. Surface description (paved or unpaved) ..................... 0 

a 
C, 8. Flow length, L ........................................................... fi 

9. Watercourse slope, s Wft 
3 

............................................ 

10. Average velocity, V (figure 3-1) ............................. 81s 

11. Tt= L Compute Tt ........... hr - - 
3600 V 

Segment ID 

12. Cross sectional flow area, a ................................. ft2 

13. Wetted penmeter, pw .............................................. fi 
a 

......................... 14. Hydraulic radius, r= - Compute r ft 
Pw 15 Channel slope, s .................................................. ftlft 

16. Manning's roughness coefficient, n ............................ 
17. V = 1.49 r ' I 3  s ' I2  Compute V ................ Ws 

n 

18. Fiofsstength, L .......................................................... ft 
19. TI= Compute Tt .............. hr - - 

3600 V 
....................................................... 20. Watershed or subarea Tc or Tt (add Tt in steps 6, 11 , and 19) ~r e3eQZ5 

(210-VI-?'It-55, Second Ed.. June lQ8C) D-3 
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Worksheet 4: Graphical Peak Discharge method 

Check one: @ Present a Developed 

1. Data 

Drainage area .............................. .. ........ A - 8 72 ,i2 (acres/640) m -  

Runoff curve number CN = 9 (From worksheet 2) ................................. 

Time of concentration ................................. T - c - p' 25 hr (From worksheet 3) 

- I Rainfall distribution ....................................... - 1 A (I, IA, I1 Ill) I 
Pond and swamp areas sprea 

- throughout watershed .................................. - a: percent of Am ( acres or mi2 covered) 

Storm #1 Storm #2 Storm #3 

2. Frequency .................................................................................... Yr 

br- rs 
3. Rarnfali, P (24-hour) .................................................................... in d 3 ~ 5  

..................................................................... 4. Initial abstraction, I, 

I (Use CN with table 4-1) I 

6. Un~t peak discharge, q, .................................................... csml~n 
(Use Tc and la /  P with exhlb~t 4- ) 

I I I 1 

5. Compute I 1 P .................................................................................. a 

7. Runoff, Q in 1 2.i 1 - L* &%- ...................................................................................... 
(From worksheet 2) Figure 2-6 

3 

with table 4-2. Factor is 1 .O for 

8. Pond and swamp adjustment factor, Fp 

*%pi$$ 

........................................... 

( Where q, = qu A, QFp ) 

@eg - 4 7  

zero percent pond ans swamp area.) 

Q10-VI-TR-5.5, Second Ed., June 108G) 

(Use percent pond and swamp area 

\.a 
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e 3 ~ 5 @  b b +  

) = o  

9. Peak discharge, qp .................................................................... ft3/s 
?f-J, i 

t i  

j e  Q 



Chapter 4 Graphical Peak Dischage Method 'kch~?icai Itclcasc 65 
&ban E~dlwlogy for 4 n d I  Warersheds 

-- - - - -- 
Exhibit 4-IA IJnit peak dischat'gc (Q) tor XRC:S (SCS) tvpc Ih ranfall hstriburlon 

t - i  Time of concentration (TE), (hours) 

(210-VI-TIi-55, Second Ed., June 1YSG) 4-6 
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Worksheet 2: Runoff curve number and runoff 

I Check one: Present b Deveioped 

Cover descnpt~on 

(cover type treatment, and hydroiogic condtt~on, percent 
Impervious, unconnected/connected Impervious area ratlo) 

Totals 

CN (weighted) = total product = - - 
total area 

Area 1 Product 
of 

CN x area 

......... ..................................... Frequency ... C -2 I Q 

Storm # I  

Rainfall, P (24-hour) ............................. in 

................................................ Runoff,Q in 
(Use P and CN with table 2-1, figure 2-1, or 

i equations 2-3 and 2-4) 

Storm #2 

D-2 (210-LT1-TIL-55, Seccmci Ed.. June IiiGG) 
Attachment 5-1 53 
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Chapter 2 Estimating Runoff Technical ltclemr 56 

C'rban Hytiroiogy for Yn~all Watersheds 

Figure 2- 1 Solutiior~ of runoff eqoat;ion. 

0 1 2 1 3 1 4  5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 

Rainfall (Pj, inches 

Cover type Hydrologic condition 

Table 2-2 addresses most. cover types. such xq vegeta- 
tion, brare soil, and impervious surfaces. There are a 
number of n~ethods for determining cover tsrpe. The 
most common are field reconnai~s~mce, aerial ph0t.o- 
graphs, and land use rr~dps. 

Treatment 

Treat~nent is a cover t.ype modifier (used only in table 
2-'Lb) to describe tho inanagement. of cuIt.ivated agri- 
cultural lands. It. includes mechar~ical pract:ices, such 
as contouring and terracing, and management prac- 
tices, such as crop rotations and reduced or  no tillage. 

Hydrologic cor~dition indicates the et'rects of cover 
type <md treatlnent on infiltration and r~unoff and is 
generally estin~ated from density of plant. and residue 
cover on samnple areas. Good hydrologic condition 
intlicat.es that the soil usually has a low runoff po.l:erl- 
tial for that. specific hytlrologic soil group, cover type, 
a ~ c l  treatment. Sorrle lac.l:ors ito consider in estimahng 
the e.Uect oP cover on infiltration and rul~off are ca) 
ca,nopy or density of la.wns, crops, or other vegetative 
arcas; (b) amount of year-round cover; (c )  amount of 
grass or close-seeded legumes i11 rotations; (d) percent 
of residue cover; and (e) degree (sf surface roughness. 

(210-VI-?'It-56, Second Ed., June IDGFj 
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Worksheet 3: Time of Concentration (Tc) or travel time (Tt) 

I Check one: Present B ~ e v e l o ~ e d  

Locatron 

I Check one: O T ~  [3 T( through subarea I 
Notes: Space for as many as two segments per flow type can be used for each worksheet. 

Include a map, schematic, or description of flow segments. 

1 

Checked 
-F "!+$ 

i - - 1  

Segment  ID 

1. Surface description (table 3-1) ................................... 
2. Manning's roughness coefficient, n (table 3-1) .......... 
3. Flow length, L (total L t 300 ft) ................................. ft 
4. Two-year 24-hour rainfall, P2 .................................. in 

Date 
@ x2p s p  3"zL *d4 

5. Land slope, s ftlft c % &  I ........................................................ 
,Q t \  ~ ' 3 a  

# @5"53 j f /  - - d 
o 8 Compute Ti: ......... hr Y- 

6. -rt = 0.007 (nL) c*) 
I 

Segment  ID 

7. Surface descriptton (paved or unpaved) ..................... 
8. Flow length, L ........................................................... ft 

9. Watercourse slope, s ............................................ Wft 

10. Average velocity, V (figure 3-1 f ............................. ff/s 

l l . T t =  l- Compute Tt ........... hr - - 
3600 V 

S e g m e n t  ID 

12. Cross sectional flow area, a ................................. ft2 

.............................................. 13. Wetted perrmeter, pw ft 
a 

14. Hydraulic radius, r= - Compute r ......................... ft 
Pw 15 Channel slope, s ..................................................... ft/ft 

16. Manning's roughness coefficient, n ............................ 
17. V = 7.49 r a3 s ' I 2  Compute V ................ ft/s 

n 
18. Fbwkngth, L .......................................................... ft 
1 9 . s t =  Compute Tt .............. hr 

3600 V 
20. Watershed or subarea Tc or Tt (add Tt ~n steps 6, 11 , and 19) .................................................... Hr =H * 837 

(210-VI-TR5.5, Setr,nd Ed., Jwc 198(;) D-3 
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Worksheet 4: Graphical Peak Discharge method 
Project 

%n d "IT& ys$A 
Date / 6 2  ?& 3% 1 

I Check one: Present @ ~ e v e l o ~ e d  

1. Data 

.......................................... Drainage area A m -  - * ? 3 ~ @ 3  mi2 (acresl640) 

Runoff curve number ................................. CN = q 5 (From worksheet 2) 

Time of concentrat~on ................................. Tc = Q3 hr (From worksheet 3) 

- Rainfall distribution ....................................... - 1 /i (I, IA, I1 Ill) 

Pond and swamp areas sprea - throughout watershed ................................... - acres or mi2 covered) 

I Srorrr #: Storrr, #2 Storr: 13 
I 

2. Frequency ................................................................................... 25 

6. Unit peak discharge, a,,, csmlln lY2Q ........................................................ 

PC7 

..................................................................... 4. tn~tial abstraction, la fn 

(Use T, and la / P withexhibit 4- ) 

8 I I 

\,2$ 
7. Runoff, Q ..................................................................................... ~n 5 4 3  ? 1 

(From worksheet 2) Figure 2-6 

(Use CN wtth table 4-1) 

5. Compute la 1 P .................................................................................. 

8. Pond and swamp adjustment factor, Fp ........................................... 
(Use percent pond and swamp area 

a 
s 192 6 \3"5 

with table 4-2. Factor is 1 .O for 

,135 

zero percent pond ans swamp area.) 

9. Peak d~scharge, qp ..................................................................... ft3/s @. I O O / O ~ I Z ~  13,151 ] 
j Where qp = q, A, QFp ) 

iZ10-Vl-TR35, Second Ed., Junck 10XG) 

Attachment 5-1 56 



Chapter 4 Graphical Peak Dischage Method 'rech~~iical Ilclcasc 58 
LTrban Hydrology for Srnall Watersheds 

Exhibit 4-IA lJr-iit. peak discharge (gj for NRCS (SCS) type IA rainfall dist,ribution 

Time of concentration (Tc), (hours)  

(210-VI-TIZ-5.5, Sccoz~d Ed.: J w e  1980 4-6 
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Worksheet 6a: Detention basin storage, peak outflow discharge (q,) known 

Check one: Present a Developed 

Locat~on 

qi 

7. Runoff, Q ................. in 
( From worksheet 2) 

Detention basin storage ( acre feet ) 

Checked s &4' ;.\ 

Data: 
Drainage area .............. = "3 mi2 v~ .............................. 6. - 
Rainfall distribution - !& 
type ( I, IA, t i ,  ill) - Vr 

( Use with figure 6-1) 

Date 

m5~3F3 

.................. 2. Frequency yr /I 8. ~ u n o f f  volume 
Vr ................... ac ft 

4. Peak outflow 
discharge qQ .......... ft3/s 

10. Maximum storage Em,, 
9 o (from plot) 

5. Compute - ................ 
9i 

1/ 2nd stage qo includes 1st stage qo. 

(210-VI-TIi-5.5, Second Ed., J m ~ e  1986) U-7 
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Worksheet 6a: Detention basin storage, peak outflow discharge (q,) known 

Check one: C] Present E ~ e v e i o ~ e d  

Detention basin storage ( acre feet ) 
- 

1. Data: I: 

Drainage area .............. Am = *m@J mi; v~ .............................. 6 .  - I C, P 
Ramfall distribution 
type ( I, IA, 11, 111) = i A  V r z 

( Use 4, with figure 6-1) 
a. I 

7. Runoff, Q ................. 
( From worksheet 2) 1 

.................. 2.  Frequency 8. Runoff volume 
r ............... ac ft 

3. Peak inflow (V, = QA, 53.33) 

discharge qi ............ ft3/s 1-1 9, storage 
(from worksheet 4 or 5b) Vs ac-ft 

i I 
......................... 

7 (V, = QA, 53.33) 

2 9. Storage volume, 
v s  ......................... ac-ft 

i I 

-1 
4. Peak outflow 

discharge 40 .......... ft31s 

1 0  Maximum storage Em,, / 
g o  (from plot) 

I 
5. Compute - ................ 

qi 

1/ 2nd stage qo includes 1st stage qo. 

- - Z&9 !&F 
(210-\T-TTi-5.?, Second Ed., June 1986) 
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Chapter 6 Storage Voiume for Detention Basins Techniczl IZelcttw 65 

Urban Hytkolog for Small Watersheds 

Input requirements and Estimating V, 
psscedures 

I.ise worksheet. 6s to esi.ima.t.e V,, storage volul-ne 
TJse figure 6-1 esl;imtilre storage volurue (V,) requiretl or requiretl, by the following proc:edure. 
peak o.ut:llow (Lscharge (B). The rnost frequent appli- 
cation is i:o estirr~ate V,, for which the rc!cluiretl input:s 1. De.l:emine (1,. Many factors may clickate the selec- 
are runoff volurne P,)! q,, and peak inflow discharge 1;ion of peak outnow discl~arge. The most corrmon 
(yi). To estimate q,,, the required inpuls are V,, V,, is lo limit downstream discharges to a desired 
and qi. level, such a.; prede~eiopment discharge. h o t h e r  

factor inay be that. t,he o1.1tflow device ha? already 
hee~t se1ed:ed. 

2. Estimate c ~ i  by proceciures irt chapters 4 or 5.  Do 
not use peak discharges developed by oiher proce- 
cture. When using the Tabular Hydrograph me1;hod 
to estimate $ for a subarea., only use peak dis- 
charge associated with T, = 0. 

Figure 6-1 t\pproxlmate detention basln routxng for rainfall types I, 211.11. and I11 

.1 .2 .3 .4 .5 1 .6 I .7 
P e a k  outflow discharge qo bge5% 6bk 

P e a k  inflow discharge (F) 

1210-Vl-TR-3.5, Second Ed., June 1966) 
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-er Technologies, Inc Technical and Design Manual 

Specification Worksheet 

You can use this worksheet to specify a unit by filling in sizing and location criteria, 
and comparing your criteria with the tabulated values in the Engineering and Design 
section of this manual. If you would like aid in sizing or specifyrng a unit, BaySaver 
TechnologiesTM Engineers are waiting to help you at 1-800-229-7283 (1-800-Baysaver). 

COPY THIS PAGE AS NEEDED 

Sizing Criteria 

Qa !2 3 *:z 
Maximum Design Flow Rate ....... 

Peak Design Flow Rate ............... a, 151 cJ=-s 
Inlet Pipe Siie ............................ \ Qr' 

Outlet Pipe Size 0 .......................... N 
M 

Location Criteria 
I - - - 

b ~ , ; 8 ~  c.l ........... Location for Maintenance - c 

E 
C 
0 
m 
4 

p4.Q p-4 Gd Obstacles 
3 ................................... 

Left or Right Baysaver@ Separator Unit 

Go to the tables in the Engineering and Design section of this manual and use your 
criteria to determine the BaySaveP Separator Unit size. If you have questions about 
variables or other particulars of your specification, please call BaySaver TechnologiesTM 
at 1-800-229-7283 (1-800-Baysaver). 

BavSavefl Se~arator  Unit Size ............ i/z< 
BavSavefl Se~arator  Unit Diameter ... 4-B '( 

Reducer A d a ~ t e r  Needed ..................... 
is the same as the outlet pipe 

Size, then a reducer adapter is not needed.) 



Engineering and Design 

Baysaver@ Separator Units are manufactured in five standard sizes. The sizes of both 
the primary and storage manholes may be varied to suit any specific site conditions 
necessary. By selecting a separator unit size and making adjustments in the manhole 
diameters, the design engineer has the freedom to adapt the BaySaveP Separation 
Systems to the needs of a particular site. The entire system can easily be customized 
and hydraulically scaled to treat any stormwater flow. 

Specifying BavSaveB Separation Systerns 

The first step in specifying a Baysaver@ Separation System is determining where to 
place it. One of the advantages of the Baysaver@ Separation System is its flexibility in 
site placement. The Baysaver@ Separation System can be configured as either a 
right- or left-hand unit to design around existing structures and can be placed 
under load bearing surfaces or in green spaces. Looking downstream through the 
system, if the storage manhole is placed to the left of the primary manhole a left-hand 
unit is needed, and if the storage manhole is placed to the right of the primary manhole 
a right-hand unit is needed. 

The most important consideration in specifying the site of the Baysaver@ Separation 
System is choosing a location where inspection and maintenance access is readily 
available. 

The Baysaver@ Separation Systems can be designed downstream of multiple inlets or 
catch basins to reduce the number of devices needed onsite, thus decreasing regulatory 
and maintenance costs. 

Baysaver@ Separation Systems are typically shown on site plans as shown in Figure 9. 
BaySaver TechnologiesTM also makes available standardized CAD details of the system 
in electronic format. These files contain all the information necessary to order materials 
and install the system. Please contact the BaySaver Technologiesm team for a copy of 
these details or visit our web site at www.BaySaver.com. 

March, 2004 9 
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BavSayer TechnoloEEies, Inc Technical and Desim Manual 

Sizing BavSave* Separation Systems 

The best way to size the Baysave* Separator Unit is to calculate the now rate 
that will be conveyed though the system. In  this way, it can be determined which 
separator unit best meets site specific design capacities and local regulations. The five 
different sizes of separator unit have the hydraulic capacities in cubic feet per second 
(cfs) shown in Table 1. 

The BaySaveP Separator Unit can also be sized from impervious acreage if the flow rate 
generated over an acre takes into account regional differences and local regulations for 
your area. For example, Table 2 shows recommended sizing guidelines based on 
impervious drainage area in Mount Airy, Maryland. The site-specific conditions in your 
area may be different, and BaySaver TechnologiesTM is available to help adjust 
calculations to your local conditions. 

10 March, 2004 
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Technical and Design Manual Baysaver Technologies, Inc. 

Sizing By Flow Rate 

To size the BaySaver" Separation System, the design flow through your storm drain 
must be calculated. Compare that flow rate to the Peak Design Flow Rate listed in Table 
1. Select a unit with a Peak Design Flow Rate higher than your design flow. The unit 
you select and all larger BaySaver" Separator Units have the capacity to convey your 
design flow without backing up your system. 

Local regulations may specify that a certain volume or flow rate must be treated. In that 
case, compare the Maximum Treatment Flow Rate with the treatment flow specified by 
your local regulations. Again, the Baysaver@ Separator Unit must have a Maximum 
Treatment Flow Rate that is higher than your determined treatment flow rate. This 
ensures that the BaySaver" Separation System will meet your local regulations for 
pollutant removal. 

Example: 

A 7 . 5  acre highly impervious site located in Mt. Airy, Maryland, needs stormwater 
treatment. Local regulations specify that 80% of the Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 
must be removed from the yearly runoff by treating an intensity of 1" per hour. 

M 
cV 

For peak design, the 10-year design storm for this location is calculated to generate M I 

27 cubic feet per second (cfs) of runoff to be carried through the storm drain. Using - - - 
Table 1, we cross-reference this value against the Peak Design Flow Rates. The ~ l i  

srnallest unit that can convey this peak design flow is the 3 K  Baysaver" Separator s 
a 

Unit. fi 
L 

For treatment, to remove 80% of the total suspended solids from this site, a flow 0 
m 

Cli 
rate is calculated using the 1" per hour rainfall intensity. This generates the 
treatment flow rate, which is equal to 7.5 cfs. Again using Table 1, we cross- ? 
reference this value against the listed Maximum Treatment Flow Rates and find that 
this rate exceeds that of the 3 K  unit. Therefore, the next larger size for the 
BaySaver" Separator Unit is the appropriate choice, that being the 5 K  BaySaverB 
Separator Unit with a Maximum Treatment Flow of 1 1.1 cfs . 

If you have any questions about the sizing of a BaySaveF Separation System, local 
regulations, treatment flow, or you have flow rates exceeding that of our 10K BaySaveF 
Separator Unit, please call BaySaver TechnologiesTM at 1-800-229-7283 (800-Baysaver) 
and one of our application engineers will assist you. Our engineers' most important 
job responsibility is to be of assistance to you, the customer. We want your 
business experiences with BaySaver TechnologiesTM to be handled professionally and 
are willing to do what it takes to make your project a success. 

March, 2004 11 
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Manhole Sizing 

Standard Baysave9 Separation Systems use identically sized structures for both the 
primary and storage manholes. An example of this is shown in Table 3. The designer 
can choose to use larger manholes to account for factors specific to the site such a s  a 
need for increased pollutant storage. The additional sediment and oil storage capacity 
will result in a longer interval between required maintenance procedures. 

To increase the storage capacity for floatables and oils, a bulk-headed pipe may be 
added to the storage manhole. This pipe can help contain a spill, and it can be 
designed to match the volume of the potential event. If a spill does occur, the 
BaySaveP Separation System must be maintained as soon as  it is safe to do so. 

Sizing and Specifving the Reducer/Adapter 

Sizing the reducer/adapter is a simple process. Specify the outlet diameter of your pipe 
when the BaySaver TechnologiesTM is ordered and the appropriate reducerladapter wili 
be supplied with your unit. 

12 March, 2004 
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A B a y S a v e r  Technolo~es, Inc. 

Storage Capacities 

Baysaver" Separation Systems retain the trapped pollutants in the two precast 
manholes. Maintenance is required when the accumulated sediments in either manhole 
reach a height of two feet from the floor. The maintenance interval for a typical 
installation is determined by the sediment buildup; on most sites, oils and floatables 
will not accumulate at the same rate as the solids. 

hl 
Cr) 
I - - - 

+J 

C 

E 
1: 
0 
(B 
+J 

3 

* Sediment and floatable storage capacities given in this table reflect the recommended 
maintenance level. 

March, 2004 13 
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Worksheet 2: RunoR curve number and runoff 

I Check  o n e  C] Presen t  H ~ e v e l o p e c i  

Soii name 
and 

hydrologic 

Cover description 

group 
(cover type, treatment, and hydrologic condition; percent a, 

(appendix A) impervious; unconnectedlconnected impervious area ratio) 

Jf Use only one CN source per line 
Totals 

CN (weighted) = total product = - - 
total area 

; u s e  CN 

................................................. Frequency Y r 

................................. Rainfall, P (24-hour) in 

Runoff, Q ........................................... in 
(Use P and CN with table 2-1, figure 2-1, or 
equations 2-3 and 2-4) 

(310-~1.~11-~5, Second Ed., June 106(j) ' , 
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Chapter 2 Estimating Runoff Technical Relcssr 56 

Grbm Hyrlroiogy for Smai! iiFzc?rshe.ds 

Figure 2-1 Solutior\ o l  runoff eqaatmn. 

case I, = 0.2S, so that 

0 i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

09 
Rainfall (P), inches 

Cover type Hydrologic condition 

Table 2-2 addresses xr~usl. cover types, such as vegeta- 
tion, bare soil, and impervious surfaces. There are a 
number of methods for det.ennining c!over t.~~ppe The 
most. common are fieid reco~naiss~mce, aerial photo- 
graphs, and lar~d use maps. 

Treatment 

Treatment is a cover t .pe  modifier (used only in table 
2-2b) to describe the management of cultivated agri- 
cultural lanrfs. It includes mechanical practices, sudt 
aq contouring and terracing, and Inarkagemen?. prac- 
tices, such as crop rotations ar~d reduced o r  no tillage. 

NydroIogic cor?dirio~l ir~dicates the efFects of cover 
t.y-pe ~ c l  treatinent on infiltration and rumoff and is 
generally estinlated from density of pl~vlt and residue 
coves on samnple arcas. Good hydrologic condition 
indicates that the soil usually has a low nmoffpoten- 
t id  for th~t, specific hydrologic soil group, cover type, 
a td  treatment. Some lact;ors iro consider in estimating 
the effect of covcs on ir-tfiltration and runoff are ('a) 
canopy or density of la.wns, crops, or other vegetative 
areas; (b) amount of year-round cover; (c) amount of 
grass or close-seeded legumes irt r o t ~ t ' i o r ~ ~ ;  ((1) percent 
of sesiciue cover; and (e) tleg~.ee of surface roughness. 

(2lO-Vl-TR->i, Second Ed., J L ~  1DGFj 
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Worksheet 3: Time of Concentration (Tc) or travel time (Tt) 
Project :. 

I Check one: Present K e v e i o p e d  

/ Check one: i c  TI fhiough subarea 

Notes: Space for as many as two segments per flow type can be used for each worksheet. 
Include a map, schematic, or description of flow segments. 

Segment ID 1 1 1 I 
.......... 2. Manning's roughness coefficient, n (table 3-71 s 1 

1. Surface description (table 3-1) ................................... 
I 

3. Flow length, L (total L t 300 ft) ................................. ft 

I 

4. Two-year 24-hour rainfall, P;, ................................ in 
I 

E 

Segment ID C 
0 m 

7. Surface description (paved or unpaved) ..................... .CI 

8. Flow iength, L fi 
3 

........................................................... 

9. Wztercourse slope, s ............................................ Wfi 

10. Average velocity, V (figure 3-1) ............................. fi ls 
L - 

11. T t =  Compute Tt ........... hr - 
3600 V 

I 
I 

5. Land slope, s .................................................... fffft 

......... 

Segment ID 

12. Cross sectional flow area, a ................................. ft2 

13. Wetted perimeter, pw ............................................. ft 
a 

14. Hydraulic radius, r= - Compute r ......................... ft 
P w 15 Channel slope, s ................................................... ftlft 

16. Manning's roughness coefficient, n ............................ 

I 
03 

1 7  V = 1 4 9  r a3 s '" Compute V ................ ft/s / 
n I 

6 T~ = 0.007 (nL\ Compute Tt. h r  - I + I  =I] - - 
p, 0.5 $.4 - 

a 

18. Fbw-kngih, L .......................................................... ft 

19. T t =  Compute Tt .............. hr 
3600 V 

20. Watershed or subarea Tc or Tt (add Tt in steps 6, 11 , and 19) ..................................... .. ........... 

(910-VI-TTZ-56, S e c o ~ ~ u  Ed.; Jr D-3 
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Worksheet 4: Gra~hical Peak Discharge method 

Location 

Check On€?: e Present @ Deveioped 

1. Data 

Drainage area .......................................... 

Runoff curve number ............................... C N  = 45 (From worksheet 2) 

............................... Time of concentration Tc = '3 37 h i  (From worksheet 3) 

- Rainfall distribution ....................................... - 1 A ( I ,  /A, I1 Ill) I 
Pond and swamp areas sprea 

- throughout watershed ................................... - d: percent of A~ ( acres or m12 covered) 
7 

2. Frequency .................................................................................... 

.................................................................... 3. Rainfall, P (24-hour) 

4. Initial abstrac:ion, la ..................................................................... in 
(Use CN with table 4-1) 

5. Compute la/ P ............................... 

I 

6. Unit peak discharge, q, ........................................................ csmiin 
(Use Tc and la / P with exhibit 4- ) 

7. Runoff, Q ...................................................................................... in 
(From worksheet 2) Figure 2-6 

8. Pond and swamp adjustment factor, Fp ........................................... 1 
(Use percent pond and swamp area 
with table 4-2. Factor is 1 .O for 
zero percent pond ans swamp area.) r I 

Bq 0% 
9. Peak discharge, qp ..................................................................... ft3Is L'* LJd 

(210-T'l-'I'R-ji, Second Ed., Junc 1UtjLi) 
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Chapter 4 Graphical Peak Dischage Method 'l'echi1ic:al Itclc!asc. 55 
Grban Hydl.olugy for Small Watersheds 

- ~ 

Exhibit 4-IA Knit. peak dischxg.ge ((1,) for NRCS (S(IS) tvpe IA rainfall distribution 

Time af concent ra t ion  (Tc j ,  (hours )  

i 

(210-TI-TI<-55, Secor~d Ed., June IUSCi) 4-5 
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Excerpt from Draft Minutes of the 
October 15, 2008, Planning Commission Meeting 

regarding the Western Station application 
(PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 



III. PUBLIC HEARING - Western Station (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 

A. Openins and Procedures: 

The Chair welcomed cit~zens and revi procedures. Staff will 
present an overview followed by th 
and public testimony, followed by rebu 
in opposition and sur-rebuttal by opp 
The Commission may ask questions 
decision. Any person interested in the 
Please try not to repeat testimony of 
concur with earlier speakers without 
evening, please keep your comme 
decision is based. 

ria from the Land Development 

as a handout at the ba 

may request a continuance to address 

+Ir 
r: 

t 
C 

Interest 
air Bird, speaking on behalf of all the Planning Commissioners, said that 

they have worked with Commissioner Weber but do not believe that this will 
in any way prevent them from making a fair and impartial decision in this case. 
Commissioner Gervais said that she had been involved with testimony against 
previous applications for this parcel of land, but she did not think it would bias 
her review of the application to be heard tonight. 

2. Ex Parte Contacts . Commissioner Gervais said that because of her previous involvement with 
citizens in the reviews of past proposals before she was a Commissioner, she 
was still on some e-mail lists and had received some e-mail announcements 
about the application. She did not respond to them, nor did she attend any of 
the meetings to which people were invited. This will in no way compromise her 
ability to make a fair and impartial decision on this proposal. 

Deputy City Attorney spoke to the issue of Commissioner Weber's involvement with 
presenting on behalf of the applicant. He said that the specter of conflict of interest was 
not raised in this case because it requires the Planning Commissioner to actually act in 
capacity as a decision-maker. Commissioner Weber is not doing so. 

Planning Commission, October 15, 2008 Page 7 of 20 



3. Rebuttals to declarations 

p's test~mony referred 
de of Eth~cs. Sect~on 

. Ruby Moon asked Atto 
Weber being privy to wr 

presented. 

Attorney Coulombe noted that 

any of the participants would 

Manager Towne said at hits their desks is considered as 
public information. At to respond to the information, even 
if it is part of the fin ency is what the City aims for. 

y information submitted relating to a case becomes public $ 
the public. The applicant is part of the public. 3 

ell said that the status of the applicant's presenter as a Planning 
oes not give them access to any additional information over what any 

uld get. All applicants have available to them copies of all testimony. All of 
's submitted material is made available to the public. If new information gets 

. Bill Metz, 750 SW C, said he wished to make the point that even though 
Commissioner Weber has recused herself, when she comes before the 
Planning Commission on behalf of an applicant she comes with an "aura" of 
enhanced credibility because of her role in the public body. He believes that 
is why the City's Administrative Policy Code of Ethics is written the way it is. 
The Planning Commissioners have relationships with the presenter by virtue 
of discussions on other matters. Those personal relationships could also give 
the advantage of enhanced clarity. He believes these are the reasons this 
could be considered a conflict of interest as indicated in the administrative 
guidelines. 

Attorney Coulombe said that the plain language of the administrative policy refers to the 
"governing body of the public body," which is the City Council, not the Planning 

Planning Commission, October 15, 2008 Page 8 of 20 



Commission. Certainly there have been good comments offered on this issue, and there 

b ~ ~ t ,  lrnder State law, there is no actual conflict: of interest. T othing to prohibit a 

ponent of an application. 

Commissioners have recused them 
There have not been any applicants 

to the Planning Commissioners clarations about their ability to 
eber might have, as well as the 

relationships that many of the might have with others in the 
t those relationships aside and 

commissions before which similar 

ood, said he is willing to accept that the w 
stoners will do their best not to let personal , 

m 

on Jurisdictional Grounds: None 

Kevin Young said the case under consideration, Western Station, is a 
proval of a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, Tentative 
t, and Plan Compatibility Review to construct four attached units containing 

commercial space on the first floor and mezzanine, with residential units above. The four- 
lot subdivision would allow each commercial/residential unit to be located on an individual 
lot. Planned Compatibility Review is required because the square footage of the non- 
commercial uses exceeds the square footage of commercial uses within the development. 

The .64-acre site is located on the south side of Western Boulevard, between 6th and 7th 
Streets. Planner Young showed a map of the area and described the map designations, 
zoning, and usage of the properties surrounding the site. The map designation for 
Western Station is Mixed Use Commercial (MUC), with a zoning designation of Mixed Use 
Commercial with a Planned Development Overlay (PD(MUC)). There are no natural 
features on the site. 

Planning Commission, October 15, 2008 Page 9 of 20 



D. Leqal Declaration: 

testimony to the criteria 
. It is necessary at this 

The failure of the applicant to raise 
conditions of approval with sufficient 

E. Applicant's Presentation: 

rd of his firm and said that they 

meeting in time to be the presenter. 

Mr. Hutchens e Station property is a small, triangular piece of 
d on SW Western Boulevard between 6th and 7th 

two pieces remaining in the City with this zoning under the present Land Development 
Code. The Detailed Development Plan is presented in Attachment A-I of the staff report. 
The application proposes that the land be developed with four live-work units featuring 
commercial space on the lower levels and two-bedroom townhouse-style condominiums 
on the upper levels. The building frontage will face SW Western Boulevard, which will be 
improved with extra-wide sidewalks and several other pedestrian amenities. The site will 
be separated from the railroad tracks to the east by a fence and a nine-foot-wide 
landscape buffer. The on-site parking is all to be located behind the buildings and will be 
accessed by a single access drive off Western Boulevard, located to the west of the 
building. Another landscape buffer will isolate the parking area from the railroad tracks to 
the southwest of the site. 

Planning Commission, October 15, 2008 Page 10 of 20 



Mr Hutchens pointed out that, as noted in the staff report, many of the current Planning 
Commissioners were also on the Commission at the time of deliberations on a previous 

(FAR) and on-site parking provisions. 

floor area in each of the units has be 
the zoning. Commercial uses will be 
per 400 square feet or less of floor ar 
are also met. The commercial FAR residential uses 

s in Land Development Code 

a in excess of the minimum 

elineation between the commercial 
f these features will combine to form 

e; pedestrian-friendly in orientation, design 
cated vibrant centerpiece of a revitalized 

(D 
I 

g while meeting most of the required standards, especially those that 
ed most important by the City and the public (on-site parking and FAR). 

w commercial development shall be concentrated in designated Mixed Use 
ich are located to maximize access by transit and pedestrians." This Mixed Use 

Lastly, Mr. Hutchens pointed out that, regarding residential development, Comprehensive 
Plan Policy 9.2.4 requires neighborhoods to be pedestrian-oriented, with neighborhood 
development patterns giving "priority consideration to pedestrian-based uses, scales, and 
experiences in determining the orientation, layout and interaction of public and private 
spaces." The proposed building design is an exemplary approach to meeting this policy, 
since it uses townhouse condominiums on top of commercial spaces, all fronting a street 
with extra-wide sidewalks and pedestrian amenities, and located within walking distance 
of downtown and OSU. 

Mr. Hutchens said that, for the most part, the variances fall into one of two groups. The 
first group consists of dimensional variances that are predominantly a result of the odd 
shape of the parcel. The shape effectively creates a pinch-point where the boundary 
formed by the railroad tracks curves to the north and east. This pinch-point makes it 
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impossible to construct a development that meets all of the development standards, 
including density, FAR, parking, he~ght limitations, and Pedestrian-Or~ented Design 

lopment standards, 
ally, parking and the 

order to meet the most 

in the width of the sidewalk from 5 
requirements for a sidewalk width. Al 

requirement. 

requested deal with landscape 
the requisite 10-foot planting 
ng techniques allowing them 

required 20-foot land uses and industrial uses on the east 
. As compensation, the applicant is 

ant has reviewed the staff report, and is in agreement with the 
of Approval, and asks for the Planning Commission's approval of the 

Commissioner Saunders asked about the mezzanine and the breakdown of floor area. Mr. 
Hutchens said that the ground level was approximately 800 square feet and the mezzanine 
approximately 300 square feet. In response to her comment that she was having trouble 
visualizing use of it, Mr. Hutchens said the intent would be for small start-up software 
companies, sole-proprietor insurance companies, and that type of use. The mezzanine 
would be suited for use as office space. 

Commissioner Saunders said that the application proposes extra-wide sidewalks for 
potential restaurant use, yet the parking requirements or allocations do not seem to work 
with this type of use. Mr. Hutchens said that, frankly, that particular wording is a carryover 
from the previous application. This proposal specifically excludes restaurant use in the 
commercial spaces because of the parking requirements. The extra-wide sidewalks are 
still in the design, but there will not be any restaurant uses allowed. 
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F. Staff Report: 

In response to Commissioner Saunders' question about mezzanines, Planner Young said 
that it would be similar to the small mezzanine in Grass Roots Bookstore in downtown 
Corvallis. 

Planner Young remind 
them for consideration. The Planned 
reviewed the five cate 
and Purposes, the us 
limiting commercial 
standard will ensure that only appr 
development is consi 
in the design and I 
awkwardly configured in-fill 

Planner Young stated 

1. With regard to Natural Resources, t re no significant natural features or hazard 
areas. 

eeded to assess compliance with the Mixed Use 
s conditioned, this project complies with all but 
he one requested variation is to the 20-foot > - 

sidential and the industrial land. The applicant , 
s Review approval, as is required by the 1993 

uare footage of the residential uses to exceed 
rsion of the Code is being used because that o 

a dards reside. Staff also looked at compatibility - 
ed, this project complies. 3 

riance requests include: 
narrowing the driveway width from 24 feet to 20 feet in one portion of the site; 
narrowing the internal sidewalk width from 5 feet to 4.5 feet; 
reducing the landscape buffer from 20 feet to 9 feet on the east side; 
allowing access to an arterial street within 150 feet of 7th Street; 
reducing the amount of building located withing the maximum setback area 
along the street frontage; and, . allowing two of the lots to have a street frontage less than the required 25 feet. 

Planner Young explained that all of these requested variations stem from the unusual 
configuration of the site. For instance, there is nowhere to locate an accessway that 
would meet the required 150-foot separation from another access point to an arterial. 
Staff believes that the applicant has chosen the best location along the alignment. It 
would not be an option to preclude access to this site entirely. Staff finds that, in 
looking at the conflicting demands, the proposed development plan balances 
competing needs in a manner which will accentuate the primacy of pedestrian access. 

4. In terms of Compatibility, Site Design and Visual Elements, staff finds that the 
proposal will accommodate all necessary improvements on a difficult site. The 
proposed building design is within the 45-foot height limitation in the MUC district. The 
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separation of the building from any nearby development will ensure that the height and 
scale of the structure are not incompatible with adjacent development Staff noted 
that the allowed building height in the nearby RS-12 zone area is 35 feet, and within 

MUC and POD standards ensures will incorporate elements to 

will help mitigate noise impacts 
anticipate any unusual noises, o 

ion Study found the maximum traffic 

will only be those meeting the 
less. Planner Young reviewed 

the parking calculat 
requirements. Bike 

ds are met, as Conditioned. 

8. In terms of , the proposed application complies with all 
requirements, with the exception of the 25-foot 
licant has requested a variance from this on two 

+d 

s or the Plan Compatibility Review (PCR), and staff finds that the a 
tent with these criteria for the following reasons: 

lopment impacts by the physical separation of the site from nearby 
ents and by Land Development Code requirements and Conditions 

pertaining to building design, site layout, lighting, landscape buffering, among 

The proposed development will not adversely affect traffic, parking or access. 
It will not impact any significant natural features. 

Planner Young stated that staff recommends approval of the applications, as Conditioned. 

Questions of staff: None 

G. Public Testimonv in favor of the application: None 

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

Leslie Bishop, 827 SW 1 Oth Street, submitted written testimony (Attachment B). In 2007, 
both the Planning Commission and the City Council turned down the application for the 
Palazzo development, with the intent to minimize development. This is pretty much the 
same submittal, though development has actually been maximized by adding an extra 
story, now making the buildings four stories instead of three. 
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Ms. Bishop said she would address three Issues, and referred to her written testimony for 
all of the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code c~tations. She finds that the 

are no compensating 
benefits in terms of public input. The 
been contacted by anybody. There nefits for the varrances 

ork term as a 

the applicant did use the 
tial and commercial units 

r real estate agents. 

estern Boulevard, are safety hazards for 
cycle situation along Western Boulevard is 

er would have to be in the bicycle lane to actually r 

rnergency vehicles and SUVs, if they had to pass each other. 2 
not leave a place for delivery trucks. There will be roll up doors g 
the trucks to stage and not block an emergency vehicle if one E 

sky, 750 SW C Avenue, submitted written testimony (Attachment C) and 
is statement. While he strongly supports the MUC zoning designation for this 

nd believes that the neighborhood would benefit from the commercial space, he 
s In opposition to this specific application on the grounds that the development is 

nsistent with standards in the Land Development Code 3.20.40.01 (the 1993 LDC, as 
amended) regarding preservation of commercial land. Specifically, the proposal fails to 
comply with the MUC zone requirement for a commercial FAR of 0.25. One of the reasons 
the Planning Commission and City Council denied the previous Palazzo submittal was its 
failure to provide an adequate commercial FAR, without offering adequate compensating 
benefits. Mr. Bakalinsky disagrees with staff's logic in allowing the exclusion of the rail line 
easement from the total net lot area, and thereby finding that the 0.25 FAR requirement 
is met. He finds that this is a sleight of hand, and believes that the application should be 
preserving commercial space not by playing with numbers, but by designating more of the 
floor space in the proposed work-live units to actual commercial use. He urged the 
Planning Commission to deny the application. 

Matthew Bolduc, 1020 SW 1 Oth Street, submitted written testimony (Attachment D) and 
read from his statement. He asked the Planning Commission to deny approval, based on 
the grounds that insufficient vehicular parking has been proposed. The staff report 
suggests allowing a 10% reduction in parking due to its proximity to a transit stop and to 
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the fact that there IS parklng on one side of the frontage road, as based on Land 
Development Code 4.1.20.q.l and a Land Development Code Administratwe Decision 
dated April 25, 2008. Mr. Bcld~lc believes that the circumstances ir! this case warrant 
overriding this decision because of the long distance to the transit stop using a safe route, 
and the fact that the available on-street parking is on the north side of Western Boulevard. 
There is no marked crossing in the vicinity, and it requires a 4-plus block round trip to use 
a marked crossing. This would then be in conflict with Comprehensive Plan policy 11.4.1, 
which requires that the City " manage on-street parking to permit safe and efficient 
operation ...." Additionally, there is very little on-street parking in the vicinity of the 
development site that is not already heavily utilized; thus, overflow parking will likely impact 
existing neighborhoods. 

arly identical to those shown 
has now been turned 

concept was advanced with 
the Palazzo application w used as a bedroom, leading to 

. Additionally, Mr. Hutchens 
stated that the FAR nial of the Palazzo application. Mr. 
Bolduc asked the PI ce the formal findings from the City 

e staff report. Those were not the sole 
I noise and vibration 

and he knows that lower 
moving and colliding in a 
proposed construction of , 
n. For this reason, the 'C; 

buffer is a bad idea. Mr. Bolduc believes that all of the > - 
lopment on too little of a , 
could submit additional 

E 
.s 
0 
cer ais asked Mr. Bolduc if he really believes that the I I-foot setback - 

ake a difference in terms of the impact of noise on the occupants. Mr. 3 
would, and agreed to submit additional testimony in this regard. 

bard, 927 SW 1 Oth Street, read into the record the testimony submitted by Nancy 
,750 SW C Avenue (Attachment E). She urged the Planning Commission to deny 
lication based on design issues, compatibility with the neighborhood, and safety 

concerns as delineated in her written statement. 

Ruby Moon, 608 SW 7th, said that she has more questions and concerns now after 
listening to the testimony. She has lived on her corner of SW 7th and Western for 19 years 
and has considerable experience and knowledge about what goes on with traffic. 
Statewide Planning Goal 9 says that the City should consider economic development when 
reviewing land use applications. Providing unusable commercial space erodes the City's 
inventory of available land. Ms. Moon has had a business for 34 years, and has had as 
many as four businesses in three towns in many locations and sizes. She has also had 
several rentals in the area, including a live-work rental space. This proposed development 
is not a live-work situation as presented. The original live-work design was a two-story 
proposal, similar to what the Everett Station's live-work units were. Now it is four stories. 
These properties are required to have a 0.25% FAR, and she is very unclear about the 
mezzanine space. It looks like it is only accessible from the rear, and the space is 
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nebulous. It would seem easy to enclose th~s area and have it become another bedroom. 
In her calculations, there IS really only about 475 square feet of usable space, eliminating 

s not understand how 
I be. She knows of no 
. Locatlon is the first 

caveat of a business. There have been 
town. 

Ms. Moon stated that traffic is a key is 
travel east, they have to flow to the 
around the curved area. If the traffi 

7th Street will become an even 
talked about this issue. She 
development of the other 

ment D-1 in the application, the Existing 
ated, and is not available for parking. He 

ng for this neighborhood, instead of providing 

about the parking. Mr. Knapp said public interest 

two, second paragraph, Mr. Kloos argues that, under State law, this 
should be considered a supplemental application to the original Palazzo 

She has to get off the bus by Benson's rug store, where there is a crosswalk and a light. 
She wants to make sure there is plenty of sidewalk room and plenty of consideration for 
people who cannot drive. 

Karl Hartzell, 750 SW C Avenue, (Attachment F) said that a lot of his points have already 
been made regarding this development, but he would expand on the parking situation as 
it relates to the residential component of this development. He said the vibration and noise 
from the trains will likely lead to only students renting the units and typically, with students, 
there will be one car per student. The number of bedrooms will be equal to the number of 
cars. He said that though there are only two bedrooms, the "great" room would likely 
become a bedroom because of its proximity to a bathroom. Twelve parking spaces would 
then be needed; adding the 14 spaces for the commercial units adds up to 26 spaces. He 
said the need for this many spaces will cause parking spillover to adjacent areas. There 
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IS llttle space available on 6th Street south of Western, and it cannot happen on 7th Street, 
so ~t will likely spill over to 6'h Street north of Western. Mr. Hartzell said that there is, then, 

of the FAR, he agrees 

They have created more commercial sp 

the FAR would be 0.20. He said anot 
development, the Palazzo, to be den 

these issues, and many more that rged the Planning 
Commission to deny the application. 

students. 

I. Neutral testimony: 

The Chair remin 
m 
7 

has owned the property at 540-550 SW Western , 

asked that some CC&R's be created that run with the land forever. 
use of the mezzanine should be a restriction on the subdivision and 

CC&R3s so it can be enforced. Additionally, the actual, permitted uses should 

the property. This is what is required under the home business provisions of the Land 
Development Code. Mr. White also questioned where in the process the recusal of 
Commissioner Weber had been set down. He suggested that there ought to be some part 
of the public hearing where a Commissioner recuses himjherself. 

J. Commission questions of staff: 

Commissioner Gervais asked what kind of analysis gets done when a development is right 
smack on top of railroad tracks. Staff said that the use is an allowed use on the site, and 
there are no other special considerations. 

Commissioner Saunders asked whether emergency services had looked at the plans to 
determine if there was adequate access for their vehicles. Planner Young said that the 
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Fire Department had reviewed and approved the plans. In all likelihood, they would not 
need to use the parking lot to stage equipment. 

eived from Bill Kloos, 

believe ORS 227.184 is applicable. M 

already indicated what the outright, p 
uses with a development proposal. to tell the applicant 

context of discretionary standards ission would have to apply in 

sion to take the 240 days; they 

R calculation and whether staff had 
excluded the rai zzo application as well. Staff said they 
had. She then a e of the mezzanine could be restricted. 

strictions are mechanisms that could be used. 

regardless of CC&R's or deed restrictions. 2 

in the other Mixed Use chapters, but it is clearly in the MUC chapter. If the 

ion, it is still within their purview to allow a variation to that standard. 

Commissioner Gervais asked what the width was for the bike lane on the south side of 
Western, since there had been much testimony about its narrowness. Development 
Engineering Supervisor Jeff McConnell said that the bike lane is 5 feet wide. He said that 
the existing Land Development Code, Table 4.0-1, lists 6 feet as a prescribed width for this 
type of road, but has a footnote that states 5 feet is the minimum safe width. Typically, in 
these types of areas that already have development or are redevelopment sites, the City 
Engineer has taken the stance that 5 feet is more than adequate. 

Commissioner Gervais asked for comment relating to the curvature of Western Boulevard 
and the testimony that it is difficult for cars to see without pulling out past the sidewalk and 
maybe even into the bike lane. Staff said they had had to look at the site overall and 
determine where the best spot for an access would be. It is the City Engineer's stance that 
access cannot be denied to any individual lot; this is one of those times when a 
compromise is required. The access is in the middle of the block. The curve is 
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unfortunate, but putting the access in that location is a compromise and a tradeoff for other 
site considerations. 

K. Rebuttal by Applicant: None 

L. Sur-rebuttal: 

staff's comments would be allowed, b uttal or rebuttal 
by anyone who spoke in favor of the or sur-rebuttal. 

wished to make additional comm 

The record will be 

V) 
7 
I 

2 
.Id 
s 

moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner 0 

it passed unanimously. .s E 
0 
Ki 
.Id 

3 

NEW BUSINESS. 

Manager Towne said that the Storage Depot public hearing that was continued 
as now been postponed until December 3. 

OURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 

Planning Commission, October 15, 2008 Page 20 of 20 



TESTIMONY REGt lv tu I 

Western Station aka the Palazzo 

According to the developers the reasons for the rejection of the Palazzo, now Western 
Station were: 

1) Too much of a variance for the FAR 
2) Parking issues 
3) A market does not exist for true livelwork units 

There is more to the story. The general consensus from Planning Commission (June 
2007) and City Council (Fa112007) was to downscale the development to minimize the 
impact on the adjacent neighborhoods. The developers have done just the opposite. They 
have maximized by adding another story which is called a mezzanine. 

We are not opposed to a MUC development. We do however demand consideration for 
our neighborhood. This has been the message ever since the 1 st submittal. It does not 
appear the developers have received that message. 

3 Issues I wish to address: 

1 .) PD Overlay 
2.) Live-Work units 
3 .) Proposed parking lot problems 

PD Overlay - 

The developers have violated LDC2.5.40.04 Review Criteria 
a) Compatibility factors 

1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested 

And 

the developers have violated LDC2.5.20h 
"Provide benefits within the development site that compensate for the variations 

from development standards such that the intent of the development standard is met." 

There are no compensating benefits. There have been no public meetings held with 
regard to this application for Western Station. In the variances being requested, we in the 
neighborhood have been offered nothing. This violates the philosophy of "give and take" 
inherent in this code. It has only been "take" by the developers. 

The list of Deviations to Standards (variances) provided by the developers is incomplete. 
There are other variances which are embedded in the narrative such as the livelwork term 
and the duplicity involved in the use of the railroad easement. 

1 
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LiveiWork Units: 

This development plan violates LDC2.5.40.04 Review Criteria 
a) Compatibility factors 

2. Basic site design - (The organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' 
relationships to neighboring properties) 

3. Visual elements - (Scale, structural design and form.. .) 
These 4 proposed attached "live/work" units will be 4 stories high. This is more than one 
story above any existing buildings in the area. The duplexes to the east are 2 and one half 
stories, not 3. 

b) Preserve the City's natural beauty.. .and by requiring that proper attention be 
given to the exterior appearance of structures, signs, parking, landscaping, and 
other improvements. 

Response from developer's narrative: 

"The proposed project will develop a vacant underutilized area -with thoughtfully 
designed buildings that are visually integrated with each other and with the adjacent 
co~nmercial uses." 

Question: 

Where are the other 3 or 4 story commercial buildings in the adjacent area? There are 
none. The lawn mower shop, Beekrnan Place, Thistle Dew Gardens, Densons, 
StoverIIvey, Tico Electric, London's auto repair are all one story commercial buildings. 

The proposed 4 story buildings also violate Comprehensive Plan, Article 3, Land Use 
Guidelines - 3.2.e and 3.2.g 

#41. Approval Criterion from Western Station narrative 

d. Promote and encourage conservation of energy 

Developer's response: The proposed development will locate businesses in the same 
buildings as their owners, thereby reducing the need for commuting to get from their 
home to their workplace. 

Comment: 

The developers are using the LiveIWork as a compensating factor. But Live/Work is a 
bogus terrn. Nowhere in the application is it stated that business owners will be required 
to reside above the business. The city has no codes governing livelwork units. Thus, this 
livelwork idea is unenforceable and an unenforceable situation should not be used to 
satisfy development criteria. 



Because there is no way to enforce the livelwork unit idea, if these buildii~gs are sold, the 
owner cannot be forced to live on the premises. It's using a made up term, livelwork, as a 
compensating benefit. Again, there is no code that enforces the livelwork idea. 

A possible scenario to this would be to first sell/rent the upstairs residential units. If the 
downstairs commercial unit does not selllrent, the developers will come back to the city 
and ask for a modification of the code and the bottom units convert to residential. 

The layout of the residential portion of the livehork units is not realistic. It is not family 
oriented; it is too big for a single individual; it is  not couple oriented. Vv'hat does that 
leave? Multiple residents sharing bathrooms and using the great room as a bedroom, 
more cars, more problems. 

Many business owners like to leave their places of business in order to get away from it 
all for at least a few sleeping hours of the day o r  night. A live/work situation would be a 
nightmare, not a benefit, to many. 

LiveJWork Unit is a bogus term. While it would be nice to think that each of these 4 
commercial units could be purchased by an artist, a coffee shop owner or wine store 
operator, these types of businesses have failed in larger square footage areas on Western 
Blvd. in the past. In the present economic dilemma who would have the money to buy 
one of these small commercial units, live in it and make enough money in such a small 
space to stay in it? 

The developers attempt to justify LiveIWork units with the Oregon Business Magazine 
August 2008 article entitled "Live-work units: a tiny, happy place for real estate" that 
they included in the application. This article states that IiveJwork units are good for the 
people in real estate. There is no mention of any benefits for those who bought those 
units or what kind of shops were put in or how long they survived, what size the 
1iveJwork units were, how many people lived in them etc. This article was solely a filler 
to fool us. It is completely out of context for Corvallis, Or. 

Parking Lot considerations 

The developers are asking for a Deviation to Standards with LDC4.1.40 - Standards for 
Off Street Parking and Access 

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. 

The developers are asking for a variance of 50 feet. This is a safety issue for drivers, 
pedestrians and bicyclists. The railroad that borders the west side of itbe property is 
accompanied by a curve in Western Blvd. which blocks vision. A vehicle coming out of 
the proposed driveway needs to be in the bicycle lane in order to see traffic, vehicular or 
bicycle or pedestrian, coming from west to east. This is a tricky and unsafe situation. The 
developers use the excuse for this variation to be due to the oddly shaped triangular piece 



of land they are trying to develop. This is just one more reason why they need to 
minimize this development, rather than maximize it. 

Violation of Comprehensive Plan 9.2.4 - Neighborhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. 
Neighborhood development patterns shall give priority consideration to pedestrian-based 
uses, scales and experiences in determining the orientation, layout, and interaction of 
private and publ' PC areas. 

In this proposal there is one egresslingress of 24 feet proposed. This drive narrows to 20 
feet which is in violation of Comprehensive Plan 9.2.4. 20 feet is too narrow as this 
proposed section of the egress/ingress is between the proposed building and the railroad 
tracks. This is a safety hazard for cars, pedestrians and bicyclists. 

A delivery truck going in and a 4 door pick-up truck or SUV would have a difficult time 
sharing this 20 foot space. There is very little turn around room in the parking lot itself. 
Where do the delivery trucks load and unload? There is a roll up door in the back of each 
commercial unit but there is also a parking space in front of it. No doubt a car will be in 
that space. For businesses that require a lot of deliveries, this arrangement won't work as 
Kevin Young stated on 10/1/08. Where and how do the delivery trucks turn around? How 
can they keep from blocking in parked cars? Western Blvd. cannot be used as a 
loadinglunloading area. Basically, there is no loadinglunloading zone provided under this 
plan. 

Question: 
What about space for emergency vehicles? Has the Fire Department looked at this 
parking area plan? I would like to request a fire depart~nent assessment. 

There appears to be confusion in the Staff Report. It states ". . .Variations to building 
frontage, vehicle access drive width, landscape buffering and minimum sidewalk width 
are necessary to approve the proposed development plan. 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 of one development." 

However, in the last sentence of the Staff Review, Staff says this is all OK. 

Western Blvd. is a to---from street. It is not a street where people gaze, stop and shop 
unless there is on-street parking available. Beekrnan, Denson, StoveylIvey are all places 
where customers have a specific task in mind and these businesses are allowed parking in 
fiont. From the proposed Western Station parking lot, a driver will have to enter and exit 
from Western Blvd. The exit is particularly tricky and unsafe because it is difficult to see 
the traffic coming from the west due to the curve. Turning left out of the proposed 
driveway will require the driver to be in the bicycle lane. 



Another Staff Review conflict: 

LDC2.0.50.15 - Reapplication following denial 
2. The applicant states "limited commercial uses to only those 

for which the LDC parking requirement is one space for 400 
square feet of floor area." 

On page 5 of Staff Review under the applicant's proposal, it states "An extra wide 
sidewalk (approximately 15 feet) will be provided in front of the storefront, so that 
businesses can accommodate outdoor dining." 

With the off street parking spaces averaging to 3 per commercial unit, how can one 
expect to have a viable restaurant with outdoor, and presumably also indoor, dining? 
According to a conversation that I had with Kevin Young (1 0/1/08), there is no way a 
restaurant can go in one of these commercial units -without a Condition of Approval. 
However in the Staff Review on page 79, #8, the Limited Commercial Uses does not 
mention an "Eating or drinking establishment" which suggests that this kind of 
establishment is not excluded. Bars and restaurants have a much higher parking 
~equirement of one space per 50 square feet of dining and eating area. o 

CV 

See LDC4.1.30 Off-Street parking requirements 
b. Commercial use types 

12 Eating or drinking establishments 

It is clear that a Condition of Approval that prohibits an "Eating or drinking" 
establishment at this site needs to be implemented immediately. 

In summary: 

This proposed development needs to be rejected by the Planning Commission. The 
proposal asks for too many variances without compensation (give and take) which 
violates LDC2.5.40.04 and LDC2.5.20h. The theory of LiveIWork units is only an idea. It 
cannot be enforced under present standards. The ingress and egress to the parking area is 
too narrow and the parking lot itself is not only inadequate but provides a safety hazard. 

Again, we are not apposed to a MUC development on this property. The past 
recommendations by the Planning Commission and by the City Council in 2007 have 
been to minimize this development, not maximize it. The developers need to go back to 
the drawing boards and come up with a plan that is compatible to the neighborhood. 

Respectfully submitted: 
Leslie Bishop 



Western Station aka the Palazzo 

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

LDC2.5.40.04 Review Criteria 
a. Compatibility factors 

1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested 
LDC2.5.20h 

LDC2.5.40.04 Review Criteria 
a. Compatibility factors 

2. Basic design 
3. Visual elements 

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

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

#4 1 Approval Criterion from Western Station narrative 
c. Promote and encourage conservation of energy 

Parking Lot at Fiesten1 Statiorr: 

LDC4.1.40 Standards for Off Street Parking and Access 
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 

Comprehensive Plan 9.2.4 

Staff review corrflicr: 

LDC4.1.30 Off street parking requirements 
b. Commercial use types 

12 Eating or drinking establishments 



Addendum 

Conflict of Interest regarding Patricia Weber 

It may be OK for Patricia Weber to be both a Planning Commissioner and an employee 
of Devco, the engineering firm that is involved in the majority of developments in 
Corvallis. Of course, she must recuse herself from any hearings and voting involving 
Devco. However, for her to be the lead presenter for Devco, thus the developers, at a 
Planning Commission meeting crosses the line. It is similar to "inside trading" and should 
not be tolerated by Planning Commission or the public. 

I was ready to submit my written testimony on Monday, Oct. 13", before the Planning 
Comission meeting in order to make sure it was in the hands of the Commissioners 
before the hearing of Western Station on Wed. Oct. lsth. When I learned that Patricia 
Weber was going to be the developer's presenter, I held my testimony as I didn't want 
her to have access to my comments in advance. Is this the way the public process is 
supposed to work in Corvallis? 

Respectfully submitted: 

Leslie Bishop 



To: Corvallis Planning Commission 
From: Alan Bakalinsky, 750 SW C Avenue #4, Corvallis, 
RE: Western Station, (PLDOS-00009, SUB08-00005, P 

My name is Alan Bakalinsky and I am a resident of Cedar Crest Apastments, located at 
750 SW C 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 presewation of 
commercial land. Specifically, the proposal fails to comply with the mixed use commercial 
zone requirement for a commercial floor-to-area ratio (FAR) of 0.25. It offers less. 

The Cowallis Planning Commission reviewed a previous application by the owners of 
this property for a Conceptual Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan 
Compatibility Review (PLD07-00004, SUB07-00001, PCR07-00003). The so-called Palazzo 
case tyas denied by a vote of the Planning C o d s s i o n  in August 2007. The subsequent appeal 
by the applicant was denied by the Corvallis City Council in October 2007. 

cr) 
(V 

While the original Palazzo application was denied for a number of reasons, one was its 
failure to provide an adequate commercial FAR. Further, the Council found that the 5 

-w 
compensating benefits offered then by the applicant to offset the requested FAR reduction were 
inadequate. How does the current application address this failure? The current plan tries to meet 
the FAR requirement by making the mezzanine level a commercial space. While helpful, this 5 
change alone is inadequate. By a kind of sleight of hand, the applicant calculates the FAR by ts 

excluding the rail line easement from the total net lot area. Through this adjustment and only 3 
through this adjustment is the commercial FAR requirement of 0.25 met. The Staff report 
supports this approach by stating on p. 14: 

"Because the easement and rail line effectively preclude any further development in this 
area, the easement is not considered as part of the FAR calculation for this property," 

By this logic, the required set-backs, parking, landscaping, and public utility easements 
could be similarly excluded from the FAR calculation because they effectively "preclude any 
further development." Where does this numbers game end? The net result is to increase the ratio 
of commercial space to total net area in the present application not by significantly increasing the 
commercial space, but rather by reducing the total area. Thus, the City's commercial land supply 
is diminished. Given the planned development overlay, and the requirement for a planned 
compatibility review, the development ought to be held to a higher standard. This application 
should be preserving commercial space not by playing with numbers, but by designating more of 
the floor space in the proposed work-live units to actual commercial use. 

I urge the Planning Commission to deny this application. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
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Planning Case No. PtD08-0000 
Matthew W Bolduc 

Good Evening. 
My name is Matthew Bolduc; I live at 1020 SW 10th St. 

I would like to declare that I am employed by the City's Engineering Division, but my work duties 
have no impact on this land use case. 

I ask that you deny approval of the Western Station Conceptual and Detailed Development Plans, and 
thus the Subdivision Plat and Planned Compatibility Review, based on the grounds that insufficient 
vehicular parking has been proposed. 

Please see the overhead [Overhead I ] for the applicable review criteria. 

Staff Report 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, 
"If a parcel Eronts on a street where parking is allowed on one side of the street and Duplex Attached or 
Multi-dwelling development averaging three or fewer bedrooms per unit is proposed." 'e 

ht 
I 

Because this parking reduction is based upon an administrative decision, I believe that the Planning 2 
Commission has the authority to override this decision in circumstances where the Planning * 

s 
Commission deems the decision inappropriate. E 

z 
0 It is my believe that the current development should not be granted the 10% reduction in parking for 
* three reasons. 3 

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 (about a 6 bfock round trip). Western Blvd is a very busy 
street and continues to carry more traffic every year. 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 
distance to the transit stop is over 5 times the maximum distance of 300 feet. 

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 distance is calculated 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 1 1.4.1 [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 Btvd., nor is there parking on the 
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south side of WJestern FPIvd, and 6th St, south sf 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 08-street parking and university 
parking. Thus, overflow parking will likely impact existing neighborhoods, violating Comp 
Plan policies 11.4.2 and 11.4.3 and LDC sections 2.5.20.g 2.5.40.04.a.1, and 2.13.30.05.c [star 
on overhead]. 

If the 10% parking reduction suggested in the Staff Report is removed, the required number of parking 
spaces is 20. Even with 20 spaces parking for the development may not be sufficient. 

[Overhead 23 

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. To quote the finding: 

The Council notes that a number ofpersons testifiing at the September 17, 2007, City V )  (V 

Council hearing staled that the reconfigured space where the third bedroom would be I 

eliminated as proposed by the appellant would likely continue to be used as a bedroom, 2 + 
thereby generating a higher parking demand. The City Council finds that it is not s Q) 

persuaded that the proposed condition limiting the number ofbedrooms in each unit would E 
effectively reduce the parking demand of the proposed development. C 

0 
m 
.cI 

I believe that this logic still holds, and that 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit is too low a value and is again 2 
grounds for denial. 

The Staff Report states, "The applicant proposes to allow only those commercial uses within the 
development that have a parking requirement of 1 space per 400 square feet or more." I could not find 
where in the application this statement was made. In fact the introduction to the application states, "An 
extra wide sidewalk will be provided in front of the storefronts so that businesses can accommodate 
outdoor dining." Perhaps I am confused, but it seems to me that dining is consistent with an 'sating or 
Drinking Establishment," which has a parking demand of one space per 50 square feet of dining or 
drinking area. With such a high parking demand, a single restaurant could eat up the proposed 18 
parking spaces. 

The staff report "Recommended Condition of Approval" number 8 would limit commercial uses to 
those requiring 1 space per 400 square feet or more. I ask that you deny the application on the grounds 
of insufficient off-street parking, but if you must approve the application I ask that you do so only with 
a condition of approval similar to that recommended by staff. 

As a final note, I would like to point out that most of, if not all, the requested variances are a result of 
trying to cram too much development on too little a site. A two story commercial building without any 
residences would do away with almost every requested variance. 1 will quantify this statement in my 
written testimony. I request that the record b open so that further written testimony may be 
submitted. Thank you. je f ' tcf 



COMPPaHENSIIVE PLAN CMTERPA (POEBGBES) 

11 .4.1 The City shall manage on-street parking to permit the safe and efficient operation of the 
transportation system. 

1" 1.4.2 The City shall adopt and implement measures that discourage nonresidential vehicular 
parking on residential streets and in other adversely affected areas. 

11.4.3 All traffic generators shall provide adequate parking. 

LAND DEWLOPMENT CODE @R_ITERLA 

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 procedures; 

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; 

2.13.30.85 - 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: 

e. 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. [Emphasis added in bold.] 



CITY COUNCl NOTICE OF DfSPQSYTEOW 2007-1 16, FOI;"SB/%AE FINDINGS 

Reason for Denial of Conceptual and Detailed Development Pla~k, Finding #3 
The Council notes that the appellant at the de novo hearing at the City Council proposed a 
condition 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 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 tbe proposed development. 
[Emphasis added in bold.] 



From: Nancy Hagood, 750 SW C Avenue #17: Cowallis, OR 
To: Pianning Commission and Planning Department, City of Cowaliis: 
RE: Wesbm Sbtion, (PIE@@-00009, SUB083-00005, PCRO8- 

WriW:en Testimony regarding design compatibili~/sade 
Hearing PO/P5/08 

My name is Nancy Hagood and I live at 750 SW C Avenue #I7 Bust west of the proposed 
mixed use commercial development. 1 cannot be at the hearing because of prior obligations 
and Dale Hubbard will be reading my testimony. 

Concerns 
The design for the proposed Mixed Use Commercial, Western Station, is not compatible to the 
three surrounding neighborhoods. Additionafly, the site has only one entrancelexit which is 
less than the applicable 150 feet from a main intersemon (SW Western and 7th), Combined 
with the inadequate design of the site, (with vision clearance obstacles) there are major safety 
problems with the site. 

The developers are asking for deviations from the codes that benefit them while offering no on 
site compensations to the neighborhood (LDC 2.5.20h and LDC 2.5.40.84a). Although 

a3 
Western Station should be a new application, it is too similar to the application, design and (V 

problems addressed by the City Council in their denial of the Palano application on October 16, 

E The City Council Notice of Disposition of 2207-116, Formal Findings: Reasons for Denial of the Plan Compatibility 
Review o 

Finding #6 
m 

The Council notes that wriefen and oral testimony, as ref- in the minutes of September 27,20@ 9 
City Council hearing, as we17 as wilten and om1 tesLimony as reflected in the minutes of the July 1, 
2007, Planning Commission hearing, altests to the incommtible scale and desipn of the t!~romsed 
develu~ment in relation to exisf-inp beveb~ment in the area. The Counci/ finds the sale and design of 
the proposed development to be inconsistent with the scale and des~gn of exisfig development in the 
area. Therefore the Council finds the sale and &sign ofthe proposed development to be inmnsLstent 
with Plan Compafibility Review Purpose Statement 2.13.20.c. which sfates, in pad, that structures are 
to be compafible with existing deve/opmen& 

Finding #7 
The Council finds that the proposed development dms not adquatelv.protecf nej~hborin~ uro~erty 
owners and restaents from neqative immcts that would result from the large residential component of 
the develspment. The Council finds that the proposed development would result in inadequate sight 
buffers and visual impacts rsu&ng from the proposed des@n of the deve/opment, and is therefore 
incons~stent wi2h crZenbn 2 23.3OaO5,6 above 

I urge the City Council to deny this application. 

Design Bssues/Compatibi$iQ to, neighborhood 
The surrounding neighborhoods exhibit homes and commercial buildings with architectural 
styles from before and around the turn of the 2oth century such as Craftsman, Italianate, 
Bungalows, Queen Anne, Gothic Revival, etc. One example would be the Janus House (3.H. 
and Ethel Harris House) at SW 5& and Western. Other more recent structures are the Habitat 
for Humanity homes at SW 5& and €3 Street, the Hugh White apartments at the corner of SW 
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6' Street and Western, and the Corvaliis Depot Buildings at 700, 780, and 800 SW 
Washington Street. 

These neighborhoods and homes are historicaily and architeduralty unique and give Corvaiiis a 
richness of culture and texture so different than other developed areas with the "Buildings on 
Steroids" or "McHouses" look that we are now seeing in Corvallis. 

Surrounding the development are many buildings on the National Register of Historical Places. 
On 4/12/06 the City of Cowallis Historic Preservation Advisory Board wrote a letter to the City 
of Cowallis Planning Commission addressing their concerns about this property as part of the 
proposed 7'" Street Station. They specifically wrote how the construction could affect the 
"streetscape and viewsheds (setting and contexts)" of the adjacent Avery Helms Historic 
District. (see letter, pages 6-7) 

Western Station has a ftat roof. It is an oddity in the three surrounding neighborhoods to have 
a commercial or residential building with a flat roof. They are peaked. The original design for 
this site was only two stories high, and then it was three. Now it is 4 stories and 45 feet tall. I t  
will be the tallest building in the area. Most structures are not over two stories high. It is a 
visuatiy massive block styled buiiding broken up with only minor design variations. Q) cv 

I 

The four connected units are presented as a "work-live" situation with the owner of the 2 2 + 
commercial stories (ground & mezzanine) living above the upper residenual stories (1 & 2) of 5 
each 4-plex. There is nothing written that enforces this scenario, thus the "single family E 

I= 
dwelling" can become "multiple family dwellings", adding to the density of the site. The upper 8 
2 stories are designed with a "great room" in addition to a living room area that can easily be 3 converted tCr another bedroom, thus moving this into the 'mini4ormW situations we have seen 
in the areas surrounding Oregon State University. This building is zoned for Mixed Use 
Commercial, not residential. As seen at the City Council 'de novo" hearing in September of 
2007 the developers publicly manipulated their application to meet those residential needs, 
not commercial (see page 5, #J of The City Council Notice of Disposition of 2207-116, formal 
Findings: Reasons for Denial of Detailed Development PIan #3). Additionally, as we have 
documented in past presentations, these "multipie family" units often have multiple vehicles 
which affect tra-affic patterns and parking averflow problems into the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

The frontage set back of the site from Western Blvd. is in violation of Land Development Code 
for Pedestrian Oriented Design (LBC 4.PO.6O.Ol.b). The Planning Staff are requesting a 
variation by manipulating the language of the law's intent. The site has 197 feet of street 
frontage, and the building is 85-ft long. Thus 85 divided by 197 = 43% of the site frontage 
width occupied, instead of 50% required by code, nor 52% of "developable site frontage" as 
described by Planning Staff. 

This site is not compatible to the neighborhood (LCD: 2,4.20.d, 2.4.30.04.b, 2.5.20.9; The 
Cowallis Comp. PIan: 9.2.1, 9.2.2, 9.2.5; The Cowallis 2026 Vision Statement, Where People 
Live; and the Land Development Code 1993 as amended (MUC) 3.20.50.09a (1)). 



SafeW P s s I L ~ ~ ? ~  
Western Station site has only one entrance/exit which is less than the applicable 3.50 feet from 
a main intersection at SW Western and 7th (LDC 4.1.40.a(2)). Western Boulevard, an 
arterial street, is not straight (contributing to vision clearance issues), has three rail road 
crossings (less than a block from the site), and has high traffic counts during peak hours (SW 
7th and Western Traffic Counts: Dec. 2005,910 vehides/hr by Lancaster Engineering and Feb 
2006, 772 vehicles/hr by Nancy Hagood). There are no traffic control devices a t  the 
intersections except for the rail road crossing turning north on 7th. This intersection can back 
up into existing traffic if a train comes though. This stretch of street (frontage of the site) can 
be very dangerous for vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists. Cars often meander into the bike 
bne. It is d i ~ c u l t  to make any left hand turn and it is extremely difficult to cross, especially for 
the handicapped. 

The design of the MUC facing Western Boulevard has vision clearance issues (LCD 
4.3h,4Qmc.ll.). It is a tali, massive block-like building with narrow 7 foot setbacks. Adding to 
the vision problem will be trees, 6 foot wide continuous canopies (dividing ground/mezzanine), 
an outside eating area (competing with pedestrians for the 17 foot sidewalks), and bike hoops. 
Vehicles entering and leaving Western Station add to this congestion and confusion. Vehicles 
included would be for garbage, emergency, and deliveries. I am not convinced that with the 
narrowing of the driveway in back of the building (Variation request LCD 4.4.20,0319) plus ' 

2 the addition of needed parking spaces is adequate space and would cause large commerciaf 
vel-iicles to back out into the traffic onto Western (LCD 4.1.4Qi.d ). s 

E 
.s These are major safety problems with this site that need to be addressed. A variance should o 
m 

not be aiven for Access to Arterial Street (LDC 4.3.40.a (2)) or for Driveway Access Width +..I 

(kg@ 4.4.20.03.b) On page 44 of the Staff Report it says (re: Related Comprehensive 3 
Pian Policy 9.2.4) "None of the standards are fully met but all are accommodated to a 
meaningful degree." This is not acceptable. 

In conclusion, Western Station is not in compliance with the land use standards and codes 
established for our community. The developers are asking for deviations from the codes that 
benefit them whiie offering no 'on site compensations" to the neighborhood. The Planning 
Staff need to adhere to the codes and on site compensations [LDG 2.5.48.04.a (1)) so that 
this site is a Mixed Use Commercial District: and not another unneeded residential faeiiitg, that 
will negatively affect the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Again, I urge the City Council to deny this application. 



Criteria: Gsnnpatibiliie fa 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. 
2.5.20.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 
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 
ptaced within the maximum setback established for the zone ... 

Land Develapment Code 1993, as amended ((MLC) 

3.20.50.09.a (1): Architectural compatibility between new developmenQl and adjacent 
residences (e.g. similar roof forms, windows, trim, and materials) is required ... 

Con/allis C ~ ~ p r e h e n ~ i ~ e  P h  r 

9.2.1: tand use decisions will protect and maintain neighborhood characteristics ... c*) I 

9.2.2: In new development, City iand use actions shall promote neighborhood characteristics > 
(as defined in 9.2.5) that are appropriate to the site and area. .c, s 
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 5 
neighborhood characteristics, but these characteristics shall be used to plan the development, 3 
redevelopment, or infill that may occur in these areas ... 3 

The Corvaliis 2020 Vision Statement, Where People Live: "Corvailis 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 charactieristics are protectied 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 mainbin resource lands, natural areas, 
and recreational open spaces 

Criteria: SafeQ and acccess; to a&eriral street 
Land Development Code 2006 
2.5.40.04.a(1) (Review Criteria-Compatibiiity 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 (I): ... Vision CIearance Areas shall be prsvided at the intersections of all streets and 
at the intersedions of driveways and alleys.. . 
4.1.4O.d For deveiopments requiring four or more paruing spaces, vehicutar bacbng 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 lotshall abut a street other than an alley for a 
disQnce of at least 25 R. unless ... 

Con/a//is Comprehensive Plan 
9.2.4: Neighborhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. Neighborhood development ... 

Land Deve/upment Code 1993 as amended (MUC) 
3.20.5Q.09a (I): Architectural compatibility between new development and adjacent 
residences (e.g. similar roof forms ... 







Karl Wartzell 

October 15, 2008 

Concerns Regarding the Proposed Western SItaLion Development 

In looking over the fioor and site plans for the proposed Western Station development and 
comparing them to The Palazzo development plan which was denied by the Planning 
Commission and, then on appeal, by City Council a year ago, I see few if any significant 
changes which would make these units more compatible with the neighborhood, address 
concerns brought up a year ago, or raise the bar regarding the best use of an MUC zoning 
designation. What changes there are were mandated by a commercial floor area ratio 
(FAR) that was less than the mandated 0.25 in conjunction with residential fioor area 
exceeding that of commercial, and some legitimate concerns about adequate parking given 
a proposed three bedrooms and an oft observed -i :I mtio of bdroorns to cars in this 
university town. 

u3 To my perspective, nearly %I1 of We issues which caused daniat for The Patanz:~ are again 
at play with the Western Station proposed development. By adding a mezzanine level I 

atop the ground floor commercial space, the FAR is now (just) met but residential area still 5 
exceeds commercial. More critical is the issue of parking. Though the residential second C, 
floor has only two bedrooms, t notice that the first floor r~sidential area mntains a space E 
denoted the "great room" which in a student rental situation could easily be used as a r: 

0 

bedroom since it is conveniently adjoined to a half bathroom. So i say that once again, a 

adequate parking is not being provided given a likely 12 (but certainly 8) space demand for 2 
the residential portion and a mandated 14 spaces for a total commercial area of SO0 sq. ft. 
With only 18 parking spaces provided, parking would likely spill out to the adjacent areas of 
6th and 7th streets or worse, to the north side of busy Western Blvd., thus creating 
unneeded congestion and certainly creating safety issues. 

!l would also like to note that with a mezzanine level, Western Station is now 45 feet in 
height, causing it stick up an incompatibie 15 feet above the tallest building in the 
neighborhood (at the SE corner of Western Blvd. and 6'" St.) which I measured at 30 feet. 

The third major reason for the denial of The Palazzo development was that a "market did 
not exist for true livelwork units". Certainiy this situation has not changed one year later 
and given the current unhealthy economic reality, a case could easily be made that that 
market is tacking even more at this point in time. 

Sincerely, 

Karl Hartzell 
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LAW' OFFICE OF BILL I;iiBOS. PC 

OREGON LAND USE LAW 

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

375 V\ 1" STREET SUITE 204 
EUGENE OR 97401 
TEL (541 95~-*26~ 
FAX ( P I )  343-8702 

E-MAIL BILLKLOOS@LANDUSEOREGON COM 

October 8, 2008 

icqrDevel0~W 
Planntng Division 

Re: Westeni Station Conceptual and Detailea Development Plan 
Tentative Subdivision Plat and Plan Compatibility Review 
(PLDO8-00009, SUBO8-00005, PCR08-00002) - Response to Staff Review Comments 

Dear Mr. Young: 

This letter responds to the City's completeness review comments to the applicant's mvolcmg of 
ORS 227.1 84, the statute that authorizes an applicant to file a s~~pplemental appl~cation for 
rernainiiig permitted uses following the denial of a n  Initial application. The Clty contended, ill 
its completeness review comments, that ORS 227.1 84 does not apply to this applicatioli. As 
explained below, the case law does not support the City's position. The applicant here is entitled 
to the benefit of the statute. The City should process the present application as an ORS 227.184 
supplemental application and either approve the proposed use or issue an approval for any or all 
other uses allowed in the zone. 

The property was the subject of a consolidated application for a Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Plat, and Plan Compatibility Rev~ew (PLD07-00004, 
SUB07-00001, PRC07-00003), lulown as "The Palazzo," filed in 2007. Wlth Order No. 2007- 
116, the Corvallis City Council denied that application. That order explains that the tentatrve 
si,ib&vision p!zt zpplication was denied, in part, beeau;;c it rey;ii-ei: ii ~ariaticn to thc l ~ t  ;-;idth 
standards, wlvch was included as part of the also denied Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan. Order # 2007-116, page 6, Finding 4. 

The applicant made some modifications to the ongiiial Palazzo proposal to address the Issues 
raised in the denial and then filed the present application ("Western Station") for a Conceptual 
and Detailed Development Plan, Tentatrve Subdivision Plat. and Plan Compatibility Revlew that 
is the subject of this review. The application materials clearly state that the application is 
submitted as a "supplemental application" for purposes of ORS 227.184. Similar to the Palazzo 
proposal, the Western Station application also requests valjations to the Tentatrve Subd~vlslon 
Plat standards. 

The statute at issue here is ORS 227.184 Supplemental appIication for remaining permitted 
uses following denial of initial appiication, which provides: 
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"(1) A person whose application for a yerrn~t  is denled by the governing body of a 
city or its designee under ORS 227.1 78 may submjt to the city a.supplementa1 
application for any ol- all other uses allowed under the city's comprehelisive plan and 
land use regulations in the zone that was the subject of the denied application. 

"(2) The governing body of a city or its designee shall take final action 01-1 a 
supplemental application submitted under this section, including resolutioll of all 
appeals, within 240 days after the application is deemed complete. Except that 240 
days shall substitute for 120 days, all other applicable provisions of ORS 227.178 
shall apply to a supplemental application submitted under this section. 

"(3, A supplemental application submitted under this section shall include a 
request for any rezoning or zoni~lg variance that may be required to issue a pennit 
under the city's comprehelisive plan and land use regulations. 

"(4) The governing bod57 of a city or its designee shall adopt specific findings 
describing the reasons for approving or denying: 

"(a) A use for which approval is sought under this section; and 

"(b) A rezoning or variance requested in the application." 

.c, ORS 227.1 84 provides a fundamental stepping stone in the inverse condemnation landscape. 
Instead of requiring a property owner to file a never ending slew of land use applications to 

3 
receive inevitable denials simply to establish an inverse condemnation claim, ORS 227.184 
provides that, after malting a good faith effort by filing one development proposal that gets 
rejected, a property owner can file a supplemental application tliat then says "well, if I can't do 
wnat I facially should be able to do, you, the city, must tell me what uses you will approve for my 
property, given the zoning, the comprehensive plan and applicable land use regulations." 

The applicant here desires to utilize the truncated process provided for by ORS 227.1 84, relying 
upon the Palazzo denial as the permit denial required by ORS 227.1 84. With this letter the 
applicant renews its request for approval of the application, or for any and all other uses that the 
city will allow, including those that require further variances or zone changes. 

The City's stated position in the cornpleteness review comments to the Westeni Station 
application is that the prior Palazzo application for the same property was a "limited land use 
decision" instead of a "permit." Consequently, the City argues, the provisions of ORS 22'7.1 84 
do not apply to the Westenl Station application because there was no prior den~al of a "permit." 

For your reference, ORS 227.160 defines "permit" as: 



1U:- I<ev:;~ J'ou~ig 
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"(2) "Permit" means discretionary approval of a proposed development of land, under 
ORS 227.2 15 or city legislation or regulation. "Permit" does not include: 

"(a) A limited land use decision as defined in ORS 197.01 5;  

"(b) A decision which determines the appropriate zoning classification foi- a 
particular use by applying criteria or performance standards defining the uses 
permitted within the zone, and the determination applies only to land withrn an urban 
growth bounda~y; 

"(c) A decision which determines final engineering design, construction, 
operation, maintenance, repair or preservation of a transportation facility which is 
otherwise authorized by and consistent with the comprehensive plan and land use 
regulations; or 

"(d) A.n action under ORS 197.360 (I)." 

Tnere is no question that the Western Station proposal includes proposed development of land 00 
CY) that are subject to, at least in components of the consolidated application, discretionary approval. I 

The only real question is whether the Palazzo proposal, and for that matter this proposal, 2 
amounts to a "limited land use decision" and is, therefore, not a "permit." + 

C 

!! 
Tne relevant portion of ORS 197.015 defines "limited land use decision" as: 

"(1 2) "Limited land use decision": 

"(a) Means a final decision or determination made by a local government 
pertaining to a site within an urban growth boundary that concerns: 

"(A) The approval or denial of a tentative subdivision or partition plan, as 
describ~vd in 9RS 92.G40 (I)[.]" 

We are assuming that, because the proposal includes an application for a tentative subdivision 
plat, the c ~ t y  considers the coiisolidated application, either entirely or in part, a l~lnited land use 
decision that removes the proposal from the definition of "pennit." 

That position is erroneous because the declsion regarding the subdivision application that was 
included in the Paiazzo application does not colistitute a "lirnlted land use dec~sion." The fact 
that approval of the proposal requires discretionary modification of the subdivision standards 
removes the subdivision application decision froin the realm of "hrnlted land use decisions" and 
makes it a "permit." 

This principle, that tentative subdivision plats that require modification of the normal subdivision 
standards excepts the subdivision proposal from the normal considerations afforded to 
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subd~vlslon applicattons, was estabilshed even before the concept of "Ilm~ted land use declslol~" 
was created by the ieg~siature LUBA's Bartels v Cztji of Portland, 20 Or LUBA 303 (19901, 
decislon concerned, m part, a subdlvis~on application a id  whether 11 was entitled to the exception 
to the definition of "land use declsion" then provided by Oregon statute The Board explained 

"The exception provided by ORS 197.015(1 0)(b)(B) does not apply to the 
decision challenged in this appeal because t h e  declsion involves, in addition to 
the tentative approval of a subdivision, preliminary approval of a PUD and 
approval of variances. Through preliminary approval of the PUD, 2 number of 
standards that would otherwise apply to the approval of a subdivision in the R- 
1 O zone were modified." Id. at 307. 

In Nez Pevce Tribe v. Rllowa County, 47 Or LUBA 419, 436, a f l  wzthout opinzon, 196 Or 
App 787, 106 P3d 699 (2004), LVBA explained that these principles spelled out in Bavtels apply 
to tentative subdivision plats with respect to whether a decision regarding a tentative subdivision 
plat can be considered a "limited land use decision." The Board explained that if other 
applications are processed at the same time as the subdivision application, the subd~vision 
application decision can lose its "limited land use decision" status. 

Q) 
cr) 

The principle was most recently applied in Wnsserbuvg v. City ofDunes Czty, 52 Or LUBA 70, 
I 

2 
78-79 (2006): where the Board held: .c. 

c 

"Because the PUD approval modifies the mlnimum lot size requirement that would C: E 
apply without the PUD approval and because a zoning map amendment was 0 

(P 
.w 

required, the challenged decision is not a "limited land use declsion," as ORS 
197.015(13) and 197.195(1) use that term." (Citing Bartels.) 

3 

This is preciselj~ the application context that existed with the Palazzo proposal and is present 
with this Western Station proposal. Both mclude multiple applications where the subdivlslon 
apyljcaticr? caraot be approved solely utilizing the city's s~ibdlv:sion ordinance. See T/Tfflsselflhe~'g, 
52 Or LUBA at 77. As LUBA explained in Wasserbur~g: 

"With the modifications made possible via the PUD approval, the proposal is now 
a blended proposal; it is both a subdivision and a PUD. A PUD is not among the 
type of development that qualifies as a "limited land use decision," as ORS 
197.015(13) defines that term." Id. at 77-78. 

This case law undermines the stated legal basis for the City's posit~on. The Palazzo tentative 
subdivision plat decision was not a "limited land use decision." The Palazzo decision was a "land 
use decision," not a "limited land use decision." The Palazzo decislon was a discretionary denial 
of a proposed development of land and was, therefore, also a "permit" decision that entltles the 
applicant to submit a supplemental application under ORS 227.1 84. 
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Even if tile City were to be able to successf~11l-j argue that the Palazzo decision was essentialljl 
three separate decisions issued under one order and that t l~e  Palazzo subdivisioli application was 
a limited land use decision /a characterization that Wasserbur,o rejects), the Palazzo decision can 
form the basis for an ORS 227.184 supplemental application in this insta~lce because those two 
othel- Paiazzo "decisions" were not "limited land use  decisions." They were. on their face, pel-nlit 
decisions. 

The development proposal reflected in the Western Station Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan and Plan Compatibility Review is not dependent upon the creatioil of the four 
separate lots that the subdivision application would create. Even if the subdivision application 
were withdrawn by the applicant, or denied by the clty, the other two components of the 
application could be approved, based on the authority of ORS 227.184. Absence of a subdivisio~i 
would not affect how the property is developed. 

The relevant statutory language and applicable case law do not support the City's position that the 
Palazzo decision was, in whole or in part, a "limited land use decision." It is evident fioln the 
caselaw cited above that the Palazzo subdivision decision was not a "limited land use decision" 0 
because of the modifications to the regular subdivision standards requested by the consolidated 7 
applications. The City should process the Westem Station as an ORS 227.184 supplemental 
application. 

cc: Clients 
Jim Brewer, City Attoniey's Office 



Excerpt from Draft Minutes of the 
November 5,2008, Planning Commission Meeting 

regarding the Western Station application 
(PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 



Ill. DELIBERATIONS - Western Station (PLD08-00008, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002): 

was held on October 
itional written public 

comments (Attachment A). Deliberations w 

1. Conflicts of Interest: None. 
1. Ex Parte Contacts: None. 
2. Site Visits: None. 

Commissioner Hann said e October 15 public hearing. He 
ating in these deliberations. 

N 

n testimony regarding noise impacts and a 1Cf 
construction methods would compensate for the > - 

ty Attorney David Coulombe - 
s ts were submitted in the final a 

ecide that it will not consider 
an opportunity for people to o 

65 - 
3 

ning Division Manager Towne 
t that there are construction 
d issues within the units. It 
d attenuation resulting from 
uation afforded by a 20-foot 
this requirement would be 

trable in looking at frequency and decibels. 

MOTION: Commissioner Gervais moved that item C of the applicant's final written 
argument constitutes new facts and, therefore, shall not be considered in the deliberations 
this evening. Commissioner Howell seconded the motion. 

Commissioner Howell said it appears that the first two paragraphs of item C are argument 
rather than facts. He proposed a friendly amendment to the motion so that the Planning 
Commission will not consider the facts in item C, beginning with the bolded language. 
Commissioner Gervais accepted the friendly amendment. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Commissioner Hann referred to a public comment that this parcel is developable under 
existing Land Development Code standards and that the only reason to allow the 
requested changes is to maximize the potential development and profit from this land. He 
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asked if that is enough to justify approving the requested variations. City Attorney 
Coulombe stated that the Planning Commission should consider whether this application 
satisfies the relevant criteria. Whether one proposal is better than another proposal is not 
within the purview of the Planning Commission. 

Commissioner Saunders asked for staff input regarding the requested variance related to 
access to the arterial street. Senior Planner Kevin Young said it is not possible to meet 
that standard on this site. Engineer Reese added that there is not enough frontage to meet 
the standard and that the City Engineer has indicated that access should not be denied to 
a parcel based solely on the inability to meet the standard. He noted that the proposed 
access would be designed to be safe. There are no problems with emergency access. 

Commissioner Ridlington said there arge number of variances needed 
due to the size of the building. ing would resolve some of the 
issues. Manager Towne said uested are not necessarily too 
many compared to other a e Planning Commission should 
consider whether the re onable and whether reasonable 
compensating benefits ng added that many of the requested 
variances have to Boulevard. A smaller building would 
not meet the requi the building be in front yard setback. 
He cannot say ign solution that would comply with all of the 
Code requirem 

sioner Gervais, Manager Towne said the Floor Area 3 
ing commercial inventory is addressed for these ' 
the condition that would limit the types of units is 2 

, it is a method of assuring the standard can be met. Staff 2 
parking requirements are met. E 

c 
0 

n that people exiting out of the driveway may not 
eone coming east on Western. Engineer Reese reviewed vision 3 

ements. He said he went to the site, parked approximately where the 
be, and went west on Western looking east. He could easily go over 250 

see the entire car. If a motorist pulls up to the sidewalk, they can see 250 feet 
ly up to the curb, they will see even further. 

missioner Howell asked if vegetation that might impact vision clearance would be 
valuated by staff in the final design or if a condition is needed. Engineer Reese stated 

that, without knowing the legal ownership of the existing arborvitae at the SW corner of 7th 
Street and Western Boulevard, he does not know that a condition of approval could be 
fulfilled. Planner Young added that the landscape plan for the proposed development 
proposes lawn turf. He does not anticipate vegetation on this site being a visual obstacle. 

MOTION: Commissioner Hann moved to approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan (PLD08-00009), to allow development of Western Station, as shown on 
Attachments A and J of the October 3, 2008 Staff Report. This motion is based upon the 
staff recommendation to the Planning Commission. Commissioner Howell seconded the 
motion. 

Commissioner Reese asked staff to comment on the intent of Land Development Code 
2.13.20.c. regarding structures being compatible with existing development. Manager 
Towne read and reviewed the language and said it is up to the Planning Commission's 
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subjective review to determine what is and what is not compatible with the surrounding 
development. He noted that it is not expected that every purpose statement will apply to 

i of the ianguage was 
negative impacts and 

what that means and whether the 
the concept is that people can liv 

requirements that someone live an id there are no 

ioner Bird noted that there are 

floor internally and he w ilities would be addressed in the 
lease agreements. 

Commissioner e in amending Condition 7 to ensure that 
construction me 

ude sound attenuation methods that would equal > - 
afforded by a 20-foot wide vegetated buffer." w 

c 

E mmissioner Howell moved to amend the motion by revising 
e. Commissioner Reese seconded the motion. 

ion in the condition. 

ommissioner Hann asked if both frequency and decibel would be covered under this 
condition. Engineer Reese said decibels measure the volume of sound and frequency 
measures the wave of the sound. Commissioner Hann said he would like more specificity 
in the condition of approval. Brief discussion followed. 

There was a friendly amendment suggested and accepted that Condition 7 be revised 
as follows: 

"Acoustic Buffering in East Wall - Building permit plans shall include construction methods 
for the east wall of the proposed building to include sound attenuation methods that would 
equal or exceed the attenuation that would be afforded by a 20-foot wide vegetated buffer. 
Calculations shall be measured in decibels through all audible frequencies." 

The motion to amend passed unanimously. 
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Commissioner Gervais expressed concern about parking. She said it meets the 
requirements on the surface, but she thinks that the site is likely to be used as a rental 

will restrict business and spill over to the neighborho 

not comfortable using the 

Commissioner Ridlington asked if it 
reasons. Engineer Reese said staff 
5 feet wide. This has been put on t his month when 
there is a dry weather opportunity. 

Commissioner Saunders referred to 
if it would be possible to ha nt with no seating. Chair Bird 

wed regarding possible revisions 
. The Planning Commission and 

"Limited Commer arking requirements shall be met on-site, only 
t of 3.5 or fewer spaces are allowed per unit, , 

v 
I 

I: 
0 

ted discussion about proposed Condition 15 (Attachment B). 
e suggested that the language could be incorporated into Condition 4 

sion, additional revisions to Condition 8 were proposed as follows: 

mercial Uses - To ensure that parking requirements shall be met on-site, 
ial uses with a parking requirement of 3.5 or fewer spaces are allowed per 

d on standards within the Land Development Code. In addition, only commercial 
no residential uses are allowed on the ground floor and mezzanine level of each 

The restrictions contained in this condition of approval shall be recorded as deed 
restrictions on each of the four new lots and recorded in conjunction with the final plat 
approval of the proposed subdivision. 

In conjunction with the final plat approval, the applicant shall also record conditions, 
covenants, and restrictions (CC & R's) governing all lots and tracts within the proposed 
development to address maintenance obligations for Tract A. The CC & R's shall also 
include the requirements noted by the deed restrictions above. The required CC & R's 
shall be provided to the Planning Division Manager for review prior to recordation of the CC 
& R's, deed restrictions, and final plat." 
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MOTION TO AMEND: Commissioner Howell moved to further revise Condition of 
Approval 8 as proposed above. Commissioner Reese seconded the motion and it passed 
unanimously. 

Commissioner Howell returned discussio oing west on Western. 
Engineer Reese said this could be ha concern under vision 
clearance standards. 
been accidents already occurring at t 
reports at this location. 

Commissioner Howell stated that ther 
requested in this application, but thi 
Many of the requested variances a 
weighing factors for pu at this location to maximize use 
of the site. The long te is to maximize the use of each 
site. This does attem 
no option to meet dri e site, so consideration must be 
given to the best rea 

The amended mai 

(0 
pprove the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat * 

A and J of the October 3, 2008, Staff Report. 2 mmendation to the Planning Commission. , 
n and it passed unanimously. c 

E 
owell moved to approve the proposed Plan Compatibility 5 

discussed in the October 3,2008, Staff Report and Attachment .!! 
commendation to the Planning Commission. 3 

se seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 

explained that the decision will be effective 12 days from when the Notice of 
on is signed, unless an appeal is filed with the City Recorder. 
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Western Station 
PLDO8 -00009, SUB08 -00005, PCR08 - 

00002 

Testimony received prior t o  c ose of record 
a t  5 p.m. on October 22, 2008, and 

r- 
9 

icant's Fina Written Argument I 

2 

received October 29, 2008 



Testimony Received Prior t o  Close of Record 
a t  5 p.m., on October 22, 2008, 

for the Planning Commission's Public Hearing 
regarding the Western Station application 

PLb08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002 



Fa~na: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dale Hubbard [dhubbard@coas.oregonstate.edu] 
Friday, October 17, 2008 9:32 AM 
Young, Kevin 
written testimony re: Seventh Street Station--correction 

Attachments: IMG-1730.jpg; IMG-1731 .jpg; ATT374382.txt 

IMG-1730.jpg (2 IMG-1731.jpg (2 ATn74382.txt (66 
MB) MB) 8) 

Hello Mr. Young, 

I'd like to submit a corrected version of my written testimony, e'dited to reflect the 
correct application name--Western Station, not Seventh Street Station. 

sincerely, Dale Hubbard 

Begin forwarded message: 

s From: Dale Hubbard <dhubbard@coas.oregonstate+edu> 
> Date: October 16, 2008 2:51:14 PM PDT 
> To: Kevin Young ~kevin.young@ci,corvallis.or.us> 
> Subject: written testimony re: Seventh Street Station 
> 
> Hello, 
> 
> My name is Dale Hubbard; I live at 927 SW 10th St. and I attended last 
> night's planning commission meeting re: Western Station. I would like 
> to submit the following written testimony to refute the claim made 
> last night by Staff that the bike lane on the south side of Western 
> Blvd., along the inside of the curve in the road, is five feet wide. 
> I commuted to the meeting last night along that very bike path, and I 
> can state with absolute certainty that the bike lane there is not much 
> wider than my handlebars. I visited the site today armed with a tape 
> measure and digital camera. The attached photos clearly demonstrate 
> that the bike lane is 3 3 "  (thirty three inches) wide, not five feet! 
> This in and of itself is a serious safety issue. Coupled with the 
> higher traffic, increased congestion, and additional visual 
> constraints that Devco's incompatible development will bring to the 
> area, the potential for tragic accidents and costly lawsuits is 
> greatly increased at this site. Please do not approve this proposal. 
> 
> sincerely, 
> 
> Dale Hubbard 
> 
> (PS--I would appreciate it if you would please confirm receipt of this 
> written testimony) 
> 







Dear Planning Commissioners, 

1 was out of the country in Russia during the Planning Commission hearing, so I 
submitted this written testimony before the hearing through the web site from 
Community Development referring to the project: Western Station (PLD08-00009, 
SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 

I clicked on the link provided for Kevin Young's email, copied the info into the text box 
and sent the email. The system apparently didn't work correctly because Kevin says he 
didn't receive the email, and my testimony didn't reach you before the hearing. 

I am therefore resubmitting my testimony in written form and hand delivering it to ensure 
this problem does not reoccur. Please take the time to read & consider my testimony 
before you make your decision. 

Thank you, 
Sam Hoskinson 

zz7 5 W  ibb ST 
C@CVC\\;~, OR 97313 

Community Development 
jplan~ling Division 



Testimony to Planning Commissi~n by Sam Hoskiaason 

The Planning Comissioners need to look at this proposal, and then reject it, based on 
the purpose of the Planned Development Overlay. 

Section 2.5.20 - PURPOSES 
Planned Development review procedures are established in this Chapter for 
the following 
purposes: 
a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversiJication in location of 
structures; 
g. Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than would 
otherwise be provided under conventional land development p~"ocedures; 
and 
h. Provide benefits r the 
variations from de 
development standards is still met, 

This proposed development is asking for variations that benefit ONLY THE OWNER'S M 

PROFITS, but will also increase safety, compatibility and parking problems for all their V) 
I 

Corvallis neighbors, including the future residents this site. Approving this development 2 
would allow the Planned Development Overlay to be used . . .once again.. .to grant LDC 

+-, s 
violations without providing THE REQUIRED offsetting "on site compensating benefits 
to ensure the LDC intent is satisfied" for each and every LDC rule they violate. (LDC E 

r: 
2.5.20.h). This is not acceptable and is a violation of the LDC.. 0 

CB 
+-, 

tZ 
The variances proposed are clearly aimed at putting a residential property into a MUC 
zone to maximize profits, just like the last proposal which was rejected by Planning 
Commission and City Council. 

Residential Housing isn't needed 
City Council has recently ruled on the need for Residential Housing and the appropriate 
use of PD Overlays in the findings of an appeal concerning the other 7th Street property 
owned by this developer. 
The Council found no need for additional residential housing, so it makes no sense to 
grant variances, convert commercial property to residential uses and to weaken 
neighborhood/city LDC protections for building usage that isn't needed. 

Corvallis City Council Notice of Disposition Order 2007-082 
Attachment A Page-6-ZDC07-00000 1 The CouncilJinds ... .. there is no 
longer a public need for additional Medium High and High Density 
Residential in this location or in the City. 



Comprehensive PBar? Policies mlrst be Resolved by PD BverPtry and the 
Detailed Development Plan 

The Council also stated that any unresolved comprehensive Plan policies that weren't 
settled when the property was changed from General Industrial mist be addressed 
through the PDO process and the Detailed Development Plan. 

Attachent A Page-7-ZDC07-000001 The City councilfinds that such 
Comprehensive Plan policies must be addressed ... since they were intended to be 
addressed with the proposed development. " - - 

Staff has not provided any assurance thatthe many Comprehensive Plan policies that 
were left unresolved when the property was rezoned from GI have actually been resolved 
with this plan. 

Some unresolved Comp Plan Policies listed in the staghandout: 3.2.1; 3.2.3; 5.3.1; 
7.5.5; 8.2.1; 8.10.4; .lo. 7; 8.10.9; 8.10.10; 8.14.3; 9.2.1; 9.2.2; 9.2.5; 9.3.210.2.9; 
10.2.11; 10.2.12; 11.2.2; 11.3.4; 11.3.8; 11.3.9; 11.4.3; 11.4.5; 11.4.7; 
11.5.12;11.6.6; 11.6.12; 12.2.5; 12.2.7 

Commercial Propeq  must be " presewed" (Statewide Goall 9) 
LDC 1993 
3.20.40.01 Preservation of Commercial Land Supply - 
a. A minimum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.25 of commercial use is required for all -d. 

Ip) 

property with a commercial Comprehensive Plan Map designation. This I 

requiremenl is to ensure that commercial land is preserved for primarily 2 
.id 

commercial purposes. (A minimum FAR of 0.25 would require that a 40,000 square E 

foot lot would have at least 10,000 square feet of commercial uses.) ... 
c. Where the square footage of the non-commercial use{s) exceeds the square 

E 
c 
0 

footage of the commercial use(s), the development site shall be subject to a Plan .w Q 

Compatibility Review (PCR) process. 3 
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 must be used for commercial purposes, the City cavl ensure compliance with 
Goal 9. 

The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and minimum % commercial rules are meant to preserve 
commercial land should not be ignored to build residential rentals (especially WEEDED 
residential rentals). This property can be developed without weakening the LDC 
protections with variances or changing the method of calculating the FAR requirement 
for this one site. This developer simply wants to make more money by using their 
experience at abusing the PDO process to "push the envelope." The livelwork fantasy 
description was shown to be totally meaningless at the Palazzo hearing. It is merely a 
catchy phrase that hides the developer's goal for this property: maximize residential rental 
incomes. 



The New LDC Required GivelTrake (varfance/compeamsati~n) 
Reporting Process needs Clarification 

The Compensation Requirements are definitely not being met by this proposal, just like 
the previous proposal. With the previous proposal I blamed the problem on the newness 
of the code and staffs unfamiliarity with the requirements. Now, however, I begin to feel 
that staff does not wish to enforce the new LDC requirements for ON SITE 
COMPENSATIONS for any deviations in the normal LDC requirements. The purpose of 
the PDO is to come up with the best compromise solution for the city and community for 
"problem" properties, not the most profitable option for owners. 
Staff should be instructed that the PDO is not a blank check to avoid LDC and 
Comprehensive Plan protections, but rather a giveltake compromise to develop problem 
properties. To compare the tradeoffs, a give vs. take table should be provided by staff 
and included with the report to the Planning Commission. That is, a brief review of the 
negative consequences of each variance (take by developers), and a description of how 
the compensation (give to city and neighborhood) will alleviate the consequence or 
provide another benefit to the neighbors. This comparison will provide the Planning 
Commission and City Council with a clear comparison of the tradeoffs that are being 
proposed on which to base their decisions. 
It should be clear to the commissioners that the variances of this proposal are all about 
give (maximizing the owner's profits) and ignoring take (consequences to the 
neighborhood for granting the variances.) 

This Proposal is a Waste of Commercial Property and an Abuse of the 
PD Overlay Process 
The MUC Property must be preserved for commercial uses or it is a clear violation of 
LDC, Comprehensive Plan Policies and Statewide Goal 9 (Economic Development.) The 
compensations offered were woefully inadequate and basically nonexistent. The 
residential usage proposed in place of the REQUIRED Commercial usage is not needed. 
This is a bad plan! 

Please reject this proposal. 

Thank you for the time and effort you give to our City, 
Sam Hoskinson 



To: Corvallis Plming Commission 

Re: Western Station 

Thank you for your attention once again. I promise to make this short. 

The perspective of the Planning Department expressed at the hearing on Western Station, 
Wednesday, October 15" astounded me. Planning Department's perspective looks only 
on how to fit something that is too big into a tiny space. Somehow Staff seems to think 
that it is OK to give variance after variance to this peculiar triangular piece of property 
which is surrounded by railroads on 2 sides and a busy boulevard on the third. 

Wait, wait please. There is another perspective. This one uses common sense, considers 
safety issues, checks compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood (LDC2.5.40.04- 
a.2. &3), solves off-street parking problems (LDC4.1.30 - b) and problems in the parking 
lot itself, solves the 50 foot variance asked for when entering an arterial 
connector(LDC4.1.40 - Standards for Off Street Parking and Access -a. 2.) and widens, 
rather than narrows the ingressiegress (Comprehensive Plan 9.2.4) . What magical 
solution is this? MINIMIZE the development instead of making it so big that it has (B 

insurmountable problems. V )  I 

2 
This development can be built to code. It can still satis@ the principle of a MUC l..I 

s 
development. It just needs to be cut down in size. Build two commercial units of 1,000 
sq. feet each, without a mezzanine, thus 2 to 2 112 stories in height, with 2 bedrooms each E 

1= 
upstairs without a great room and the problems would resolve themselves. 0 

m 

Again, we are not opposed to a MUC development. We are opposed to this application 
2 

because the developers are asking too much without any compensation to the 
neighborhood (LDC2.5.40.04 Review Criteria - a. Compatibility factors - 1). The 
problems can be solved. The developers were told this in 2007 when both Planning 
Commission and the City Council rejected the Palazzo for almost exactly the same 
reasons we oppose this current application. 

While the CC&R's idea brought up by Hugh White at the hearing sound good, they are 
unenforceable. The red tape, time, possible court costs take time and energy that could be 
used for better things. This information comes from a former City Planner when the 
question of parking issues at Covey Row was asked several years ago. 

Kindly turn this application down. Ask the developers to stop taking up our time, yours 
and ours. They need to downscale the development plan and propose building something 
sensible. 

Thank you for your time and energy. We all appreciate your hard work even if we don't 
always say so. 
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Young, Kevin 

From: matty b [bolducmw@gmail.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2008 10:29 AM 

To: Young, Kevin 

Subject: Western Station - additional testimony - noise and compatibility 

Attachments: Pages-from-CC-Packet-I 0-01-2007.pdf 

Kevin, could you please enter this testimony into the record and pass along to the PC for planning case PLD08- 
00009, et. al.? Thanks much, Matthew 

Dear Commissioners, 

During my spoken testimony at the 1011 5/08 Planning Commission hearing I stated that I would like to submit 
additional testimony regarding the incompatibility of the rail yard switching noise with new residential uses. 
Notably, I feel that the reduction in setback from 20 ft to 9 ft at the eastern border is grounds for denial of the 
application. 

I was hoping to submit calculations showing the amount of noise reduction gained by meeting the required 20 foot 
setback. Unfortunately, due to unforeseen circumstances that arose since that hearing, I have not been able to dig r, 
out the dusty text books and prepare new calculations. Instead, for a more general noise analysis of the site, I refer * 
you to my written testimony submitted to City Council during the Palazzo land use case. (Attached to this email 2 for your convenience, and included in this testimony by reference.) Given that the building layout has not changed 

cl 

between applications, this previous testimony is still applicable and I ask that you please review. Note that this s 
a, 

previous testimony includes a number of Comprehensive Plan policies regarding noise impacts. Additionally, I'd E 
like to point out that purpose b of LDC section 2.13.20 "Purposes" of a Plan Compatibility Review reads, "Protect 5 
neighboring property owners and residents by ensuring reasonable provisions have been made regarding surface 3 
water drainage; suitable sound and sight buffers; preservation of views, light, and air; and other aspects of design 3 
that may have substantial effects on neighboring land uses." Please note the reference to "suitable sound" buffers. 

Consider that the emphasis on residential uses in the Western Station development has triggered the need for a 
plan compatibility review. The purpose of a plan compatibility review is to ensure compatibility between uses 
both on and off the site. Therefore, it stands to reason that extra attention need be give to ensure the residential 
uses are compatible with other uses. Thus, the application should be taking extra steps to ensure compatibility of 
the residential uses with surrounding uses. Instead, the application wants to waive a setback that is meant as a 
minimum criterion for compatibiiity. 

The extremely noise-intensive use of the GI property to the east (i.e., the railroad switching yard) is not compatible 
with the proposed new residential use even if the 20 ft setback was met. A reduction in this setback is far from 
keeping with the purposes of a plan compatibility review. Therefore, I ask that you deny the application based on 
its lack of compatibility with surrounding land uses, and therefore its failure to meet the requirements of the plan 
compatibility review. 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

Matthew Bolduc 
1020 SW 10th St 
Corvallis, OR 97333 



24 September 2007 
Matthew W. Bolduc 

1020 SW 1 Oth St 
CorvaUis, OR 97333 

City of Corvallis 
City Council 
c/o Planning Division 
P.O. Box 1083 
Cornallis, OK 97339 SEP 2 4 2007 

Re: The Palazzo (PLD07-00004) am~niy Development 
Planning Division 

Dear Councilors, 

I aslr that you deny approval of the Palazzo Conceptual and Dctailed Development Plans, 
and thus the Subhvision Plat and Planned Compatibility Review, based on the grounds that 
a serious compatibility issue exists between the railroad switching yard bordering the 
property to the south, east and west and the proposed residential portion of the project. 
Specifically, the noise generated by very frequent railroad switching activities is a scrious 
quality of life issue, and was meant to be addressed through the planned developinent 
process when the development site was rezoned in 2003 to PD(MUC). 

Some of the following Information is technical iii nature. I hold a Master's Degree in Civil 
Engineering, am a hcensed Professional Bngineer in the State of Oregon, and have had 
experience working in the field of industrial noise reduction. Thus, 1 feel qualified to present 
this information. I have attempted to lseep the discussion as sunple as possible, and present 
the more technical calculations as an Appendix. Additionally, I feel that I should divulge 
that I am employed by the City of Corvalhs Engineering Division, but m~ job duties in no 
way impact the outcome of this land use case. 

According to the World Health Organization, excessive noise levels can interfere with 
comtnunication, disrupt sleep, cause stress related physiological changes, and impair 
cognitive abilities.' The impacts of excessive noise on public welfare are also recognized by 
the City of Corvallis in the Comprehensive Plan. Comprehensive Plan %ding 7.4.g, reads, 
"Excessive sound is a hazard to the public health, welfare, safety, and quality of life of the 
community." Additionally, the following Comprehensive Plan Policies relate to noise and 
residential uses: 

7.4.2 Future planning shall encourage the protection of both the citizens of Cotvallis 
and the C~ty's economic base. Noise-sensitive development such as schools and 
residential uses should not be located near existing or planned uses that have major 
noise impacts such as airports, major highways, loud recreational facilities, intensive 
industrial and commercial operations, unless noise mitigation features are 
incorporated into the project. 
7.4.3 Where unusual or excessive noise impacts are anticipated from new 
development, acoustical analysis may be required of developers to determine if 
mitigation measures are warranted. 



7.4.4 Noise abatement measures will be encouraged where higher intensive uses abut 
lesser intensive uses and where residential uses abut major roadways. 

- -  .- -- C 1 _ _ _  - _ _  _ _ 
9.3.7 To the maximum extent possible in residential areas, glare froin outdoor 
iighting shill6e shieliled ilnd noise shall be liiZfed. . 

- - . ,  . ,  

Directly to the south, east, and west of the subject site is a railroad switching yard operated 
by Willamette & Pacific Rallroad (W&P). W&P was not able to provide a schedule as to 
how often they use this switching yard, but as a neighbor I can attest that nearly every 
weekday morning, and most of the days when I take my lunch break at home, they are 
operating trains in the switching yard. In a letter from Oregon Department of 
Transportation Rail Division addressed to Kevin Young with the City Planning Division 
dated March 20, 2003, ODOT Rail states that, "The railroad, by virtue of interstate 
commerce laws, has the right to operate their facilities 24 hours a day, 7 days a week."" A 
switching yard is a facility used to disassemble and reassemble trains into different 
configurations. Railcars are joined together by essentially crashing them into each other at a 
controlled speed, which is quite a noisy operation: a diesel locomotive idling (while cars are 
being un-hitched) is loud, a diesel locoinotive under load (bringing the train up to speed) is 
louder, and the crashing of railcars (asseinbhng the train) is louder yet. Thus, the sw~tching 
yard is a noisy place and has the potential to be a noisy place 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 
365 days a year. I would wager that this is the noisiest industxlial activity adjacent to 
residentially zoned land within the City limits. Living on tlie opposite side of 10"' Street Q) V) 

from the rail yard, I can attest that my windows rattle and loose iterns within the house shake I 

when the railcars are crashing togcther. 2 
CI 
E 

Using standard engineering practices, it can be shown that the switching yard has the 
potential to cause an extreme nuisancc for future residences on thc subject property qsome 

E 
C 
0 .fork 01'noi.v mit&ation is not ~ndertlaken at the h e  ofdev~lopment. The U.S. Department of Housing m 
CI 

and urban Development (HUD) has regulations governing allowable noise levcls at building 
sites receiving HUD funding'". The Federal Transit Administration provides a methodology 

3 
for predicting noise levels adjacent to railroad switching yards". The attached Figures 1 and 
2 show predicted noise levels as they relate to allowable HUD noise levels. HUD noise level 
recomrncndations are used for comparison because they represent a widely accepted 
predictor for the maximwm tolerable noise levels ozttside qf residential homing. Calculated, not 
measured, noise levels are used - as recommended by HUD - because calculations give a 
much better idea of the worst case scenario than the noise that happens to bc generated on a 
single day of testing. See the attached Appendix for the calculations and a detailed 
description of the methodology. Pleasc note that the information in the Appendix was 
presented as public testimony dunng the Planning Coinmission Hearing for Case PLDOS- 
00019 by Andy Sagalowsky and is used here with his permission. Also note that I have 
checked the calculations and assumptions and feel that the analysis provides a reasonable 
prediction of potential noise levels. 

The analysis shows that four hours of switching operations in a day (which I judge to be a 
reasonable approximation of the switching activiues on a normal weekday) cause the day- 
night average noise levels across the entire site to be above 65 dBA. This level is considered 
"normally unacceptable" by HUD and would require some sort of noisc attenuauon. See 
Table 1 for a summary of WUD noise Icvcl regulations. A much worse case is the idltng of a 
dtescl locomotive for nine hours at night (which seems to happen on at least a couple of very 



cold rughts each year). T h s  night tune idling scenario results in the day-night average noise 
level to be above 75 dBA across the enme site, which is into the "unacceptable" rangc per 

.- . - -.. - . . "  - HUD regulations. For a down-home comparison, LDC - -  - Section 4.9.60.02.h.1, governing 
t Wlreless ~ e l e c o m ~ u r u c a t l o ~ ~ s  F'achties, ieq&es: 

A facility located on a site adjacent to a residential development zone or exlsting 
Residential Uses must litnit noise levels to 35 DBA or less, as measured at the 
residential property line(s). 

?%us, the potential exists for noise across the development site in excess of Federal (HUQ 
recommelldations and far in excess of the only LDC referenced noise level (albeit for a 
different type of industrial land use). 

During the hearhg process that lead to this site being re-zoned from GI to PD(MUC), 
compatibility with the railroad switching y s d  was identified as an issue. Council's Order 
2003-1 16, "Findings Relaring to Comprehensive Plan Amendment - CPA01-00005," 
Finding number 9 reads in part: 

The Council notes that one of the key issues of cosnpatibility will be with respect to 
the interface between the subject site and the industrial property to the east. 
Industrial properties are required to provide large buffers between themselves and 
residential properties. However, ths  same interface issue currently exists between 
the site and the properties to the west, whch are designated as Medium and High 
Density Residential. The proposal will shift the issues from the west side of the 
subject site to the east side of the subject site. The Council notes that the 
applicant has proposed a Planned Development overlay as part of the zoning 
designation request to address this issue on-site as part of future reviews for 
development on the site. The Planned Development process would require a 
thorough review of traffic impacts and transition and buffer elements in conjunction 
with specific development proposals, [Emphasis added in bold.] 

Additioilally, compatibility between these uses was addressed in Council's Order 2003-1 16, 
"Findings Relathg to District Change - ZDC03-00005," Finding number 6, which reads in 
part: 

. . .the location of the subject site in close proximity to existing industrial uses points 
to the need for adequate buffering between future residential development on the 
property and adjacent industrial uses.. .The Council notes that the proposed 
Planned Development Overlay zone will ensure that compatibility factors are 
considered prior to development of the property. Based on h s  analysis, the 
Council finds that the requested zoning district designation will not result in 
colnpatibility conflicts regarding basic site design, noise attenuation, sipage, lighting, 
noxious odors, landscape buffermg, traffic parking, or a x  and water quality impacts. 
pmphasis added in bold.] 

From the above quoted Findings, it is obvious that in Order 2003-1 16, when re-zoning the 
7th Street Station property, Council intended for the compatibility conficts between the 
indusulld and any residential uses to be addressed by the Planned Development overlay. 
Thus, these issues need to be addressed at this time. I asli that Council deny the application 
based on the fact that the noise compatibility issue has not been addressed by the current 
proposal. 



I would like to state that I am not opposed to any and all development on this site. I believe 
that an all-commercial development would not  be nearly as sensitive to the existing nolse 
issue. Additionally, engneermg practices exist that could be designed into the building to 

- - " . - -  - - .  
greatly reduce noise translniss~on f rok the out~ide.  Thus,-my cutrent objec~on is to 
compatibility between the existing very loud railroad switching yard and the residential 
portion of the development. 

To aid in your decision, 1 challenge you to visit the site during switchhg operations to hear 
for yourself how loud these activities can bc. To determine when the rail yard will be 
operating, you can contact Willarnette and I'acific Kailroad by calling (541) 924-6565, Or, 
you can attempt to visit early in the morning, as most weekday mornings the &esel 
locomotive is on-sitc idling starting at 7:00 a.m. sharp. 

I thank you sincerely for your consideration of this very serious community livability matter, 

h-9 
Matthew W Bolduc 
1020 SW loLh St 
Corvalhs, OR 97333 

Attachments: Tables 1 & 2 
Figures 1 & 2 
Appendix 

' World Health Organization. (1999). Guidelines for Cotnmuniry Noise. Geneva. 
" Refer to City of Corvallis Planning Division Case ZDC03-00005. 
"' United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, (2004). The Noise Guidebook. 

Washington, D.C. 
'" Federal Transit Administration Office of Planning. (1 995). Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 

Assessment, Final Report. Washington, D.C. 
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WUD SITE ACCEPTABILITY STANDARDS FOR OUTDOOR NOISE LEVELS 
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Source: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2004). The Nui~e 
Ggidebook. Washington, D.C. 



TABLE 2 

ADEQUATE MARGIN OF 

door activity interference 

doo r  activity interference 

Explanation of Table 2: 
(II o 
C, 

1. Detailed discussions of the terms L,,, and L,, appear later in the document. Briefly, L,q(24! 3 
represents the sound energy al~eraged ovdr a 24-how: period while L,,, represents the LC, w ~ t h  
a 10 dB niglzttime weighting. . ,. 

2. The hearing loss level identified here represents annual averages of the daily level over a 
period of forty years, (These are energy averages, not to be confused with arithn~etic 
averages .) . . 

3; Relationship of an of 70 dB to higher exposure levels. 

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency Office of Noise Abatement and 
Control. (1974) I#omation on Levelf ufE:'nvirunmentaIIA~uise Reqzlisite to Protect 13ablic HcaItb and 
WeJbre with and Adeqzlate Margin oJ'Sa$e!y. Washington, D.C. 





. . ~  - . . .  . . .  .. .. . 

above 75 dBA ijnnaceptable 

70 to 77 ddE3 Normally Unnaceptable 
10 dBA attenuation required 

65 to 70 dBA Normaily Unnaceptabte 

Attachment IV - 65 



APPENDIX 

RAILROAD SWITCHING YARD NOISE CALCULATIONS 

Summary: Standard engineering practices are used to determine potential noise levels generated 
by the active railroad switching yard adjacent to the development site. Noise contours are 
plotted to determine where outdoor noise levels meet acceptable levels established by U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 

References: Federal Transit Administration Office of PI (April 1995.) Transif Noise 
and Vibration Impact Assessment, Final R 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban D 
Planning and Development. The Noise Guidebook. Wasl~ington, D.C. 

Operating schedules for rail yard vary and could not be provided by Wilfamette Pacific Railroad. 
Therefore assumptions need to be made regarding rail yard operations that impact noise level 
calculations. A number of neighbors who live in close proximity to the yard have observed two 
standard operating scenarios. A third, worst case scenario is also investigated: 
Scenario 1 : Approximately 4 hours of daytime operations. 
Scenario 2: Idling diesel engine the entire night. This scenario is less frequent than scenario 1 
and occurs only during the coldest nights of the year. approximately 4 hours of switching 
activities in a typical day of operation. 
Scenario 3 (Worst case): 24 hours of continuous operations. This scenario is far beyond current 
yard operations, but there is no prohibition to it occurring at some point in the future. 

Switching operations generate the loudest noise levels, but much of the current yard operations 
are simply an idling locomotive with intermittent switching. Because the objective is to obtain a 
reasonable operational noise estimate that does not inflate noise levels, and to simplify 
calculations, idling operations will be considered instead of a combination of idling and 
switching. 

The Federal Railroad Administration, which governs interstate railroad traffic, recommends the 
use of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) procedures to determine noise levels generated by 
stationary rail facilities (http:liwww.fra.dot.gov/uslcontent/l67). Chapter 5 of the FTA document 
entitled Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessmenl, Final Report provides a simplified 
procedure to estimate noise level contours generated by railroad switching yards. This procedure 
has been developed for the transportation planning process, and provides a well accepted 
mathematical model for establishing noise levels due to rail yard operations. 

Noise level contours were plotted on the site plan. Contours assume that the noise source can be 
centered anywhere on the active railroad tracks adjacent to the site. It appears that two of the 
southwest most spurs in the switching yard are not utilized, so these tracks were not considered 
as a noise source location. 
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Scenario 2: 9 nighttime hours of idling diesel Xocomotive 

Determine reference sound exposure level at 50 fit 

- - SEL, = 116 dBA - ,- . - (FTA table 5-5. One train with 
diesel 'locomotive idling for one 
hour) 

Determine volume adjustment 
C, = lOlog(2NT) (FTA table 5-5, layover tracks) 

where N, = N number of train per hour = 1 
a C, =101og(2) =3.0 

Determine hourly equivalent sound levcl at 50 ft 
L,,(h) = SEL,, .t C, - 35.6 (FTA Table 5-6) 

= 116i3.0-35.6 = 83.4 dbA 

Determine daytime equivalent sound level at 50 R 
J,,, ( h x  1 (FTA Table 5-6: using 0 hours of 

L~q(day)=IOlo{[&] z l 0  daytime operation) 
7 al,l-lOp117 

Determine nigl~ttime equivalent sound level at 50 ft 

L,, (night) = 10 log 
OUIII-7 /?Ill 

(FTA Table 5-6, using 9 hours of 
nighttime operation) 

Determine day night level at 50 f3 
k C , ! d ~ y y O  L,(n@r)+iO / 1 

+9*10 
-I3.* 

= 1010~[15*10~  + 9 * 1 0 ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 - 1 3 . 8 = 8 9 1  dBA 
J 

= 89 dBA 

(FTA Table 5-6) 

Determine distance of noise contours for 75,70, and 65 dBA 
L,, (new distance) = L, (508) - C ,,,( (FTA Section 5.3) 

where 
C,,, i, = 14 dBA 3 L, (170 f t )  = 75 dBA fFTA and Figure 5-2, stationary 

so~irce) 
C2,, = 19 dBA 3 L, (290 j't) = 70 dBA 

C 4 4 0 ,  = 24 dBA 3 L,, (440 8 )  = 65 dBA 



Scenario 3: F4orst case) 24 hours of idling diesel locomotive 

Determine reference sound exposure levcl at 50 ft 
SEL, = 116 dBA (FTA table 5-5, One train with 

--.. -- ------* -- - ^ .. . _ _  . _ - - -  --I - _  - - - ^  ^ -.̂  - _ _ _  _ -.-diese4.4mo~&ve--idl-iq--hr-o - - - 

11our) 
Determine volume adjustment 

C, = 10 1og(2Arr) (FTA table 5-5, layover tracks) 

where NT = N number of train per hour = 1 
1 

3 C, = lOlog(2) = 3.0 

Determine hourly equivalent sound level at 50 ft 
L,,(h)=SEL,, + C, -35.6 (FTA Table 5-6) 

Determine daytime equivalent sound level at 50 ft 

Determine niglittime equivalent sound level at 50 ft 

L,(night) = lolog 
1 Ouril-7 pni 

(FTA Table 5-6, using 0 hours of 
daytime operation) 

Q, 
LO 
I 

1 
C, 

r 
a, 

(FTA Table 5-6, using 9 hours of 
E 
I= 
0 

nighttime operation) a 
C, 

2 

Determine day night level at 50 A 
I.,, C ~ ~ O J J ~ ~  /,(nrght)+lO 

A]-13.8 
(FTA Table 5-6) 

L, = 101og[15*10 +9*10 

L, for scenario 3 is approximately the same as scenario 2. The reason is that both scenarios 
have the same nighttime noise characteristics aid the 10 dBA weighting for the nighttime hours 
causes nighttime noise to govern the result. 



l'- - - -__  

r Tqv.  ', I LLA hL2 -h 0 Tk 2 22:;: - '3 g h ~ ~ . ~ v u / n e .  
boy) a , b d b  7-1 t e q  5J-t 

J 4 5 [?7333 7 't-tl e l  LC~X ~ & & d ~ y  ~ w e l o ~ m e n l  
Planning Division 

15 "3 -7 & i9 L 



CAf&oL \ C L C ~ %  v1 ,4 ( i v~  j ) r i i b ) @ m t s  &v- i i ~vs  T- 

IC- 

L-kL\&y 
I 

4 \P p - t p  L, r j - ~  L a\ re u d y  c.(; s j ~ - ~ ~ + i ~ {  a 2 .w 

E 

Ld-V c not C L ~ C ;  Y I ~  4 - 6 ~ ; ~  ;%L(AO ( z ~ ~ ~ ; v \  C ?! 
0 
0s 

b b ~ i !  YI \ T ( c ( ~ (  C O V ~ ~ V  ; V L  r C ( M V . P ( ~ , ~ / ~ ~  5 f # k  3 
9 p i * ~ c e i  A y @ h  V.-,g mr in4hp 

2% .;t. '\ V C ~ C . ~ ~ + ~ J  u.cl?d m \ 9 v2  ~ ~ s . e f i 5 . i ~  

\&OV- I~~~ \rood$ LA[ -4-u VdId s+-.J~ v lr\ \ @  

p o . ; y +  O i i i  W f  c ( L * ~ ,  o f  ./t& S 
04 





Frorn: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mark Knapp [geocogent@yahoo.com] 
Wednesday, October 22, 2008 4:46 PM 
Young, Kevin 
Western Boulevard 

Kevin, 

Here's another comment about PLD08-00009 

In response to questions from the Planning Commission at the October 15 public hearing, a 
traffic engineer stated that the eastbound bicycle lane in the vicinity of the subject 
site is never less than 5 feet wide on Western Boulevard. 

That is incorrect. The bicycle lane is only three feet wide for several yards. Its 
narrowest point coincides with a bend in the road, which makes it doubly dangerous for 
bicyclists, because motor vehicle drivers often hug the right side of the lane as they 
speed through the bend. 

5 strongly oppose the development application, because the nonconforming driveway, so 
close to 7th and Western, would make a dangerous intersection even worse. 

Mark Knapp 



Applicant's Fina Written Argument 
for the Western Station app 

submitted October 



October 29, 2008 

Mr. I<evin 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: 

m As rebuttal to written testimony received prior to the Close of Record at 5:OOpm on October 22, 
2008, we are submitting the following: I 

2 
.w 

A. Letter by Leslie Bishop; suggest maximum number of stories. c 

E 
I= 

Ttic MUC 7oi1ing Districi st,~l?dard for building hcrghi is 45' ~naximiiwr 2nd is not bawd upon o 
the nnmher of stories or floor levels. lhc Westerr, Sfdtioil brjifdii~g, as drawn rn the appiic ation 

(rS 

exhibits, is 43' feet in heighi. The P,~la//o hr~ilding; a5 p re io~ ted  rr7 i~rrlvious appliratrorls, and 4 
resub/?liitcd wit/ ]  t11c Westerr? Station ar~plicaiion, was 45' irt I~c~g l t i .  

B. Letter by Dale Hubbard; regarding bike lane width. 

With the cxceptioi-1 of an approximate 30'stretch of brke lcler?e on ihe iouth sicit. of Wcclerrl 
Boulevard al017g tlie inside of ihe rirrve acijare~?r to the 7"' Strclclt interiection, thcl b i le lane 
adjacerit to ihe Western Siation propefiy is 5' wide. (Kefureerrcc Phof o No 1) 

This narrow contJition i s  n n~arlcing layoiit error C I ~  all I- tr le  Iclnc. and fri7vcI la17e itripiog have 
been shifted approxii-t?aieiy two feet to  fltc south iilroclgh the cnrvc. al 7"' Street. (kference 
Photo No. 2) There 15 a cor~i i i tunt curb-lo-curb diitatlce ;tcrou tile f~ot-itage of at the Gziestcrn 
Staiior? property. 711ii striping layout error could be corrected and a iiiill 5' twicfe bilcc lane 
provicfed through the rorve 



Mr. Kevin Young 
Senior Planner 
October 29, 2008 
Page 2 of 4 

C .  Letter by Matthew Bolduc; regarding rail yard noise. 

irt Mr. Kold(.~c's testirnor-)y concerning rail noise and its affect oi7 compatibility between the 
new resiclenlial devclopn~ent and the adjoinirtg industrial property, he correctly asserted that 
the intent- of applying the Planned iJevc1oprr)ent overlay on to this property was to "ensore 
that compatibility factors arc: considered prior to deve/oi?n.~ent of the property." t lc also 
asserls that "e17gi17eerir?g practices exist that could be designed inio the biri/di~?g to  greatly 
redilce noise trans~nission frolr) the oiltside." 

'The land Deve1opn)ent (:ode allows residential devc:lopment in a Mixed Use Corn~?~ercial 
zoning districi to  be constructed adjacent to ind~istrial properties, provided t l ~ i  a 20' 
landscaped buffer is conslrircted. 7he applicant is proposing to red~ice that setbaclc to a 9' 
buffer, with t-he contpensating benefit of providing additior~ai soundproofi/~g construction to  
1 he exterior walls of the resider?iial st ruclures t-hat- lacre the railrctad. 

The following calculations demonstrate that not on+ do the soundproofing construction 
methods proposed iit Condition of Approva/ #7 adequate+ compensate for the reduction in 
buffer widfh, but actua/+ exceed the sound attenuation that would be provided with a standard 
20' landscaped buffer and standard exfevor wall construction with no soundpoofing, as would 7 
be allowed by the L DC and app/icab/e building codes. 2 

s 
Sotlrtd ievels ctecrease as t-hey travel across distar~ce irr proporiioi? to the square of the distai?c;e @ 

E travelled. This decrease in ltlvel as a function of distance is characterized or-, a logarithmic:, or I: 
no/?-linear, scale as decibels {dl$. 7he ~narhe~??atical eqilaiion tltai ciefines [he qirantity of loss 2 

+d 

is -6dK for every doublirrg of distance horn a given point-. 3 
With respcct to t/7c lar~iscapiilg of ihc scrback cfistat?ce, accorc!i/)g to  the A/?~eric-at? Society of 
landscape Architeclc, ctdec;l~ate rc3search has not been co~ldtjctecJ iv /~ ich dc~mon~trales the 
effectivenclss of plants ir, contro/lir?g iound j7ollotion. ' I l~crcbrc ,  in con?pdri~lg sourtd loss 
beiwcer~ one size of /<~/~chcapcci buficlr 2nd < i~~oihcr ,  //?P effclcl of the plc?rlts ~hen~selvc~i i5 
ncgligihle, 2nd o~ i l y  1/7e efhi  t of lhe C ~ I S ~ ~ ? I I ( ' ( ~  (-a11 r~cl/ ist i~dl ly bc ( - ~ ~ ~ ~ i ( i c ~ r c d .  It i s  i177porta171 io  
nole, l~owevcr, tlml f l ~ e  psychologit a/ effefec t of plnnii/?g is sigrltfic ant, ds il /?as becrj four~d rl~at 
by rpmovl/lg fhc noise sour( e froin v i iw,  plai~tir?gi reduce huin,vl annoy,tnccl to noiscl. The 
fact that people t a/?r)ot srle thc railway line g e ~ ~ e r ~ ~ l l y  rediicei their a\/varcanesS of ii, cvoi? 
i l ~ o ~ ~ g l ~  tile 17oisc rer?7,lins. ' //.?is ii2ciicalcs l hat tile j)ryd~ological Oenefit 5 derived frorn a 9' 
buffer arc. tn every way eclrt,tl to il?e satne i3er)efiii derive(/ from d 20' bt~ffbr. 

Additio~.-rally, all birilding walls will redrrce the tll;l~?sinissjo/~ of S O C J ~ ? ~  by a ce1.i-ain amount, 
based on the construe-t-ion i?~eil?ods used ~o build those ~ml l s .  171e a1noi117t by which the 
tra/lsinission of souf~d is reduced for a give17 wall cot?strzictioi~ assonbly ntethod is called its 
"So~lrtd -rrans~nission (:lassu rating, or SIC rating. Ap[?en&x "A" demonstrates differc?nt ST(: 
ratings for vario~rs wall asselnblies. 

http://en.allexperts.com/q/Landscaping-Design-724/BUFFER-HIGHWN. htm 
* ~~~.t~hwane.gov.za/documentsinoise/NoiseAppendixD.pdf 
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Senior Planner 
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Figure 2 on Appendix "A" sl?ows i.hat using st-aggerecl stud walls cxn increase the ST(: rating of 
a wall allywhere from 8-72 dB. Aciditionally, i igurc 5 indicates that i-he use of an additional 
layer or gy;3surn board also increases the STC rating of a wall from 7-5 dB. Thorefore, the 
inclusio~? of the soundproofing Ineasirres required u ~ ~ d e r  (:ot?ditioi? of +povaI 767 will result 
in a decrease in soond tran.sn,i.ssion of approxi~nately 9- 7 7 clB. 

Accordii?g l o  tJ?e formula ~5l . l  = 201og(d?/c12) where hi> is ille change i1.1 decibel level' d l  i s  
/he first distance 3 r d  d2 is the second distance, reducing [he .setbacl~~dis~ance fro171 20' to 9' 
results in a gain in noise irccnsmission of 4-7dB. /-lowever, sinc:e the soundproofing 
consiruction provides a rcciuclion in noise I-ransmi.ssion of approxirnittcly 9-1 7db, then the net 
change in r~oise from t-his con~pensating herlefit i s  a loss oi 2- 7OdB. 

In fact, providing ioundproofii~g constrc~ct~ot, ni a 9' iet back will result 1n the ey(/ivdlcnt noise 
loss that the consir~~r.tio/-i of an eyt~ivalilnt Iandscapcd buffer [\]at would at a nlinilnu~?? be t 5' 
w ~ d e  and cotilcl be up to  63' in width. Ths Conclit~on of Approval meets /he co/~cerr?s rcliscd 
by the City Count-11 a1 t l ~ c  time of the is5uance of tl ic Planr-ic~d l J e v e l o p ~ ~ ? c ~ ~ ~  ovcrldy, ~ I I  l l ~ i  
the con~patib~lity between the re51derliial uses and acfjac-ent industrtaf properties ate bctng 
cffeciivcly rnitigaicci, 1r1 e x e s  of wliat the ~ni~- i / l>?un) I fJC- rec~uirorncnts wotrlti cnta11. Ih~s  b 

b sat icfiei the requirerncnl rr? /he l'lai?/~e(~' (*o/npat ibilify Kevicw po~t lon of the 1 I)C i l ~d t  recj~~~rc>s , 
"sirliable sound boi"fenn bet ween neigl~borlng land uses 1 

-w 
c 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me. E 
L: 

Sincerely, 
f l -  

Lyle E. Hutchens 
Project Manager 

LEHJnre 
04-433 kyoung 10-24-2008.doc 

cc: Mr. Bob Cavell, 7th Street Station, LLC 



Mr. Kevin Young 
Senior Planner 
Oaober 29,2008 
Page40f4 

Reference Photo NO. 1 

Y 
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South side of Western Boulevard- 



STC Ratings 

S f  G MTONSS FOR VARIOUS WALL ASSEMBLIES 

Below are the S7C ratings of various wall assemblies, each presented to help illustrate concepts, improvements and 
rules of thumb, The estimated ratings are based on laboratory lest results from various compendiums of STC ratings. 
It is recommended to consult a professional acoustician for more detailed information or la analyze the specifics of 
your projeotlassembly. 

To view different wall assemblies, click on each point below that may apply to your project. 

1. Insulaliiron w~ll nsticeabsly amprove the STC rating of an assembly, 
2 Staggered or double stud wails are hrgner rated theca singb stud walls 
3. Metal stud weirs pepcorm better than wood stud walls 
4. Res~lient channel can iriiprnve the STC rabsng of an assembly 
5. pkddisrg addttsunal tayers of drwail can rm~ove the S I C  rating of an assembly 
6. Drywall between double studs can ~ir;am8tf~aFi"y reduce the STG fating of an assembly 

Batt insulation 

back to tap 

Batt insulation 

Batt insulation 

2x4 studs, 518" gyp (2 layers total), 
Batt insulation 

back to tap 



STC Ratings Page 2 of 3 

3. Metal stud walls perfom better than wood stud waNs. 
$NOTE: This only applies to single stud assemblies. For double stud assemblies, there is virtually no --- 

Batt insulation 

4 Resilient channel can improve If?@ STC rating of an assembly. 
(NOTE: These ratings are based on laboratow tests. Because of the special care reauired when installing 

2x4 stud, 518" gyp (4 layers total), Batf 

back to tap 

6. D all between double studs can dramatically reduce the STC rating of an assembly. 
r,-. 1 

Wall Assembly 

2x4 studs, 518" gyp (4 layers total), Batt 

resilient 



Rules of Thumb 
Rscon~mc-mrded S?atmgs 
Weaknesses - Wiat You Shoezkl Krrow 
The dlRarence between STC and NRC 
STC Ratengs far Masonry Walls 
Home 

Copyright Q 2004 Acoustics.mm 



Western Station - PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002 

Potential Condition of Approval # 15: 

Deed Restrictions and CC & R's - In conjunction with final plat approval of the proposed 
subdivision, the applicant shall record deed restrictions on each of the four new lots to 
require that no commercial use on the lot may have a parking requirement greater than 
1 space per each 400 square feet of commercial space. The deed restrictions shall 
also state that only commercial uses, and no residential uses, are allowed on the 
ground floor and mezzanine level of each unit. The deed restrictions shall note that the 
City reserves the right to enforce these provisions for as long as any lot is subject to 
Planned Development PLD08-00009 and its related conditions of approval. The 
required deed restrictions shall be provided to the Planning Division Manager for review 
prior to recordation of the deed restrictions and final subdivision plat. 

In conjunction with final plat approval, the applicant shall also record conditions, 
covenants, and restrictions (CC & R's) governing all lots and tracts within the proposed 
development to address maintenance obligations for Tract A. The CC & R's shall also 
include the requirements noted by the deed restrictions above. The required CC & R's 
shall be provided to the Planning Division Manager for review prior to recordation of the 2 
CC & R's, deed restrictions, and final plat. I 

2 



Testimony regarding the Western Station Appeal 
(PLb08 - 00009, SUB08 -00005, PCR08 -00002) 

Received after release of the December 5, 2008, 
Staff Memorandum t o  the Mayor and City Council, 
but prior t o  the City Council's December 15, 2008, 

Public Hearing 



Western Station aka the Palazzo 

According to the developers the reasons for the re.jection of the Palazzo, now Western 
Slation were: 

1) Too much of a variance for the FAR 
2) Parking issues 
3) A market does not exist for true livelwork units 

There is more to the story. The general consensus from Planning Commission (June 
2007) and City Council (Fa112007) was to downscale the development to minimize the 
impact on the adjacent neighborhoods. The developers have done just the opposite. They 
have maximized by adding another story which is called a mezzanine. While this 4th story 
may satisfy the FAR requirement, it introduces new problems and does not resolve the 
parking or safety issues. 

The perspective of the Planning Department expressed at the hearing on Western Station, 
Wednesday, October 15 '~  astounded me. Planning Department's perspective looks only 
on how to fit something that is too big into a tiny space. Somehow Staff seems to think 
that it is OK to give variancc after variance to this peculiar triangular piece of property 
which is surrounded by railroads on 2 sides and a busy boulevard on the third. 

Wait, wait please. 'There is another perspective. This one uses common sense, considers 
safety issues, checks compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood (LDC2.5.40.04- 
a.2. &3), solves off-street parking problems (LDC4.1.30 - b) and problems in the parking 
lot itself, solves the 50 foot variance asked for when entering an arterial 
connector(LDC4.1.40 - Standards for Off Street Parking and Access -a. 2.) and widens. 
rather than narrows the ingresslegress (Comprehensive Plan 9.2.4) . What magical 
solution is this? MINIMIZE the development instead of making it so big that it has 
insurmountable problems. 

This developinent can he built to code. It can still satisfy the principle of a MUC 
development. It just needs to be cut down in size. Build three commercial units each with 
a mezzanine, and a 1 story, I bedroom residential apartment upstairs without a great 
room, thus honoring the concept of 1,iveIWork. The building would be no taller than 3 
stories. Many of the compatibility problems would resolve themselves. 

3 Issues I wish to address: 

1 .) PD Overlay 
2.) Live-Work units 
3.) Proposed parking lot problems 



PD Overlay 

The developcrs have violated LDC2.5.40.04 Iievicw Criteria 
a) Compatibility factors 

1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested 

And 

the developers have violated LDC2.5.20h 
"Provide benefits within the development site that compensate for the variations 

from developmei~t standards such that the intent of the developlnent standard is mct." 

There are no compensating benefits. There have been no public meetings held with 
regard to this application for Western Station. In the variances being requested, we in the 
neighborhood have been offered nothing. This violates the philosophy of "give and take" 
inherent in this code. It has only been "take" by the developers. 

The list of Deviations to Standards (variances) provided by the developers is incomplete. 
There are other variances which are embedded in the narrative such as the livelwork term 
and the duplicity involved in the use of the railroad easement. 

LiveIWork Units: 

These 4 proposed attached "livelwork" units will be 4 stories high. This is more than one 
story above any existing buildings in the area. The duplexes to the east are 2 and one half 
stories, not 3.7be applicant's defense is that the proposed building will be 43 - 45 feet in 
height, thus within code. I-lowever, these compatibility issues are clear if one just stands 
on Western Blvd. and looks at the surrounding area. 

This development plan violates LDC2.5.40.04 Review Criteria 
a) Compatibility factors 

2. Basic site design - (The organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' 
relationships to neighboring properties) 

3. Visual elements - (Scale, structural design and form.. .) 
h) Prescwe the City's natural beauty.. .and by requiring that proper attention be 

given to the exterior appearance of structures, signs, parking, landscaping, and 
other improvemenis. 

Response from developer's narrative: 

"The proposed project will develop a vacant underutilized area with thoughtfully 
designed buildings that are visually integrated with each other and with the adjacent 
commercial uses." 



Question: 

Where are the other 3 or 4 story commercial buildings in the adjacent area? There are 
none. 'The lawn mower shop, Beekman Place, Thistle Dew Gardens. Densons, 
StoverIIvey, Tico Electric, London's auto repair are all one story commcrcial buildings. 

The proposed 4 story buildings also violate Comprehensive Plan, Article 3, Land Use 
Guidelines - 3.2.e and 3.2.g 

#41. Approval Criterion from Western Station narrative 

d. Promote and encourage conservation of energy 

Developer's response: The proposed development will locate businesses in the same 
buildings as their owners, thereby reducing the need for commuting to get from their 
home to their workplace. 

Comment: 

The developers are using the LiveIWork as a compensating factor. But LiveiWork is a 
bogus term. Nowhere in the application is it stated that busi~~ess owners will be required 
to reside above the business. The city has no codes governing livelwork units. Thus, this 
livelwork idea is unenforceable and an unenforceable situation should not be used to 
satisfy development criteria. 

Because there is no way to enforce the livelwork unit idea, if these buildings are sold, the 
owner cannot be forced to live on the premises. It's using a made up term, livelwork, as a 
compensating benefit. Again, there is no code that enlhrces the liveiwork idea. Lyle 
Hutchens, (Devco), used the word "condo" at the Planning Commission meeting on Oct. 
15, 2008, which infers that the residential and commercial units could be owned by 
different owners. There could bc as many as 8 owners. 

A possible scenario to this would be to first selllrent the upstairs residential units. If the 
downstairs commercial unit does not selllrent, the developers could come back to the city 
and ask for a modification of the code to convert the bottom units to residential. 

The layout of the residential portion ofthe liveiwork units is not realistic. It is not family 
oriented; it is too big for a single individual; it is not couple oriented. What does that 
leave? Multiple residents sharing bathrooms and using the great room as a bedroom, 
more cars, more problems. 

Many business owilers like to leave their places of business in order to get away from it 
all for at least a few sleeping hours of the day or night. A livelwork situation would be a 
nightmare, not a benefit, to many. 



Live/Work Unit is a bogus term. While it would be nice to think that each of thesc 4 
commercial units could be purchased by an artist, a coffee shop owner or wine store 
operator, these types of businesses have failed in larger square footage areas on Western 
Blvd. in the past. In the present economic dilemma who would have the money to buy 
one of these small comlnercial units, live in it and make cnough money in such a small 
space to stay in it? 

The developers attempt to justify LiveIWork units with the Oregon Business Magazine 
August 2008 article entitled "Live-work units: a tiny, happy place for real estate" that 
they included in the application. This article states that live/work units are good h r  the 
people in real estate. There is no mention of any benefits for those who bought those 
units or what kind of sl~ops were put in or how long they survived, what size the 
livetwork units were, how many people lived in them etc. This article was solely a filler 
to fool us. It is completely out of context for Corvallis, Or. 

Parking 1,ot coilsideraiions 

The developers are asking for a Deviation to Standards with LDC4.1.40 - Standards for 
Off Street Parking and Access Standards 

a. Access to arterial, collector, and neighborhood collector streets 
2. 1,ocation and design of all accesses.. .shall be located a minimum of 

150 feet from any other access or street intersection. 

The developers are asking for a variance of 50 feet. This is a safety issue for drivers, 
pedestrians and bicyclists. The railroad that borders the west side of the property is 
accompanied by a curve in Western Blvd. which blocks vision. A vehicle coming out of 
the proposed driveway needs to be in the bicycle lane in order to see traffic, vehicular or 
bicycle or pedestrian, coming from west to east. This is a tricky and unsafe situation. 

A driver coming out of the proposed driveway and wanting to turn right or east also has 
limited vision due to the 2 utility poles, the large silver railroad electrical control box and 
the RR crossing arms. The dcvelopers are also planning on planting trees in the "planting 
strip" which will further obstruct the view. And finally, bicycle racks are proposed for 
this already congested area. As a consequence, an entire car traveling down Western rrom 
east to west could be obliterated from the driveway's view. 

The developers use the excuse for this variation to be due to the oddly shaped triangular 
piece of land they are trying to develop. This is just one more reason why they need to 
minilni~e this development, rather than maximize it. 

Violation of Comorehensive Plan 9.2.4 Neinhborhoods shall be oedestrian-oriented. - 
Neighborhood development patterns shall give priority consideration to pedestrian-based 
uses, scales and experiences in determining the orientation, layout, and interaction of 
private and public areas. 

- 



111 this proposal there is one egresslingress of 24 feet proposed. The developers are asking 
for a variance to narrow this drive to 20 feet which is in violation of Comprehensive Plan 
9.2.4 and LDC4.1.40. By our calculations, this drive actually narrows to 18 feet but 
nonetheless, 20 feet is too narrow as this proposed section of tlie egresslingress is 
between the proposcd building and the railroad tracks. This is a safety hazard for cars, 
pedestrians and bicyclists. 

A delivcry truck going in and a 4 door pick-up truck or SUV would have a difficult time 
sharing this 20 foot space. There is very little turn around room in the parking lot itself. 
The interior of the lot is designed for I way traffic only on the west side. The natural 
tendency for the driver who enters the narrow passageway would be to turn left to look 
for a parking space. There is no way to know from Western Blvd. if there are any 
available spots. Once that driver turns left, he may find there are no spaces in that area. If 
this is the case, he will havc to back up because he is not allowed to continue in forward 
motion due to the 1 way road in front of him. I-le will have to back up and turn around in 
a congested area in order to leave. Then the problems and "what-if s" begin. 

If the parking lot is full and the Allied Waste truck is in the back emptying the dumpster 
and an emergency vehicle is needed, it will be very difficult to get everybody in and out 
ofthe area. Let's say the dumpster is full of packing materials from thc com~nercial 
unit's waste, someone absentmindedly tosses a lit cigarette into the dumpster, a fire 
starts, the parking lot is full, a fire truck is trying to get in while cars in the lot are trying 
to get out---lt all boils down Lo too much going on in too small of a space. 

No design has been made for regular trash and recycling pick up. Since we must now use 
the large bins for these purposes, they will have to be placed on Western Blvd. On pick- 
up days, traffic on Western will be stopped while this necessary activity is going on. If 
these bins are incorrectly placed in the bike lane or dumped off in the hike lane after 
being emptied, this will bc a set-up for yet another safety issue. Where will these large 
bins be stored tlie other 6 days of the week? They have to go behind the proposed 
building, thus further co~igesting the parking area. They cannot be left on Western Blvd. 

Recycling: 

The answers to the above considerations led to a phone call to Mark Wibbens, Route 
Supervisor, at Allied Waste. He said that no one from City Planning had shown Allied 
this proposal. He was sent a PDF map ofthe proposed development. With regard to 
recycling, he said that there is absolutely NO WAY his nonnal, large front loading trucks 
for trash and recycling will be able to get through the parking lot loop. 'I his means that no 
recycling pickup from thc parking lot is ossiblc which means that recycling will have to l' he 011 Western Blvd. He doubts that a 3' floor condo resident is going to drag his cart to 
Western for pickup, especially since there is no place provided for cart storage on non- 
pickup days. He believes that recycling just won't happen on the site. 



Trash pickup: 

Mr. Wibbens said he might be able to get his smallest rear load truck through the loop, 
but he is doubtful. Liability is a huge issue for his company and under the present plan he 
stated that he would never want his trucks to enter the parking lot because it is a 
guaranteed liability due to the angles.. .something would get damaged. 

He further stated that t l~e  design makes no consideration for customer service needs or 
capabilities of their trucks and that the plan is probably the worst he has ever seen in that 
regard. 

Subsequent phone calls from Mr. Wibbens to Kevin Young to Devco resulted in the 
possibility of locating an enclosed trash and recycle area coming off the egresslingress to 
the east and fronting on Western Blvd. This would be an unsightly and incompatible 
addition to the neighborhood. It would also totally block the only ingresslegress at pick 
up times. This plan also climinatcs some of the Open Space of the proposed development 

This issue needs to be further discussed in detail by City Council. Finally, if it had not 
been for our investigative action, the Planning department would havc continued to be 
ignorant of this issue. Planning should have noticed this potential problem during its 
review. 

Where do the delivery trucks load and unload? There is a roll up door in the bacli of each 
com~nercial unit but there is also a parking space in front of each door. No doubt a car 
will be in that space. For businesses that require a lot of deliveries, this arrangement 
won't work as Kevin Young stated on 1011108. Where and how do the delivery trucks 
turn around? How can they kecp from blocking in parked cars? Western Blvd. cannot be 
used as a loadinglunloading area. Basically, there is no loading/unloading zone provided 
under this plan. 

Confusion in the Staff Report to Planning Commission: 

It states "...Variations to building frontage, vehicle access drive width, landscape 
buffering and minimum sidewalk width arc necessary to approve the proposed 
development plan. It does not appear to be possible, given t l~e  configuration of the 
development site and the site's access and frontage configuration to meet all standards of 
one development." 

However, in the last sentence of the StafCReport, Staff says this is all OK and Staff 
approves the submittal. 

Western Blvd. is a to---froin street. It is not a street where people window shop. 
Beekman, 'Thistle Dew Gardens, Denson, StoveyIIvey are all places where customers 



have a specific task in mind and thesc businesses have on-street parking in front which is 
heavily used. 

According to Ken Gibb in 1,DC Administration Decisions (April 25"', 2008), Attachment 
H-3 #2, "If a parcel fronts on a street where parking is allowed on one side of the street 
and Duplex, Attached, or Multi-dwelling development averaging three or fewer 
bedrooms per unit proposed, one of ihe 10 percent parking reductions dcscribed in 
LDC4.1.20q will be allowed if the associated relevant threshold in that section is met" 

Mr. Gibb is incorrect in allowing this. It will encourage jay-walking across Western Blvd. 
which is a major safety issue. It also will eliminate parking spaces in front of viable 
businesses on the north side of Western. 

EatingIDrinlting establishments: 

According to a conversation that I had with Kevin Young (1011/08), there is no way a 
restaurant can go in one of these commercial units without a Condition of Approval. This 
Condition was never mentioiled again; however, it is clear that a Condition ofApprova1 
that prohibits an "Eating and Drinking" establishment at this site should be implemented. 

Western Station Condition of Approval #8 as amended by Planning Commission on 
10115/08 (from Staff report to City Council - Dee. 2008) 

Limited Commercial Uses - To ensure that parking requirements shall be met on 
site, only commercial uses with a parking requirement of one space per 400 square 
feet or lower, (e.g. 1 space1600 square 
Feet per the Land Development Code, shall be allowed to locate 
within the commercial units at Western Station. 

The intent of the above wording was to eliminate restriction on the number of eating1 
drinlting establishments (Planning Commission amendment - Oct. 15'", 2008). 1 remain 
perplexed as to why City Planning did not tell the Planning Commission that the City was 
going to recommend that there be NO eatingldrinking establishments or at the very most, 

such establishment, due to the parking issues. 

With the passage of this amendment the eatingldrinking establishments would require 3.5 
parking spaces each = 14 spaces. This leaves 4 spaces for residential parking. This is 
absurd fbr two reasons: 

# I  A viable eaiingldrinking establislunent of 1,387 sq. fi. will need more than 3 vehicles 
ofcustomers to stay in business and 

#2 the residential units have 2 bedrooms at least, 3 bedrooins. at most using the great 
room as a bedroom. With 2 bedrooms, the parking required is 6 spaces. This = 20 spaces. 
Planning insists that only 18 are required because the developers yet to subtract 2 spaces 
because of proximity to transit.* 



While this maneuvering of numbers may come under code, it is not a real possibility. It 
only leaves 4 parking spaces total for the residential units or 1 car per unit which is less 
than the required 1.5 parking spaces per unit. If there were 2 cars per unit, this would add 
up to 8 parking spaces needed, for a total of 22 in all. If the great rooms are used as 
bedrooms which has been the history in Corvallis, especially in these economic hard 
times and high rents, a possible 4 more parking spaces would be needed, for a total of 26 
in all. This is maximum of course but any way these numbers are manipulatcd, 4 spaces 
for 8 bedrooms are not enough. 4 spaces for a possible 12 bedrooms is absurd. 

'The real problem is this: 

The developers are asking for the same number of off-street parking spaces in this revised 
submittal as they asked for in the Paluzo. That submittal was unanimously turned down 
by City Council due to parking issues (fall, 2007). But now they have added a whole 
additional story of commercial space in order to satisfy the FAR requirement. The 
potential occupants of the residential units are being robbed of residential parking by the 
greater need for commercial parking. It doesn't make sense that the same amount of 
parking that was deemed inappropriate for less square footage in the Palazzo is now 
considered ample for a much larger set of buildings. 

*In fact, the closest transit stop which is safely accessible is 400 feet away. However, 
Planning Department member, Ted Reese, stated that it is not against the law to jay-walk 
in Corvallis (1011 5108-PC hearing). If one jay-walks, the transit stop is within the 300 
foot distance required by LDC4.1.20q. Isowever, this presents one more safety issue on 
Western Blvd. 

In summary: 

Again, we are not opposed to a MUC development. We are opposed to this application 
because the developers are asking too much without any compensation to the 
neighborhood (I,DC2.5.40.04 Review Criteria--a. Compatibility factors - 1). The 
problems with this development can be solved. The developers were told this in 2007 
whcn both Planning Commission and City Council rejected the Palazzo for almost 
exactly the same reasons we opposed this current application. The past recommendations 
by the Planning Commission and by the City Council in 2007 have been to minimize this 
development, not maximize it. The developers need to go back to the drawing boards and 
come up with a plan that is sensible and compatible to the neighborhood. 

This proposed development needs to be rejected by the City Council of Corvallis. The 
proposal asks for too many variances without compensation (give and take) which 
violates LDC2.5.40.04 and LDC2.5.20h. The theory of Live/Work units is only an idea. It 



cannot be enforced under present standards. The ingress and egress to the parking area is 
too narrow and the parking lot itself is not only inadequate but provides a safety hazard. 



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 
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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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Appendix C 
to Western Station Formal Findings: 

December 15,2008, City Council Minutes 
regarding the Western Station application 
PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002 



VII. 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 o f  Interest - None. 

Declaration o fEx  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 ofInterest and Ex Parte Contacts -None. 

Declaration o f  Site Visits 

Councilors Daniels and Raymond acknowledged making site visits. 

Ohiections on Jurisdictional Grounds - None. 

Staff  Overview 

Senior Planner Young provided copies of additional written testimony received and 
information on anew 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 corner of the property. The applicant is 
willing to relocate the containers to an enclosed area at the northwest corner. 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. 

Ap~licant 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 property. 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. 

Questions o f  Ap~licant - None. 
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Staff Report 

Mr. Young addressed the three issues raised on appeal: 

Ap-proval allows variations to Code requirements without "meaninnful com~ensation. " - 
The Planning Commission and staff find that adequate compensating benefits are provided 
to offset proposed variations per LDC 2.5.40.04.a. I ,  as noted in the Planning Commission 
Staff Report. 

There is no public need for additional residential housing in this area. -Although "PubIic 
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. 

Consistency with certain Comprehensive 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 of the 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 only 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 neceqsary improvements on the site in a safe 
and hnctional 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 development 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: 

Proposed Uses 

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

Four 2-bedroom single family 
attached dwellings 

LDC Standard 

Subtotal - Parking Requirement 

Less 10 percent for transit stop 
within 300 feet of site 

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

Resulting Parking 
Requirement 

1 space per 400 sf 

1.5 spaces per 2-bedroom 
single family attached dwelling 

20 parking spaces 

-2 spaces 

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 the 
requested variation due to the shared vehicular access and development parking. 

14 parking spaces 

6 parking spaces 

18 parking spaces 

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 developlnent will not adversely affect traffic, parking, access, or any 
significant natural features. 
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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.) 

Appellant 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 ofmany 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 1 50- 
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 co*ventional 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 further 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 greztest compatibility. The decider (Cou~~ci!) must determine 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.c, and it did not adequately protect neighboringproperty 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 commercial 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 accommodate commercial vehicles. 
He said this project clearly violates LDC 2.5.20.g and h. 

Questions ofAppellant - None. 

Public Testimony - Suppore -None. 

Public Testirnonv - 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 Comprehensive 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: 
Vehicles 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 turn 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. 

I) The Fire Department will not bring emergency equipment into the parking structure. . It is difficult for a vel?ic!e to park in compact parking spaces 1 and ! 3  UP 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 BoIduc 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). 

Ruby 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. Tne 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 ofusable 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 ofavailable 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 
ofvisibility and other safety issues near this location. She agreed that the 6th Street railway 
is not busy; but disagreed with the description ofthe 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). 

Council Minutes -December 15,2008 Page 681 



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 corner 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 ess:. 

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. 

Public Testimony - Neutral - None. 

Applicant Rebuttal 

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 Planning Commission discussed commercial take-out 
food service, such as a small coffee shop. 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. 

Questions ofAp-plicant 

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 establishments from this 
project. The Planning Commission 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 ofAppellant -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 Sur-Rebuttal - None. 

Questions o f  Staff 

Councilor Beilstein: 
c 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? 

c 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: 
c An analysis of the usability of the mezzanine as part of commercial property would 

be helpful. 

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

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

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

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

for commercial purposes only? 

Councilor Hervey: 
c 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? 
Community Development Director Gibb - The cover memo includes an attachment 
of the full Planning Commission Staff Report. 
Mr. Young - The compensating benefits are pages 43-49 of Attachment I11 of the 
Planning Commission Staff Report. 

c 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 Tomlinson closed the public hearing. 

Reauest to Hold Record Open 

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

Right to Submit Additional Written Argument 

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

Deliberat ions 

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

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

B. Administrative Services Committee - December 4,2008 (continued) 

2. Economic Development 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, "Economic 
Development 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 3.1 to 3.5 percent. The 
testimony received was related to a dedicated revenue stream. Percent increases 
were not discussed during the Committee meeting. Councilor York prepared a 
spreadsheet (included in the materials) 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. Although 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 l. 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 hnds  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 
funding. 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 staff report 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 45/35 percent economic 
development allocation split; 65 percent dedicated economic development fiinds 
and 35 percent General Fund. Following the failure ofthe 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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this same time period, the Oregon Lodging Association (OLA) was successful in 
passing legislation for a fixed amount for tourism type activities. The legislation 
also declared future increases in the TOT be dedicated to tourism. Increasing the 
TOT could result in less funding for the General Fund. If money is taken from the 
General Fund, not allocated through the economic development allocation, and 
given to Corvallis Tourism to allocate, that money would then stay in the tourism 
fund and could never be brought back into the General Fund. 

In response to Councilor Hamby's inquiry about State law requiring 30 percent 
allocated to tourism, Mr. Nelson explained that when the law became effective, the 
30 percent became a fixed amount for the tourism supported entity. 

Mr. Fewel clarified that the 30 percent is dedicated to tourism and Corvallis 
Tourism's use of the 30 percent satisfies the City's statutory obligation. The City 
cannot reduce the 30 percent allocation. Allocating 4.5 percent from the 30 percent 
would require stringent accounting to ensure expenditures fall within the definition 
for marketing tourism beyond local. 

Mr. Nelson added that he and Mayor Tomlinson met with representatives from the 
OLA who made strong statements about protecting the legislation and administering 
the Statute State-wide. 

Councilor Daniels said the legislation states that 30 percent of the room tax 
proceeds must be used for tourism and the definition for tourism related activities 
includes festivals. She questioned why the OLA would care ifthe City spent most 
of the 30 percent for Corvallis Tourism and 1.5 percent for another tourism related 
activity, as defined in the law they drafted. 

Mr. Fewel said the 30 percent is not set by Statute. The City was committed to 30 
percent when the legislation was enacted so the amount became fixed. If the City 
decides to allocate 34.5 percent with 4.5 percent dedicated to fairs and festivals, the 
City would then be committed to 34.5 percent forever or until the ORS is amended. 
Meeting the definition of marketing and advertising, the City would need to 
establish that the funds are not used for administration and/or overhead, and the 
marketing would need to be beyond the local area. If the City can place those 
accounting requirements on the allocation, then the 30 percent can be changed. 

Councilor Hamby inquired whether the dedicated allocation for fairs and festivals 
would be awarded on a competitive bases. Mr. Gibb said staff assumed Council 
would allocate a specific amount for fair and festival activity and the allocation 
process would be competitive. In the past, other festivals and the Benton County 
Fair have also received funding. 

Councilor York confirmed that the motion assumes a competitive process conducted 
by the Economic Development Allocations Committee at the same time other 
allocations are decided. 
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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 Daniels' 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 further 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 Councilor Daniels' comments about the split funding, 
Councilor Brauner confirmed 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. 

Councilor 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 unanimously. 

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 unanimously. 

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. 

XI.  ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting adjourned at 9 5 0  pm. 

APPROVED: 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: - 
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Testimony and New Condition 
Proposed by the Applicant t o  

Address Garbage Service Issue 
For Western Station 

PL008 -00009, SUB08 -00005, 
PCR08-00004 
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Young, Kevin 

From: Sam [oregonsam@comcast.net] 

Sent: Thursday, December 1 I, 2008 10:59 AM 

To: Young, Kevin 

Cc: Ward I; 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 1 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 :he parking lot. design from the perspective ~f truck traffic he stakd that "this plan is probab!y 
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. 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 



Youna. Kevin 

From: 
\ent: 
io: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Trish Weber [Trish@devcoengineering.comj 
Friday, December 12,2008 1 1 :30 AM 
Young, Kevin 
Lyle Hutchens 
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 16l, 
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 [mailto:Marc.Wibbens@awin.coml 
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 2 0 '  
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 
illied 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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e n g i n e e r i n g  i n c .  , 245 NE Conifer P . 0  Box I21 1 Corvall~s, OR 97339 (541) 757-09oi Fax: (541) 757-9886 

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, PCRO8-00004 

Dear Mr. Young: 

The applicant is proposing a m i w r  change to the detailed development pian -layout for- the above 
project. The location of the trash enclosure i s  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 developkcl 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 0.60.05a, as follows: 

Service Areas - When provided, service areas such as trash receptacles shall be located to 
provide truck access and shall not be ptaced 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 garbagelrecyciing 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. it. 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 



Mr. Kevtn Young 
Senior Planner 
December I[i,2G08 
Page 2 of 2 

detention pond at the southern end of the property. All necessary detention and water quality 
funions wiii continue to be m a  with the revised uttiity layout. 

The applicant is proposing an &di.tional Conditisn of Approval that will facilitate this change, as 
follows: 

15. Trash Enehu~e Lodion - The trash enclosure is to be located as indicated on the 
revised landscape Plan da t~d  9 December 2008, in lieu of the location & ~ w n  Bn the 
originad pian set. T k  &srm water detmkion and water q~d i ty  system is to be beeviwd 
accodjngiy, as indicated an the revised Utility Plan dated 9 December 2MB. The 
trash ernckasuw is e8 be ~creemd and bffered per LDC 4.10.6Q.Q3a &ad the 
~guiremrrts ou%4a'nad in LDC Chapter 4.2. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions, please do n d  hesitate to calf 
me. 

Prop2 Manager 
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Item Code Sectiol Code Standard Proposed Standard 

Access to arterial street 
Tree perimeter 

Fencing and landscaping screening for MUC Residential Uses adjaccent to industrial 
Districts 

Percentage of building Frontage for Attached Residential Buildings 

I I I I I southwest corner of 1 

Y 
Y 

Roof eslevation shall gradually step down so that the height of the 
proposed structure does not exceed the height of adjacent 

residential sstructures by more than,one 1 story This provision 
applies to that portion ofthe structure that is closest 20 feet 

minimum to the adjacent residential structures 

Minimum Width for sidewalk around building wall 

Y 
n 

"Where new commercial or residential development is constructed adjacent to street 
sidewalks or pedestrian plazas, a 6-ft wide, weather-protected area (e.g. awnings or 

canopies) shall be provided along the portion of the building(s) adjacent to the sidewalks 
andlor plazas." 

Requires lots to abut a street for at least 2 5 4  unless specific criteria are met. This project 
does not meet exemptions. 

4.1.40.a(2) 
4.2.40 

n 

"Sidewalks along Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets shall 
be separated from curbs by a planted area. The planted area shall be a minimum of 12 ft. 

I 
I 

3.20.50.09.b 
3.20.60.01 .h 

continuous weather 

intersection 
10' around all trees 

Fencing required and 20- 

3.20.50.09a-2 

The proposal is to place 
cement pavers between tree 
wells. If ground is covered 
with pavers, then it cannot 

intersection 
5' around all trees 

Fencing and 9-foot 
foot landscape screen 

5' width except 4'-6" at 

wide and landscaped with trees and plant materials approved by the City. " I n 14.0.30.a.2 1 he a "planted area." I 
Commerc~al Property must be "preserved" (Statewtde Goal 9) 1 1 StaKstated that they could I 

landscape screen 

c. WIiere the square footage of the non-commercial usets) exceeds the square footage of 
the commercial use(s), the development site shall be subject to a Plan Compatibility 

Review (PCR) process. 
Raf onale: This provision is intended to protect the City's inventory of commercial land, in 

cortfonnance with Statewide Goil 9 (Econo~nic Development) and the Con~prehensive 
Plan. By preserving a minimum amount of land in the MUC district which must be used 

for colnmercial purposes, the City can ensure colnpliance with Goal 9. 

LDC 1993 
3.20.40.01 Preservation of Co~nmercial Land Supply - 

a. A minimum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.25 of commercial use is required for all 
property with a commercial Comprehensive Plan Map designation. This requirement is to 

ensure that commercial land is preserved for primarily commercial purposes. 

Residential uses make up 
more than 50% of the uses 

in this "commercial" 
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DISTRICT COMPREHENSIVE MAP 
PLAN 

MUC 

PERMANENT CHANGES TO 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

PROPERTY ZONING CHANGED TO 

BASED ON PD OVERLAY. 
PDIMUC, INCLUDING PERMANENT 

PD OVERLAY PROTECTION. 

COMP PLAN POLICIES NOT YET RESOLVED, ZONING POLICIES NOT YET RESOLVEDl, 
BUT TO BE ADDRESSED IN FINAL BUT TO BE ADDRESSED IN FINAL 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN. DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

FROM DICKERHOOF CC HEARING .... Comp 
plan ..."p olicies that cannot be fully evaluated at 

this time" 
3.2.4, 5.2.4, 5.6.16, 7.4.2, 7.5.5, 8.10.9, 8.14.3, 
9.2.1, 9.2.2, 11.2., 11.2.9, 11.4.7, 11.8.2, 12.2.3, 

THE LDC REQUIRED COMPENSATION UMBRELLA 

CITY COUNCIL HAS THE DUTY AND POWER TO ACT 
TO ENSURE ALL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES 

ARE FOLLOWED. 

PLANNING 
COMMISSION 

CITY 
(T7cl COUNCIL 

CORVALLIS LDC REQUIRES OWNER'S REQUESTING VARIANCES TO DESIGN "CUSTOM" PROTECTIONS FOR 
THE SPECIFIC PROPERTY TO COMPENSATE THE C I N  AND NEIGHBORHOOD FOR THE WEAKENING THE LDC 

PROTECTIONS THEN THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND C l N  COUNCIL MAKE SURE THE "INTENT OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS" (COMP PLAN AND LDC) ARE NOT VIOLATED 

THE LDC REQUIRES VARIANCE & COMPENSATION COMBINATIONS TO MEET THE FOLLOWING PURPOSES: 
PD OVERLAY - -  - - 

"Provide areater compatibility with surrounding land uses fhan would otherwise be Section 2.5.30 - GENERAL PROVIS~ONS 

under co~ventiohal land development procedures" (LDC 2.5.20-9.) 
a. ,- 

Planned Development is an alternative 
development process that provides an avenue 

HIU U for a developer to request variations from 
Provide benefits "within the development site that compensate for the variations from development standards while maintaining the 

development standards such that the intenf of the development standards is still 
met." (LDC 2.5.20-h.) 

purposes stated in Section 2.5.20 and meeting 
the review criteria outlined in Section 2.5.40.04 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

THE DAMAGED LDC UMBRELLA 
(HOLES REPRESENT VARIANCESILOSS OF CORVALLlS LDC PROTECTIONS) 

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. 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ALONE CAN'T PROTECT NEIGHBORHOODS BECAUSE THE VARIANCES ALLOW The application shall demonstrate compatibility in 
WEAKENING (HOLES IN UMBRELLA) OF THE COMP PLAN AND LDC PROTECTIONS. the areas in "a," below, as applicable ... 

a. Compatibility Factors 
2.5.40.04a-1 Compensating benefits for the 
variations being requested 
2.5.40.04a-3 Visual elements (scale, structural 



PERMANENT CHANGES ARE 
MADE BECAUSE PD 

OVERLAY IS INCLUDED. 

DISTRICT COMPREHENSIVE MAP 
PLAN 

MUC 

ClTY 
PLANNING COUNCIL 

COMMISSION 

COMP PLAN POLICIES NOT 
YET RESOLVED, BUT 

TO BE ADDRESSED IN FINAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN. 

PERMANENTLY CHANGED 
WITH PD OVERLAY 

ATTACHED. 

POLICIES NOT YET 
RESOLVED, BUT 

TO BE ADDRESSED IN FINAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN. 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ALONE CAN'T PROTECT 
NEIGHBORHOODS BECAUSE THE VARIANCES ALLOW WEAKENING 

(HOLES IN UMBRELLA) OF THE COMP PLAN AND LDC PROTECTIONS. 

IF LDC REQUIRED COMPENSATIONS ARE NOT PROVIDED, 
THE NEIGHBORHOOD AND CITY WlLL SUFFER NEGATIVE 

CONSEQUENCES FROM THE NEW DEVELOPMENT. 

ClTY COUNCIL HAS THE PO-WER TO ENSURE ALL 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND LDC POLICIES ARE FOLLOWED. 

ACCORDING TO THE LDC. VARIANCES SHOULD ONLY BE 
GRANTED WHEN THE OWNER SHOWS COMPENSATIONS 

THAT WILL: 
Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than vlrould 

othetwise be provided under conventionai land development 
procedures. (LDC 2.5.20-g .) 

AND 
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. (LDC 2.5.20-h.) 

LEGAL. OPINION - 2.5.205 compels the decider to determine what 
can be done under conventional land devlopment procedures 
because the decider must decide that what is being proposed 

provides greater cocmpatilbility than the,conventional proceduere. 

SO ... THE DECIDER (STAFF, PLANNING COMMISSION, ClTY 
COUNCIL) MUST EVALUATE EACH VARIED LDC OR COMP PLAN 

STANDARD TO DETERMINE WHAT CAN BE DONE WITHOUT 
THE VARIANCE. THEN THEY MUST DETERMINE THAT THE 

PROPOSED COCMPENSATION WlLL PROVIDE GREATER 
COMPATIBILITY THAN THE CONVENTIONAL PROCEDURE. 

FAILURE DETERMINE WHAT CAN BE DONE "UNDER 
CONVENTIONAL LAND DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES GIVES 
THE DECIDER NOTHING BASE HIS DECISION ON, RESULTS IN 
A FAII-URE TO ENFORCE THIS STANDARD AND VIOLATES THE 

LETTER AND INTENT OF THE LDC. 



FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS RELATING TO THE APPEAL OF THE PALAZZO CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PLD07-00004) TENTATIVE 
SUBDIVISION PLAT (SUl307-00001) AND PLAN COMPATIBILITY REVIEW (PCR07-00003) 

I~easons for Denial of Tentative subdivision Plat I 
5. ... Specifically the Council finds that the proposed development is inconsistent with Purpose statement 2.13.20e 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. 



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 realitv 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 probiems 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" 

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 



CITY COUNCIL FOUND THE PALAZZO PROPOSAL TO BE A "RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT MASQUERADING AS COMMERCIAL," AND NOTED 
THAT IT WAS NOT COMPATIBLE WITH EXISTING DEVELOPMENT. THE NEW DESIGN MAKES NO ATTEMPT TO REMEDY THESE PROBLEMS, 
BUT INSTEAD WILL MAKE THEM WORSE WITH THE ADDITION OF AN EMRA STORY TO INCORPORATE THE NEW MEZZANINE. 

RELATING TO THE APPEAL OF THE 
PALAZZO CONCEPTUAL AND 
DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
(PLD07-00004) TENTATIVE 
SUBDIVISION PLAT (SUB07-00001) 
AND PLAN COMPATIBILITY REVIEW 
(PCR07-00003) 

Reasons For Denial of Tentative 
subdivision Plat 

5. ... Specifically the Council finds that 
the proposed development is 
inconsistent with Purpose statement 
2.13.20e 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 2.13.30.05.3. 

ouncil finds that the 
portionate emphasis on the 

evelopment at the expense of the 
ommercial component is out of 
eeping with the purposes of the MUC 

ning District and would not maintain 
improve the qualities of and 
lationships among individual 

ntribute to the amenities and 
attractiveness of the area. 

PALAZZO WESTERN STATION 

7 The Council finds that the proposed 
development does not adequately 
protect neighboring pruperty owners anc 
residents from negative impacts that 
would result from the large resid~ntial 
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 2,13.30.05b 
above. 





15 Dec 2008 
To: Corvallis City Council 
From: Alan Bakalinsky, 750 SW C Avenue #4, Corvallis, OR 97333 
RE: Western Station, (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002) 

My name is Alan Bakalinsky and I am a resident of Cedar Crest Apartments, located at 
750 SW C 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 deveiopment 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 J. 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 hornpc parking problem that 
are going to severely restrict the businesses and cause a lot of spill-over problems in 
neighborhoods that are ulreadv completely parked out by too m n y  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 aperience 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 problems, and then restricted access in the other 2 neighborhoods 
because. ..of the density of ... existing 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 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.. .I also am just really frustrated that the commercial FAR is the only way you can 
defend this commercial 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 commercial space And in the end, it is going to create a detriment in this part of the city 
instead of a beneJif. 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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, . ,  = I I -  ... I I I I  very concernea wlrn tne parlong 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" 



Western Station aka the Palazzo 

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

PD 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 conservation 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 establishments 

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 
Neighborhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. Neighborhood development patterns shall 
give priority consideration to pedestrian based uses, scales and experiences in 
determining the orientation, layout, and interaction of private and public areas. 

ATTACHMEN'T J 
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Testimony before the City of Corvallis City Council 
Planning Case No. PLD08-00009, et al. 

Matthew W Bolduc 

Good Evening. 
My name is Matthew Bolduc; 

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 I] 

The Staff Report to Planning Commission suggests allowing 10% reduction in parking. This 
suggestions is based upon LDC 4.1.204.1 [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. 
bwy-&e~~-atnd .eontinues-e~-ry-mm+k.a 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 
distance to the transit stop is over 5 times the maximum distance of 300 feet. &2- 

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 1 1.4.1 [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 Bdazzo 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 testifiing at the September 17, 2007, City 
Council hearing stated that the reconfigured space where the third bedroom would be 
eliminated as proposed by the ~ppellant 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 
efectively 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. 

uses to those "with a 
d, in that it could 

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. a +l, lqc $,- 

5 - 5  b e l ) ~ J \  c 

6~ id 7 v' .+ ( h c t ) b t  j&-)&pAX c L J ; " f >  

I request that the rec0rd-beAA.d open so that further written testimony may be submitted. Additionally 
Y.C-24 I would like to thank you for all of the time you have spent considering the impact of developing & 

-&&-on a vibrant existing neighborhood. 4 
dLA' L) J/ ! G J > 
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COMPREIflENSrVE PLAN CRITERIA (POLICIES) 

I .  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 
parking on residential streets and in other adversely affected areas. 

11.4.3 All traffic generators shall provide adequate parking. 

LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE CRITERIA 

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 appi-oval 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 parhng impacts; 

2.23.30.05 - Review Criteria Uses requiring Plan Compatibility Review shail 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. [Ei71phasis 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 exte'nt 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 LPC 2.13.30.05. Specifically, the Coancil finds that the proposed development 
is inconsistent with Purpose statement 2.1 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 
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 2.13.20.c, 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 2.1 3.30.05.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. -W-estern 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 7th. 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. Tnere are no traffic control measures (other 
than a railroad crossing) from 1 5 ' ~  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 7'h & 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 61h & Western. This 
means that eastbound vehicles speeding through the intersection of 7th & 
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 aliow 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 6'h & 
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 fiom development 
standards such that the intent ofthe 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 7th & Western, 4:45-5: 15pm, 1 1/25/08 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 UPS 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. 
2.5.20.h: Provide benejts within the development site that compensate f i r  
the variations porn development standards such that the intent of the 
development 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 compatibility 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: A11 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 (I): . . .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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Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 
9.2.4: Neighborhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. Neighborhood 
development.. . a 
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The City Council Notice of Disposition of 2207-1 16, Formal Findings: 
Reasons for Denial of the Plan Compatibility Review 

Finding #6 
The Council notes that written and oral testimony, as reflected in the minutes of 
September 1 7, 2007, City Council hearing, as well as written and oral testimony as 
reflected in the minutes of the July I ,  2007, Planning Commission hearing, attests to 

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 2.13.20.c., which states, in part, that structures are to be 
compatible with existing developments 

Finding #7 
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development, and is therefore inconsistent with criteri~on 2.13.30.05.b above 
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Members of Corvallis City Council: 

The proposed Western Station development pfan is but a slightly changed and supefi-ficial 
makeover to its predecessor, the Palazzo, 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 Palazzo 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 student rental situationj , increased commerciai fisor 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 6% St. 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 sto commercial establishments % fwnd on the north side of Western Blvd. between 6fh and 7 Streets. 

A less egregious design incompatibiiity was address by Gouncif when they wrote (in the 
Notice of Disposition, Order #2007-176) regarding denial of the Palazzo Plan Compatibility 
Review: 

"Council finds the scale and design sf the proposed development to be inconsistent with 
Plan Compatibility Review Purpose Statement 2.13.20.c, which states, in part, that 
structures are compatible with the existing deveiopment." 

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

1 wouid also like to address another issue of perceived incompatibility, that of insufficient 
parking. Now that the planning commission passed an amendment (formulated by 
planning stafS) that wouid allow all 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 insufficien"ind that parking for these businesses wuuid spill over to at 
least the north side of Western Blvd. and likely to nearby 6'h and 7'h 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 Is 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. ATTACHMENT M 
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This is yet another soi~d reason for deniai of the Western Siaiior! Deveiopmenf i urge the 
City Council So note that nearly all the same cri$er!a consldered for denial of the Paiazzo 
Geveiopmenf pian are applicable to \Nestern Slation and ihbt with additional concerns 
rarsed by rncclmpatlble design and scale and insu8fcient parkrng, you ovci-turn the Planning 
Commtsston's recent approvai o i  the deveispment pian for Western Station 
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Appendix D 
to Western Station Formal Findings: 

DRAFT January 5,2009, City Council Minutes 
regarding the Western Station application 
PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002 



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

H. Authorization to enter into and for the City Manager to sign an Intergovernmental 
Agreement with the United States Geological Survey for maintenance of the Albany river 
gauge 

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

The motion passed unanimously. 

111. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA - None. - 

IV. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

A. Deliberations of an appeal of a Planning Commission decision (PLDOS-00009 - Western 
Station) 

City Manager Nelson referenced Community Development Director Gibb's December 29th 
memorandum accompanying additional written testimony, the applicant's statement that it 
would not submit additional written arguments, and staffs responses to Council members' 
questions from the December 15th public hearing. Additional questions were presented to 
staff after the meeting packet was distributed. 

Senior Planner Young and Civil Engineer Reese responded to questions recently submitted 
by Councilors Daniels and Hervey: 
* Staff prepared a draft Condition of Approval requiring a half-wall between the 

mezzanine and ground-floor commercial spaces within the proposed development. The 
Condition of Approval would modify the Detailed Development Plan (DDP). 
The Land Development Code (LDC) does not define "compensating benefit." LDC 
provision 2.5.20 h) indicates that planned developments should provide benefits within 
the development site that compensate for variances from development standards such 
that the intent of the development standards is met. The Council could interpret what 
constituted a compensating benefit. 
Staff responded to the question of sound buffering without requiring post-construction 
testing of the wall for several reasons. The LDC vegetative screening requirement was 
intended to provide a visual screen and must be six feet high and 80 percent sight 
obscuring within 18 months of planting. The requirement does not address noise 
buffering. It is difficult to assess the efficacy of vegetative screening for noise 
buffering. Also, the Condition of Approval does not specify a remedy, should the 
constructed wall not meet the specified noise-buffering standard. Because of this, 
implementing the Condition of Approval could be difficult. The Condition of Approval 
does not specify how testing should be coordinated and the type of noise event that 
should be simulated for a test of the effectiveness of the acoustical buffering of the wall 
(e.g., idling train engine or passing train of undetermined speed and length). 
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Implemeiitatioii of the Condition of Approval would be difficult and probably subject 
to some discretion. 

* Staff and the Planning Commission determined that imposition of some Conditions of 
Approval and acceptance of some aspects of the proposed development were necessary 
to address compatibility conflicts with the existing neighborhood. Staff identified 
potential compatibility conflicts and, with the Commission, developed a set of 
Conditions of Approval to address these conflicts. 

* The LDC access requirement includes reduction exemptions that can be approved by 
the City Engineer. Reductions are typically approved as part of the building permit 
when a lot cannot meet the access standard. There is no history of accidents at the 
subject site. Based upon the proposed design, safety is not anticipated to be adversely 
impacted by the requested variance. 

Mr. Gibb commented that the compensating benefits of the application were evaluated the 
same as for other applications. 

Mayor Tomlinson announced that Councilors O'Brien and Hirsch attended the Council's 
December 15th public hearing on the subject application. 

Declarations o f  Conflicts oflnterest Since Public Hearing - None. 

Declarations o f  Ex Parte Contacts Since Public Hearing 

Councilor Hirsch reported that, while attending a holiday gathering, he was approached by 
a woman named Ruby who, while not discussing the subject application, spoke about the 
possibility of developing a youth shelter on the subject site. He declared that he would be 
able to make a fair and impartial decision. 

Councilor Raymond reported that she was Council Liaison to the Planning Commission and 
attended the Commission's public hearing of the subject application. She declared that she 
would be able to make a fair and impartial decision. 

Rebuttals o f  Declaratiolzs o f  Conflicts o f  Interest or Ex Parte Contacts - None. 

Declarations o f  Site Visits 

Councilors Raymond, Hamby, Hirsch, and Brauner reported visiting the subject site. 

Questions o f  Staff 

Councilor Hamby expressed support for adding Councilor Daniels' suggested Condition of 
Approval for a half-wall. 

Councilor I-Iervey surmised that the compensating benefit for a visual variance was a sound 
variance. The applicant agreed to provide some sound buffering, but it would not 
compensate for the lack of the visual appearance of the 20-foot buffer. 
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DRAFT 
Planning Division Manager Towne explained that the issue involved a visual buffer and a 
buffer distance. The Condition of Approval would address the difference between the ten- 
and 20-foot buffers versus the vegetative buffer. 

Mr. Young added that, as proposed, the development would provide a six-foot-high, sight- 
obscuring fence and nine feet of vegetation, versus the LDC requirement of 20 feet of 
vegetation. The fence and vegetation would provide a screen comparable to what the LDC 
would require. 

Mr. Towne noted that the 20-foot-wide vegetative buffer could include a variety of plants, 
including grass. 

Mr. Young confirmed that the sound attenuation, as conditioned, would be greater than 
required by LDC provisions. 

Councilor Daniels explained for the benefit ofnew Councilors the City's concept of compact 
urban development and the intent of planned development overlays and processes for LDC 
variances. City policies and the Comprehensive Plan promote a philosophy of compact, 
rather than sprawling, development, as being in the community's best interest. This involves 
developing multiple-story buildings and using bare land within the City Limits, rather than 
developing single-story buildings on outlying farm land. The community's interest is served 
by allowing variances to enable developing sites with unique constraints, while observing 
compatibility requirements with existing neighborhoods. She considered these concepts the 
compensating benefits for allowing variances to enable development of the subject site. 

Councilor Raymond questioned whether the subject site was the appropriate place for a 
residential development. The site is bordered by two railroad tracks; passing and idling 
trains can create noise and vibration for nearby buildings, deterring long-term residency of 
the neighborhood. She said the proposed development seemed to be intended for college- 
aged students but would not be suitable for children because of the nearby railroad track. 

Councilor Brauner noted that the Council was not permitted to consider whether the subject 
site was an appropriate location for a residential development. A previous Council re-zoned 
the site from General Industrial to Mixed Use-Commercial, which allows residential 
development. 

Deliberatiorzs and Final Decision 

Councilor Hamby said his greatest concern involved parking. If four residential units of the 
proposed development became over-crowded with college-aged students, parking would 
become a major problem. This concern prompted his questions to staffregarding the City's 
ability to ensure that the mezzanine level would be used for commercial purposes and not 
as additional sleeping space and the City's ability to limit the number of residents per unit. 
Staffs responses indicated that the City could enforce the residential occupancy limit. He 
expressed support for Councilor Daniels' suggested Condition of Approval regarding a half- 
wall, which would help address the parking issue. 
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Councilors Hamby and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the proposed 
Conceptual and Detailed Developn~ent Plan, subject to conditions from the November 7, 
2008, Planning Commission Notice of Disposition and subject to the adoption of Formal 
Findings and Conclusions. 

Councilor Daniels moved to amend the motion to add a Condition of Approval regarding 
installation of a half-wall on the mezzanine level of the proposed development, as follows: 

"Condition of Approval 15 -Mezzanine Wall - The mezzanine level wall 
separating the mezzanine level commercial space from the ground-floor 
level commercial space below shall be constructed as a half-wall, such that 
the upper half of the wall will be open to the space below with no glass or 
solid construction separating the mezzanine level from the ground-floor 
level. The design of the half-wall shall comply with all applicable Oregon 
Structural Specialty Code requirements." 

Councilor Raymond inquired whether customers would be able to access both the ground- 
floor and mezzanine levels of each commercial unit from within the units. 

Mr. Young confirmed that each commercial space would have an interior stairway, 
separately walled from the comnlercial spaces, allowing access between the ground-floor 
and mezzanine levels. Condition of Approval 8 specifies that the ground-floor and 
mezzanine levels could only be used for cominercial activities and not for residential 
activities. This Condition would be incorporated into deed restrictions and covenants, 
conditions, and restrictions for the development. A person could sleep on the mezzanine 
level, but the City would be able to enforce the violatioil of the development approval. 

The motion to amend passed seven to two, with Councilors Raymond and Hirsch opposing. 

Councilor Hervey thanked staff for clarifying the compensating benefits issue. He believed 
wording of compensating benefits provisions reduced development options. Reducing the 
access points from two to one increased safety at the subject site. There could have been 
compensating benefits, such as moving power poles or cutting the curb to widen the adjacent 
bicycle lane. He would like the LDC to include a definition of "compensating benefits." 

The motion to approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan passed 
seven to two, with Councilors Raymond and Hirsch opposing. 

Councilors Hamby and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the proposed 
Tentative Subdivision Plat, subject to conditions from the November 7, 2008, Planning 
Commission Notice of Disposition and subject to the adoption of Formal Findings and 
Conclusions and incorporating Condition of Approval 15. 

Mr. Young clarified that the half-wall on the mezzanine level of the proposed development 
would not impact the platting standards. 
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In response to Mr. Gibb's inquiry, Councilors Hamby and Brauner confirmed that their 
motion included the Condition of Approval regarding a trash enclosure, which the Council 
previously reviewed during the December 15, 2008, public hearing. 

The motion passed seven to two, with Councilors Raymond and I-Iirsch opposing. 

Councilors Hamby and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the proposed 
Plan Compatibility Review, subject to conditions from the November 7, 2008, Planning 
Commission Notice of Disposition and subject to adoption of Formal Findings and 
Conclusions. 

Councilor Hervey expressed sympathy for potential impacts on the existing neighborhood 
from the proposed development. He acknowledged that the City encouraged multiple-use 
developments and expressed support for LDC provisions directing compact urban 
development. He believed the proposed development would include sufficient distance 
between the new structure and the existing neighborhood residences. He further believed 
the City's needs prompted approval of the application. 

Councilor Rayi-iiond said many Corvallis residents expressed to lier a different perspective 
of what planning approach would be best for the City. She believed the proposed 
development was not compatible with the LDC in many respects, including landscaping, 
access, and her interpretation of "smart growth," rather than overall in-fill growth. 

In response to Councilor Hirsch's request, Mr. Young explained that the Plan Conipatibility 
Review was required because the square footage of the residential space in the proposed 
development would be greater than that of the commercial space. He highlighted the Plan 
Compatibility Review criteria. 

Mr. Gibb noted that Plan Compatibility Reviews were typically conducted at an 
administrative level. However, consistent with the requirements of the Land Development 
Code, because the associated Subdivision and Planned Development required Planning 
Commission review, decision-makers were asked to consider the Plan Compatibility Review 
as well. 

The motion passed eight to one, with Councilor Raymond opposing. 

Mayor Tomliiison announced that the Council would adopt Findings of Fact January 20th, 
at which time the appeal period would begin. 

B. City Legislative Committee - December 17,2008 

Mr. Nelson reviewed the Committee's meeting working notes, including League of Oregon 
Cities 2009 legislative priorities, vehicle tracking devices to support a mileage tax, House 
and Senate caucus "roadmap," and Governor's Task Force on Comprehensive Revenue 
Restructuring Draft Report. The Committee did not request Council action. 
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