CORVALLIS
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

o

February 2, 2009
12:00 pm and 7:00 pm

CORVALLIS

ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY . .
Downtown Fire Station

400 NW Harrison Boulevard

COUNCIL ACTION

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

I. ROLL CALL

Il.  CONSENT AGENDA

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

A. Reading of Minutes

1. City Council Meeting — January 20, 2009

2. For Information and Filing (Draft minutes may return if changes are made by the
Board or Commission)
a. Planning Commission — October 8, 15, and 29, November 5 and 19, and

December 3, 2008

B. Announcement of Vacancy on Planning Commission (Saunders)

C. Announcement of Appointment to Watershed Management Advisory Commission
(Bruce)

D. Schedule an Executive Session following the regular noon meeting under ORS

192.660(2)(d)(h) (status of labor negotiations, status of pending litigation or litigation
likely to be filed)

I1.  ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA
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IV. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

A.

Deliberations relating to a Land Use Board of Appeals remand order (PLD06-00018,
SUB06-00006 — Brooklane Heights)

City Legislative Committee — January 28, 2009

Labor negotiations briefing

V. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS

A.

B.

Mayor's Reports
Council Reports
Staff Reports

1. Planning Commission vacancies
2. Council Request Follow-up Report — January 29, 2009

VL. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS - 7:00 pm (Note that Visitors' Propositions will continue
following any scheduled public hearings, if necessary and if any are scheduled)

A.

Business Enterprise Center update by Executive Director Kathleen Hutchinson

VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS - 7:30 pm

A.

VIIIL & IX.

Continuation of a public hearing to consider an appeal of a Planning Commission
decision (PLD08-00013, SUB08-00007 — Deer Run Park Subdivision)

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS, ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, AND
MOTIONS

Human Services Committee — None.

Administrative Services Committee — January 22, 2009
1. Urban Renewal Plan Ballot Title Review
ACTION: A resolution renewing Council's direction to refer the
Downtown Corvallis Urban Renewal Plan to the voters at the
May 19, 2009, special election, to be read by the City
Attorney

City Council A;genda — February 2, 2009 Page TBD



C. Urban Services Committee — January 22, 2009
1. Bicycle Lanes - NW Garfield Avenue from NW Highland Drive to NW Ninth
Street
D. Other Related Matters

1. An ordinance amending Corvallis Municipal Code Chapter 1.25, "Living Wage,"
as amended, to be read by the City Attorney

2. A resolution accepting an Oregon Commission for Voluntary Action grant
(83,750) for service learning projects, and authorizing the City Manager to sign
grant documents, to be read by the City Attorney

3. A resolution accepting an Oregon Water Resources Department grant ($23,738)
Jor a water recycling feasibility study, and authorizing the City Manager to sign
grant documents, to be read by the City Attorney

4. An ordinance amending Corvallis Municipal Code Chapter 4.03, "Industrial
Wastewater Pretreatment Program," as amended, to be read by the City
Attorney

X. NEW BUSINESS

A. American Public Works Association Julian Prize for Sustainability presentation

XI. ADJOURNMENT

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

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

A Community That Honors Diversity
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CITY OF CORVALLIS

% ACTIVITY CALENDAR

CORVALLIS FEBRUARY 2 - 14, 2009

ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 2

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

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 3

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

Human Services Committee - 12:00 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room,
500 SW Madison Avenue

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

Budget Commission - 7:00 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard
(department presentations)

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 4

Administrative Services Committee - 3:30 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room,
500 SW Madison Avenue

City Council - 5:30 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue
(work session)

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

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

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 5

Investment Council - 7:45 am - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison

Avenue

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

Budget Commission - 7:00 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard
(public comment)



City of Corvallis February 2 - 14, 2009
Activity Calendar Page 2

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 5 — Continued

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

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 6

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

SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 7

. Government Comment Corner (Councilor Hal Brauner) - 10:00 am - Library Lobby,
645 NW Monroe Avenue

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10

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

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 11

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

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

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 12

. Citizens Advisory Commission on Civic Beautification and Urban Forestry - 8:00 am -
Parks and Recreation Conference Room, 1310 SW Avery Park Drive

. Budget Commission - 7:00 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard
(public comment — final deliberations)

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 13

. City/Corvallis School District 509J Subcommittee - 1:00 pm - School District Board
Room, 1555 SW 35th Street

SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 14

. No Government Comment Corner



CITY OF CORVALLIS

COUNCIL ACTION MINUTES
January 20, 2009
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION
r— Information Held for
Agenda Item Only Further Review Decisions/Recommendations

Consent Agenda
Pages 36-37

New Business

Amendments & Western Station

Council Minutes Summary — January 20, 2009

1. Police Department Staffing Allocation Yes
Study
Pages 37-41
Unfinished Business
1. Reploeg Health Hazard Annexation RESOLUTION 2009-02
passed 7-2
2. Western Station Findings of Fact and Adopted Findings, denied appeal,
Order approved application passed 8-1
Pages 41-44
Mayor Reports
1. Fire Service Appreciation Day — Proclaimed
January 27, 2009
2. Community Sustainability Survey Postponed consensus
3. CSC activities Yes
4. Van Buren Bridge update Yes
5. State of the City Yes
6. Job networking Yes
7. Inaugural speech themes Yes
Pages 44-46
Council Reports
1. GCC comments (Raymond) Yes
2. Sister Cities update (Raymond) Yes
3. MLK update (Raymond) Yes
4. Chocolate Fantasy & Art Auction — Yes
February 28 (Brown)
5. Energy Challenge update (Daniels) Yes
6. Sustainable energy (Hervey) Yes
7. MLK Park cleanup (Hervey) Yes
8. CT director recruitment (Hirsch) Yes
9. AIP commuter buses (Hamby) Yes
10. High school commuter buses (Hamby) Yes
Pages 46-47
Staff Reports
1. City Manager’s Report — December Yes
2008
2. Council Request Follow-up Report — Yes
January 15, 2009
3. LUBA appeals — LDC Text Yes
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Information Held for

Agenda Item Only Further Review Decisions/Recommendations
4. LUBA decision (D Street) Yes
5. Budget Commission meetings Yes
6. DCA accreditation + Approved participation consensus
7. Labor negotiations briefing ‘ + Postponed to February 2

Pages 47-48, 72

HSC Meeting of January 6, 2009
1. Meeting Day & Time Yes
2. WNHS first quarter report + Accepted report passed U
3. HHS living wage exemption + Amended policy language for

exemption passed 6-3

Pages 48-52

ASC Meeting of January 8, 2009
1. Teen Summit funding request + Approved $500 donation passed U
2. Meeting Day & Time Yes

Pages 52-53

Other Related Matters
1. FEMA/DHS grant for exhaust « RESOLUTION 2009-03 passed U
extraction systems
Page 53
Visitors’ Propositions
1. CPRCDC/PNARB wetland restoration Yes
program (Daniels)
2. www.businessisgoodhere.com Yes
(Barlow, Van Orter, Alexander,
Schroff, Weldon, Hutchinson,

Schaberg)
3. Homeless update/funding request - Referred to HSC
(Ross)
Page 53-55
Public Hearings
1. Brooklane Heights Deliberations
February 2
2. Deer Run Park « Continue on February 2 passed U
Pages 55-72
Glossary of Terms
AIP Airport Industrial Park GCC Government Comment Corner
ASC Administrative Services Committee HHS Heartland Humane Society
CPRCDC Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation HSC Human Services Committee
and Development Council LDC Land Development Code
CSC Corvallis Sustainability Coalition LUBA  Land Use Board of Appeals
CT Corvallis Tourism MLK Martin Luther King, Jr.
DCA Downtown Corvallis Association PNARB Parks, Natural Areas, and Recreation Board
DHS Department of Homeland Security u Unanimous
FEMA  Federal Emergency Management Agency WNHS  Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services
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CITY OF CORVALLIS
COUNCIL ACTION MINUTES

January 20, 2009

The regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Corvallis, Oregon, was called to order at 12:00 pm
on January 20, 2009 in the Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard, Corvallis, Oregon, with
Mayor Tomlinson presiding.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
L ROLLCALL

PRESENT: Mayor Tomlinson, Councilors Hervey, Raymond, Brauner, Hamby, Brown, Hirsch,
Beilstein, Daniels, O’Brien

Mayor Tomlinson directed Councilors’ attention to the items at their places, including a 2009 Ward Map,
information about The Arts Center Chocolate Fantasy and Art Auction, and a newsletter and brochure from
Heartland Humane Society (Attachment A)

Mayor Tomlinson announced the following:

° Administrative changes were made to Page 8 of the January 5 Council minutes.

. The staff memo is missing from the Terzo Italian Restaurant liquor license application (Consent
Agenda item D).

. The staff report for the exhaust extraction systems (Standing committee Reports, Ordinances,

Resolutions, and Motions item D, Other Related Matters) is incorrect. The resolution is correct.

II. CONSENT AGENDA

Councilors Daniels and Hervey, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt the Consent Agenda
with changes, as noted above;

A. Reading of Minutes
1. City Council Meeting — January 5, 2009
2. For Information and Filing (Draft minutes may return if changes are made by the
Board or Commission)
Airport Commission — December 2, 2008
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission — December 5, 2008
Citizens Advisory Commission on Transit — December 10, 2008
Commission for Martin Luther King, Jr. — November 25, 2008
Committee for Citizen Involvement — December 4, 2008
Downtown Commission — December 10, 2008
Downtown Parking Committee — December 2, 2008
Historic Resources Commission — December 9, 2008
Housing and Community Development Commission — December 17, 2008

SRR e a0 o
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B. Confirmation of Appointments to Boards, Commissions, and Committees (Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Commission - Herford; Budget Commission - French; Committee for
Citizen Involvement - Wershow)

C. Announcement of a Vacancy on Watershed Management Advisory Commission (Wolf)

D. Approval of an application for a "Full On-Premises Sales" liquor license for Terzo Italian
Restaurant, 151 NW Monroe Avenue, Suite 101 (New Outlet)

The motion passed unanimously.

OI. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA — None.

X. NEW BUSINESS

A. Police Department Staffing Allocation Study — Matrix Consulting Group

City Manager Nelson said during the past few years, staff have submitted strategic planning
initiatives for the Police Department. For example, Council reviewed a Communications
Center Master Plan that will come forward as a budget enhancement request this year. More
recently, the Department conducted a staffing analysis that included interviews and surveys.

Chief Boldizsar explained that the Department contracted with Matrix Consulting Group to
perform the staffing allocation study that was completed in December 2008.

Greg Mathews, Matrix Consulting Group, provided a brief history of the consulting group
and his work experience. Mr. Mathews said the project scope included staffing
recommendations, recruitment observations, evaluation of community-oriented policing
operations, and identification of strengths and opportunities for organizational practices.
Matrix also developed a foundation for cost effective and progressive service delivery,
immediately and for a five-year planning period.

Mr. Mathews said the methodologies included interviews with the City Manager, Police
Managers and Supervisors, various line staff from each unit, and an anonymous employee
survey. He noted that the 86 percent response rate of the employee survey was the highest
response rate Matrix has ever experienced with employee surveys.

Extensive data collection was conducted to provide a profile of the Department’s staffing,
operations, and various systems of the Department. Evaluations were conducted related to

staffing, scheduling, assignments, work flows, standard operating procedures, and more.

Mr. Mathews highlighted primary findings:

. The Department is well regarded as noted by the Farmers Insurance ranking of one
of the most secure small cities in the United States.

. The Department is one of six organizations in Oregon certified by the Commission
on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies, Inc. (CALEA).

. Ninety-six percent of the Department’s staff agree that a high level of law

enforcement services is provided.
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Eighty-four percent of patrol staff did not agree there is sufficient resources
available to effectively commit to community-oriented policing.
Ninety-seven percent of staff believe there is an officer safety issue.

Matrix made the following observations and conclusions:

Sworn staff is low compared to the size and type of community serviced.
Corvallis is a relatively quiet and safe community as it relates to number of service
calls and major crime events.

Unobligated (proactive) time is needed to address a variety of community-oriented
policing efforts.

The appropriate target for proactive time is 60 percent.

Modifying the deployment schedule from a 4/10 shift to a 3/12 schedule can
achieve efficiencies with a modest staffing increase.

Transferring the bulk of criminal investigation services from patrol to detectives
will increase community-policing activities and proactive time for patrol officers.
The Communications Center staffing level should increase to meet the needs of the
community.

Other functional changes, ranging from parking enforcement to recruitment process,
are suggested for enhanced effectiveness.

Primary recommendations include:

Modify shift schedule from 4/10 to 3/12 and authorize 35 patrol officers in the field
(current is 32). Thirty-nine officers will be needed if the 4/10 shift schedule
continues.

Transfer primary criminal case follow-up to the Investigative Services Unit.

A 3/12 shift will result in some re-organizational opportunities in the Community
Services Division.

Add a supervisor to the Street Crimes Unit (transfer, not new position).

Increase the Communications Center staff by four full-time positions.
Reorganize the Investigative and Support Division to include lead dispatchers on
each shift.

Implement a variety of practices to improve recruitment and retention, including
additional use of Web advertising, targeting specialized groups, and eliminating the
two-year college requirement.

Develop an ad-hoc steering committee with the Human Resources Department to
identify methods to reduce turn-around time related to recruitment.

Develop planning efforts to hire six to seven new sworn and civilian positions
during the next five years due to service increases and changing crime rates.

Mayor Tomlinson commended the Police Department officers and civilian staff for keeping
the community safe. He recognized the many officers in the audience and noted that
Corvallis has been recognized by Farmers Insurance for being one of the safest communities
in the United States for the second consecutive year.

In response to Councilor Hervey’s inquiry, Mr. Mathews explained that the interview
process was used to help refine the employee survey instrument. The anonymous employee
survey was a mail-back form. The Department allowed staff to complete the survey during
briefings, and once complete, each employee placed their completed survey into a sealed
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mailing envelope for confidentiality purposes. Typically, the response rate of employee
surveys is 50 percent. Due to the high response rate, Matrix will suggest this method to
other customers.

In response to Councilor Hervey’s inquiry about shifting investigative responsibilities from
patrol to detectives, Mr. Mathews said he has not received any feedback from staff. The
analysis performed by Matrix revealed that existing detective staff can handle the workload
which will provide more patrol time for community policing activities. The employee
survey noted a difference of opinion about workloads between patrol and detective units.

In response to Councilor Beilstein’s inquiry, Mr. Mathews said the firm understands mutual
aid agreements between law enforcement agencies; however, the community needs to be
self-sufficient and cannot rely on other agencies not built into the staffing model.

Councilor Beilstein said the analysis is most likely correct that the best use of resources
would be to keep patrol involvement in criminal investigations to a minimum; however,
there is an advantage for patrol officers to gain experience in investigative work for career
development. The City will need to determine what is fiscally best and best for officer
development. Also, the two-year university requirement is an advantage to officers even
though removing it may open up recruiting oportunities. Councilor Beilstein noted that any
changes to shift schedules will need to be negotiated with the Corvallis Police Officers
Association (CPOA).

Councilor Daniels expressed concerns about the length of recruiting time. Corvallis is a
university town with a high education level for permanent residents. She inquired whether
dropping the college education requirement would result in a class system where law
enforcement officers are treated with less respect. She expressed concern that this would
cause morale issues in the Department.

Mr. Mathews responded that Matrix recommends not having a college requirement as an
initial restriction for employment. Ifthe City desires advanced education, it can be achieved
progressively by requiring officers to obtain 45 quarterly credits within a three-year period
and/or 90 quarterly credits within a five-year period. Having initial college requirements
restricts potentially good candidates from the military and with prior law enforcement
experience.

Chief Boldizsar said he cannot argue that reducing the education requirement to a high
school level will increase the recruitment pool. His experience has been that most people
applying for jobs with the Department have bachelor degrees. The issue is to reduce the
amount of time to make the job offer because qualified candidates go elsewhere when the
process is too long. Chief Boldizsar stated preference for retaining the two-year college
degree.

Councilor Daniels expressed appreciation for the Department’s service, dedication, and
commitment to improved quality of life for all Corvallis neighborhoods.

In response to Councilor Hamby’s inquiry, Mr. Mathews said the recommendation for 35
officers is derived from changing to the 3/12 shift program and the needed amount of
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proactive time for officers. The staffing analysis is driven by proactive time, or “free” time,
available for an officer to respond to service calls, perform follow-up investigations, conduct
proactive patrol, attend meetings, etc. Adopting a 60 percent proactive time results in 32
officers in the field. Increasing that number to 35 will accommodate turnover and other off-
job issues. During the past three years, the Department has experienced an 11.5 percent
turnover rate, which is average across the United States.

Councilor Hamby said he recently heard from an officer that to have any family time, his
family had to visit him at the Department. He expressed interest in alleviating that issue.

Councilor Raymond said her constituents often comment about the importance of safety and
she thanked the Department for their efforts. She requested clarification about the duties
of patrol officers and detectives, and inquired about parole, probation, and at-risk teen

issues.

Chief Boldizsar explained that the detective units provide follow-up investigative work on
felony-type offenses. At the time of the offense, the patrol officer takes the primary report
and gathers as much evidence as possible prior to referral to the detective unit. Probation
is a function through the Benton County Sheriff’s Office.

In response to Councilor Raymond’s inquiry, Chief Boldizsar said there is no detoxification
center in Benton County. Inadequate services provided to the homeless and mentally il
result in more difficult duties for Department staff.

Councilor Raymond recommended that the City continue the two-year college requirement
for recruitment purposes. '

In response to Councilor Hervey’s inquiries, Mr. Mathews said retention was not part of the
project scope. The turn-over rate is average and not a concern. The recommendation to
lower the education requirement is to enhance the recruitment pool.

Chief Boldizsar added that the report is a staffing study, not a work plan. The Department
will develop a strategic plan that will drive the five-year business plan. The strategic plan
will include recommendations from this analysis that the City feels are important to move
forward. Chief Boldizsar said, although Matrix did a great job implementing the study, he
does not agree with all of their recommendations. He believes that dropping the higher
education requirement will result in additional applicants, who will need to be eliminated
from consideration during the initial screening process. He noted that the Department
produces high quality work that includes good writing and investigative skills.

In response to Councilor Hervey’s comments about retention and turn-over, Chief Boldizsar
said retention issues are mostly due to staff not qualifying during the 18-month probationary
period.

Councilor Hirsch said he appreciates the need for officers to feel safe and opined that the
City needs to take their opinions and needs into consideration. He inquired about how
officers are responding to the study and requested information about CALEA.
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Chief Boldizsar said CALEA is a national organization providing more than 450 standards
for law enforcement agencies. CALEA was developed by the International Association for
Police Chiefs, the National Sheriff’s Association, and the National Organization of Black
Law Enforcement Officers. The Department abides by the standards and is evaluated and
audited by CALEA every three years. Six law enforcement organizations in Oregon are
CALEA accredited. The Oregon Accreditation Alliance is a State accreditation program
with 100 standards. Oregon and the West Coast has fewer CALEA accredited agencies than
other parts of the United States.

Chief Boldizsar said he has not met with staff about the recommendations. He overheard
that patrol staff believes the recommendations are great with fewer detectives in agreement.
The Department does not want to limit the experience patrol officers gain by investigating
certain crimes nor is there a desire to overburden the five detectives.

In response to Councilor Hirsch’s inquiry about field safety, Chief Boldizsar said some
service calls require a minimum of two officers to respond. Frequently, there are occasions
when that requirement cannot be met. When that occurs, one officer is sent with hope that
another officer can be cleared to respond as soon as possible.

Mr. Nelson thanked Council for their supportive comments on behalf of the service provided
by the Police Department. The next three steps for consideration include:

1. A discussion with CPOA about the recommendations related to contract provisions.

2. A presentation to the Budget Commission for Communications Center and patrol
officer staffing enhancements.

3. Relating the results of this study to the Department’s strategic plan.

IV. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

A. Request for exemption from voter approval of an annexation to address a health hazard
(ANNO08-00006 — Reploeg Health Hazard Annexation)

Senior Planner Schlesener said this health hazard annexation request for a contaminated
well was discussed during the December 15 Council meeting. The staff report includes
responses to the additional information requested by Council, a letter from the Oregon
Water Resources Department, letters from two well drilling companies, and background
information.

Ms. Schlesener said the applicant has three options for connecting to City water; however,
they do not meet the eligibility requirements for an extension of services. The other two
options are voter approved annexation, and health hazard exemption approval.

The resolution in the staff report has been revised since the December 15 Council meeting
to include a provision for Council to refer the matter to the State for verification that a
health hazard exists. Staff recommends Council adopt the resolution.

In response to Councilor Daniels’ inquiry, Benton County Environmental Health Specialist

Turkisher said the contamination is mostly likely due to the well being drilled in the
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drainage way and/or a defective seal. The State recommended repair or abandonment of
the well. He confirmed that the contaminate is Coliform Bacteria.

Councilor Daniels commented that a health hazard clearly exists and there is a potential
threat to public health. The standard solutions of drilling another well or fixing the seal
have consequences with regard to natural features, landslides, and other issues. The only
alternative is to connect this property to City water.

Ms. Schlesener said staff came to the same conclusion. Council can direct staff to explore
every avenue, however, staff believes there are sufficient difficulties in pursuing other

avenues.

In response to Councilor Raymond’s inquiries, Ms. Schlesener said the connection is for one
existing house on one 5.23 acre parcel. After the site is annexed, the property owner can
apply for a land division and the application will need to meet City criteria. There is no
guarantee that the application will be approved. The issue is whether the health hazard
represents enough of a public health risk to allow it to move through the health hazard

annexation process.

Councilor Brauner requested clarification on the relationship between this potential
annexation and setting a precedent for other parcels in the subdivision. Ms. Schlesener said
if other parcels come forward with the same type of request, they would need to go through
the same process, and each proposal would be evaluated separately. Each proposal could
contain more than one site; however, each site would be required to meet the health hazard

criteria,

Mr. Turkisher clarified for Councilor O’Brien that the property would need to be contiguous
with the City Limits and the health hazard would need to be based on water quality not

quantity.

Councilor Brown said this area has had known water issues. The well was drilled in the
drainage area most likely to accommodate construction. This appears to be a backdoor
process to get property annexed into the City without a public vote. Councilor Brown stated

. concern that this annexation could set a precedent for the future by providing a remedy for
something that could have been prevented in the first place.

Ms. Schlesener said the well was installed prior to the current owner purchasing the property
or constructing a home. Mr. Turkisher added that there is no State criteria not allowing
wells to be drilled in the drainage and the well was most likely drilled to minimum code,
casing, and seal to get through the development process.

In response to Councilor Beilstein’s inquiry about replatting the property prior to
annexation, Ms. Schlesener said due to five-acre minimum zoning, the property cannot be

divided under Benton County partition procedures.

Councilor Daniels noted that the constraints on the property, including natural hazards,
landslide buffers, and natural features make it difficult to find buildable space.
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In response to Councilor Daniels’ inquiry, Ms. Schlesener said every City property has
access to Minimum Assured Development Areas (MADA); however, they can only be used
in a manner that require removal of the house because that is the area redevelopment could
occur. This would also result in a clustered development required to meet engineering
standards in geotechnical reports. Further development on this lot would be very
challenging.

Councilor Daniels inquired whether the County has developed an urbanization plan and if
the City should review it to make sure it meets current City standards.

Ms. Schlesener said when the subdivision moved forward, the staff from the City and
County Public Works and Development Departments worked together to establish
reservations for future easements and rights-of-way (ROW) for street networks, water,
sewer, storm drainage, and other infrastructure. All future ROW for those infrastructures
are adjacent and/or abound this site. Staff would not recommend development further north
and east on the site. ’

In response to Councilor Hamby’s inquiry, Mr. Turkisher said Oregon Water Resources
inspected the well seal by probing the depth of the seal. When they removed the probe, the
bentonite clay was saturated, meaning there was surface or near surface water through the
seal. To do a more extensive investigation, they would need to build a road and equipment
platform to remove the pump from the well. Smaller equipment is needed to abandon the
well, making a road and platform unnecessary. Mr. Turkisher added that since the well is
located in the drainage, it may not be worth repairing.

Councilor Brauner said MADA has to be applied prior to a subdivision. The only issue
before Council is whether there is a health hazard on this property. The well was installed
prior to property purchase and he does not believe the property owners did something to
cause the health hazard. Council is not qualified to make a judgement whether a health
hazard exists; the State makes that judgement by law. Council is asking the State, by
resolution, to determine if there is a health hazard.

In response to Councilor Hirsch’s inquiry, Deputy City Attorney Brewer opined that there
is no conflict of interest due to his medical treatment by Dr. Reploeg.

Mr. Brewer read a resolution asking the State whether a health hazard annexation exists on
the Reploeg property sufficient for the City to exempt the health hazard area from the
provisions of the Land Development Code.

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

Councilor Hervey stated support for the resolution and appreciation for the Council’s
concerns about additional annexations related to this subdivision. He opined that this
request is a good faith effort to meet an environmental need. For future information, he
would like clarification on who pays for street upgrading in this kind of situation.
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Councilor Daniels said she will support the resolution. Attachments F and G of the staff
report reveal how much of the property is seriously constrained, limiting it from future
development. She clarified that this request is not a precedent for water quality annexation.
In the late 1980s, Council approved a water quality health hazard annexation in South

Corvallis.

Councilor Hamby said he will not support the resolution. He believes it is the responsibility
of the property owner to fix the well and he does not believe the City or citizens want this
property annexed at this time. An alternative is to send an annexation request to the citizens
for a vote.

Councilor Hirsch said he will support the resolution and believes there will be further
discussion after the State returns a ruling.

Councilor Brown said he will not support the resolution. The remedy inherent in the
resolution is not the only remedy and other remedies, such as repairing the current well or
drilling a new well should be explored further.

RESOLUTION 2009-02 passed seven to two, based on the follow roll call vote:
Ayes: Hervey, Raymond, Brauner, Hirsch, Beilstein, Daniels, O’Brien
Nays: Hamby, Brown.

B. Adoption of Findings of Fact and Order relating to an appeal of a Planning Commission
decision (PLD08-00009 — Western Station)

Councilors Brauner and Hamby, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt the draft Formal
Findings and Conclusions from the January 15, 2009 memorandum from Community
Development Director Gibb in support of Council’s decision to deny the appeal and approve
the Western Station application.

The motion passed eight to one with Councilor Raymond opposing.

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

decision.

V. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS

A. Mayor's Reports

1. Proclamation of Fire Service Appreciation Day — January 27, 2009

Councilor O'Brien left the meeting at 1:34 pm.

Mayor Tomlinson recognized Fire Chief Emery in the audience and commended the
Fire Department for their good work.

Councilor O Brien returned to the meeting at 1:37 pm.
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Mayor Tomlinson read the proclamation.
2, Community Sustainability Survey

Mayor Tomlinson said he is seeking Council direction regarding the timing and
participation of a community sustainability survey. '

Councilor Daniels stated preference to set Council goals prior to further discussing
a community-wide survey. Assuming sustainability is a Council goal, she would
expect further discussion during a work session.

Councilors Brauner and Brown, respectively, stated -agreement with Councilor
Daniels’ comments. Councilor Brown added that he does not believe Council is
prepared to move forward at this time.

Mayor Tomlinson said he would convey to the Corvallis Sustainability Coalition
(CSC) Council’s consensus to postpone survey discussions until the goal setting
process is complete.

Mayor Tomlinson announced that he belongs to the CSC steering committee that will
approve recommended actions from the twelve action teams of the CSC. When the steering
committee approves a recommendation, he will bring the actions back to Council for
discussion.

Mayor Tomlinson clarified for Councilor Daniels that he does not anticipate asking Council
about the CSC goals and strategies. Council will be most interested in recommended actions
related to funding, staff time, and other City-related issues.

Councilor Brauner said an alternative is to put the Sustainability Plan on hold until Council
reviews all of the policies and goals. Whether Council agrees with all of the goals or not,
there is a lot of good work going on in the community that should continue. The Mayor’s
plan will allow Council to review all actions and the steering committee will identify
whether City staff or funding is needed.

In response to Councilor O’Brien’s inquiry, Mr. Nelson said the survey funds are held in an
account by Oregon Natural Step Network. If the survey is not conducted, the money will
return to the City.

Mayor Tomlinson referred to the Van Buren Bridge materials in the packet. He said the
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) conducted another traffic study related to
replacing the Van Buren Bridge. The results indicate a bridge parallel to the current bridge
and a northern bypass are both required for the Van Buren corridor to meet traffic standards.
The Van Buren corridor stretches from the intersection of Van Buren Avenue and 9th Street
past the eastern City intersection.

Mayor Tomlinson said the Van Buren Bridge Policy Management Team is reviewing
whether Transportation Demand Management (TDM) can impact the traffic flow across the

bridge sufficiently to reduce the amount of construction needed. That strategy would either
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be a TDM with local employers or a transit strategy across the corridor from Corvallis to
Tangent, Lebanon, and Sweet Home. Both options are being reviewed. Mayor Tomlinson
noted that there are no funds in the ODOT budget for this construction.

In response to Councilor Brown’s inquiry, Mayor Tomlinson clarified that the traffic is in
excess of capacity according to the traffic study conducted by ODOT.

Councilor Brauner explained that the traffic study is conducted during peak travel times.
He is the Council liaison to the Van Buren Bridge Stakeholders Committee so as project
reviews come forward, both he and Mayor Tomlinson will keep Council updated.

Councilor Daniels said the report also discusses jurisdictional transfers from ODOT to the
City. The policy states if a northern bypass is built it would automatically transfer the
jurisdiction of those involved streets to the City (3rd and 4th Streets). At that point, the City
could change mobility standards to include bicycle lanes.

Mayor Tomlinson recessed Council from 1:55 until 2:05 pm.

Mayor Tomlinson announced that he will deliver the State of the City on Friday, January
23, and a video will be placed on the Web site and on Government Access Channel 21.

Mayor Tomlinson reported that 30 people attended a job networking event hosted by himself
and Mrs. Tomlinson on Saturday, January 17. He said it is obvious that job transition and
loss is a significant issue in the community.

Mayor Tomlinson referred to President Obama’s inaugural speech that repeated the themes
of unity, sense of responsibility, commitment of hard work combined with a sense of hope
and our belief in the ability to overcome difficulty, and to lead the world again while
stressing the common humanity of all nations, peoples, and creeds. Mayor Tomlinson said
he looks forward to working with Corvallis citizens on local issues along with
President Obama, his staff, and Congress to deal with National and International issues.

B. Council Reports

Councilor Raymond announced that she recently hosted Government Comment Corner and
only good things were shared about the City.

As liaison to the Corvallis Sister Cities Association, Councilor Raymond presented
Mayor Tomlinson with art work from the Way of Life Rehabilitation Center in Uzhgorod,
Ukraine. The beaded artwork was created by a child at the rehabilitation center. Councilor
Raymond encouraged Councilors to become a member of the Association and provided
copies of the recent newsletter (Attachment B).

Mayor Tomlinson noted that he sponsors a child at the rehabilitation center in Uzhgorod and
said the director’s wife will be traveling to Corvallis within the next two months.

Councilor Raymond reported on the Commission for Martin Luther King, Jr. activities,
including a Day of Service event recently held at the Martin Luther King, Jr. Park. The
Commission has scheduled a celebration for January 21 at the Majestic Theatre. Oregon
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State University (OSU) professor Dr. Joseph Orosco will speak about the life and work of
Dr. Martin Luther King, Ir.

Councilor Brown announced that The Arts Center Chocolate Fantasy and Art Auction
scheduled for February 28 is fun and a good opportunity to view interesting art.

Councilor Daniels reminded citizens that the Energy Challenge has approximately two
months left of the pilot project and there is still time to request a home energy audit. She
encouraged those who had audits performed to follow through on recommendations to
reduce the contribution of global warming through excessive use of electricity and gas.
Volunteers will be making contact with those who have not yet reported taking steps to
make their homes more energy efficient.

Councilor Hervey said he attended a recent meeting with the Mayor and Willamette Landing
residents to review ways to improve home efficiency and reduce impact on the Earth. He
noted that Mayor Tomlinson is installing photo voltaic units on his roof to power his house
and electric car.

Councilor Hervey thanked everyone who participated in cleaning Martin Luther King, Jr.
Park on the Day of Service.

Councilor Hirsch announced that Corvallis Tourism Executive Director Hope-Johnstone is
retiring at the end of the year. The search committee is requesting input on four qualities
Council would prefer in the new director.

Councilor Hamby said the Airport Commission has been reviewing transportation issues for
the Airport Industrial Park (AIP). The Commission is exploring two commuter bus routes
for morning and evening travel.

Councilor Hamby reported that a request for commuter service between the high schools and
the transit mall will come forward during the budget cycle.

C. Staff Reports

1. City Manager's Report — December 2008
Mr. Nelson said Councilors can call him if they have any questions about the
Report.

2, Council Request Follow-up Report — January 15, 2009

Mr. Nelson said the Report includes information and the policy related to a recent
practice burmn. A new requirement is being created to encourage property owners
to take advantage of reuse opportunities. In this specific instance, Habitat for
Humanity acquired reusable materials during a pre-burn walk-through.

Mr. Nelson announced that the Land Development Code Text Amendments and Walnut
Professional Center decisions have been appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals
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(LUBA). The City recently received support from LUBA regarding the D Street closure.
Staff will move forward with the street closure.

Mr. Nelson reported that the Budget Commission begins meeting this week. Financial Plans
will be distributed during the meeting.

Mr. Nelson referred to a letter from the Downtown Corvallis Association requesting
participation in the Main Street Accreditation Program. Staff recommends participation as
it fits with recent Council actions related to the downtown and urban renewal objectives.
Staff estimates 40 hours staff time for this project. Outcomes will be shared with the
Downtown Commission. Council approved by consensus.

3. Labor negotiations briefing

Mr. Nelson announced that this item is postponed until the evening meeting.

VII & IX. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS AND ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS,
AND MOTIONS
A. Human Services Committee — January 6, 2009

Council Minutes — January 20, 2009

1. Discussion of Meeting Day and Time

Councilor Beilstein announced that the Committee will continue to meet at noon on
the Tuesday following the Council’s regular Monday meetings.

o

Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services First Quarter Report

Councilor Beilstein said the housing and microenterprise programs are performing
well. Due to current economic conditions, there will be future construction issues.
Specifically, the major investor for the Alexander Court/Seavey Meadows project
has withdrawn their interest in providing funds through the Low Income Tax Credit
program. Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services is attempting to locate
alternative investments and will keep the City apprised.

Councilors Beilstein and Raymond, respectively, moved and seconded to approve
the Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services first quarter report for Fiscal Year
2008-2009. The motion passed unanimously.

3. Heartland Humane Society Living Wage Exemption

Councilor Beilstein said the Heartland Humane Society (HHS) requested a living
wage exemption from their contract with the City. HHS expressed concern about
the impact the living wage creates by contracting with the City and believes it costs
them more to accept the $50,000 than it would to operate without the living wage
requirement.
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After a lengthy discussion, the Committee concluded that the two alternatives to
alleviate HHS issues are to establish an exemption for HHS in the living wage
ordinance with a clause in the contract for wage requirements, or arrive at an
amount the City would need to pay HHS for living wage compliance without
causing salary compression issues. The Committee requested discussion with the
full Council.

After the Committee meeting, staff compiled information for Council review,
including wage comparisons and draft language. Councilor Beilstein said he
estimates HHS would need an additional $15,000 to $20,000 to comply with the
living wage ordinance and solve salary compression issues.

Councilor Brown estimated that HHS would need an additional $10,500 if they
were not exempted from the living wage ordinance.

Councilor Hervey thanked the Committee and staff for the extensive work they
performed. In response to his inquiry about why the issue was not addressed during
the last contract negotiations (March 2008), Mr. Nelson said he is unaware of why
HHS did not bring this issue up before the original request was received in
December 2008.

Councilors Brown and Raymond, respectively, moved and seconded to amend City
ordinance by adopting the language drafted in the City Manager’s January 13
memorandum, subject to a favorable review by the City Attorney’s Office.

Councilor Brown said the issue is a result of the living wage ordinance mandated
by the voters. In general, there are exemptions for non-profit organizations, but
exemptions are not allowed for contracted services normally supplied by the City.
HHS is a non-profit organization providing services normally provided by the City.
This is not an unintended consequence per Councilor Beilstein who was on Council
when this ordinance passed. Councilor Brown noted that the HHS contract expires
June 30, 2009.

Councilor Brown agreed with Chief Boldizsar’s comments made during the
Committee meeting about needing HHS to provide services for dangerous animals.
He stated appreciation for the services performed by HHS and noted that the
Citizens Attitude Survey indicates citizens are satisfied with HHS services. In
2000, Council agreed to generate a budget enhancement to cover the consequences
of the ordinance. Council could again respond to the issue by allocating additional
funds which would need to be identified in the General Fund. This response to the
issue will require Council review each year. The second alternative is to provide
an exemption in the ordinance per the drafted language in the City Manager’s
January 13 memorandum.

Councilor Brown said Animal Control is a City service provided by the Police
Department and HHS provides a transition service for animals acquired by Animal
Control. The service is similar to non-profit organizations providing transition
services to individuals in the community. The services provided by HHS are not
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typical City services. An alternative isto build and staff a facility for transition
services, which would be inefficient for the City. HHS is a non-profit organization
willing to provide these services,

Councilor Brown opined that there are two services; the City service and the service
of a typical non-profit. He supports the motion to treat HHS as a typical non-profit
under existing City policy.

Councilor Raymond said the living wage is very important and she is proud that
Corvallis initiated the ordinance. She said this situation is unusual, and because
HHS manages the facility extremely well, she will support the exemption.
Councilor Raymond noted that besides taking in stray animals, HHS provides spay
and neuter services for all animals in the facility.

Councilor Brauner said he supports the living wage ordinance and it works well
with competitive bids for specific services. The City has recognized non-profit
organizations are different and there are exemptions in the ordinance for non-profit
organizations obtaining funding through social services and economic development
allocations. Even though the HHS funding is not allocated from either fund, the
non-profit status is still met. He will support the motion.

Councilor Hamby noted that current contract language indicates HHS cannot lower
wages. He inquired whether providing the exemption will be enough for HHS to
deal with the salary compression issue for the next six months.

HHS Executive Director Thornberry said no current employee will have their wages
reduced if given an exemption. HHS needs the flexibility to hire below the living
wage rate, if necessary. Six percent of HHS income comes from the City; however,
60 percent of expenses is staffing. HHS cannot control staffing expenses due to the
living wage requirement and is most concerned about the next contract and fiscal
year. Ms. Thornberry said the living wage ordinance removes the flexibility the
organization needs to offer more services. She said increasing the contract amount
will not solve the issue as the living wage increases out-pace the contract increases.
She said adding an additional $10,000 or $20,000 to the contract may cover
expenses for the next two years, but will limit the organization from expanding
educationi programs, hiring an adoption counselor, and providing additional
customer service staff.

Councilor Daniels said she will not support the exemption, but is sympathetic to the
issue. If Council agrees the work being done is valid, then the City should pay for
the services by providing additional funding. Not abiding by the ordinance sends
a message that specific employees within an organization are not worthy.

Councilor Brauner noted that HHS is the only non-profit organization the City

contracts with, or provides related funding to, that is not exempted from the living
wage ordinance. He will support the motion.
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Councilor Brown said he agrees with Councilor Daniels and would be willing to
recommend the necessary contract amount needed during the budget process. He
understands the need, believes it is important, and would prioritize the funding
above other recommendations.

Councilor Beilstein said there was a lot of concern about contracting out City
services when the living wage was first discussed. Most believed it would not be
appropriate for governmental agencies to contract out services to non-government
agencies at a less expensive cost. An example is the transit drivers who were paid
less than half of the comparable wage without the living wage ordinance. Council
decided essential City services would not be contracted out to low wage employers.

Councilor Beilstein said he disagrees with Councilor Brown’s argument that animal
transition is City business, and opined that the only City business related to this
issue is to remove stray animals from the street. The service HHS performs is
essential City business. Councilor Beilstein said he has not been convinced that an
exemption needs to be granted, and if the work needs to be accomplished, the City
should pay for it appropriately. In the future, this issue will increase due to the
minimum wage decreasing relative to living expenses and average wages.

Councilor Hamby referred to the funding table in the meeting materials. He noted
that the City provides HHS $50,000 of their $700,000 budget, or less than ten
percent of the organization’s budget, and dictates what HHS will pay for $300,000
worth of wages.

Ms. Thomberry noted that the table does not include taxes and benefits.

Councilor Hervey inquired about the budget impact if the City paid the living wages
of the other non-profits not currently required to pay living wages.

In response to Councilor Hervey’s inquiry about separate expenses for those

‘employees working with specific “City” animals, Ms. Thomberry said the contract
includes all parts of the organization. HHS provides humane education, tours, spay
and neutering, and donor access. All functions performed by HHS are required by
the contract and there is no way to separate City and County animals.
Ms. Thomberry added that during the Committee meeting, it was noted that if the
City operated the shelter, there would be no guarantee that employees would be paid
living wage standards. She opined that HHS is being held at a higher standard than
the City would initiate for their own staff.

Councilor Brauner asked what the argument would be for other non-profit
organizations if Council approaches the Budget Commission about adding funds to
the HHS contract. The reason they are exempted is not because they are non-profit
organizations that bid on projects, they are providing a service to the City either
through social services or economic development funds. If the argument is that the
City should not provide social services, then the $400,000 fund should be
eliminated. The City contracts with non-profit organizations for economic
development, also exempt from the living wage. To remove this exemption means
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living wages would be paid to employees of the Downtown Corvallis Association,
Corvallis-Benton Chamber Coalition, and the Oregon Natural Step Network,
Corvallis Chapter. There is a fundamental difference between contracting services
normally performed by the City with for-profit organizations versus obtaining a
service from a non-profit for a lesser amount. The issue is providing profit versus
non-profit services on behalf of the community.

Councilor Daniels disagreed and said this service is a Police Department function
and when the contract was initiated, the City and County believed it was a needed
service that neither organization could provide. Social services is traditionally a
County function that the City has volunteered to help with due to its importance.
It is a philosophical question on whether economic development is a core City
service.

Councilor Brauner said the City contracts with the Corvallis-Benton Chamber
Coalition to provide services at the airport. The airport is owned by the City and
the individuals providing those services are exempt from the living wage.

Based on the following roll call vote, the motion passed six to three.
Ayes: Raymond, Brauner, Hamby, Brown, Hirsch, O’Brien
Nays: Hervey, Beilstein, Daniels

Councilor Hervey left the meeting at 3.:07 pm.

B. Administrative Services Committee — January 8, 2009

1.

Benton County Commission on Children and Families Funding Request

Councilor Brauner reported that the Commission on Children and Families (CCF)
requested $1,000 to help fund the 2009 Teen Summit. The City supported the 2008
Teen Summit; however, organizers were instructed to make future funding requests
through the social services allocation process. In the meantime, the CCF Board
changed and the direction to seek social services funding was not shared with the
new Board.

Councilor Hervey returned fo the meeting at 3:09 pm.

Councilor Brauner said the Committee recognized the good works of the Teen
Summit, identified other sources of funding that may be available to CCF, and
explained there was no guarantee of receiving a social service allocation.

Councilors Brauner and Daniels, respectively, moved and seconded to approve a
$500 donation to Benton County Commission on Children and Families for the
2009 Teen Summit, contingent upon future funding requests made through the
social services funding process.
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In response to Councilor Daniels’ inquiry, Councilor Brauner said the Committee
made sure the CCF representatives obtained allocation process information, a
contact name, and noted their intention to apply for 2010 funding.

The motion passed unanimously.

2. Discussion of Meeting Day and Time
Councilor Brauner announced that the Committee has initially agreed to meet on
January 22 at 1:00 pm. Further discussions will be held regarding future meeting
day and time.
C. Urban Services Committee — None.
D. Other Related Matters
Mr. Brewer read a resolution accepting a Federal Emergency Management Agency/
Department of Homeland Security grant in the amount of $71,634 for the purchase and

installation of vehicle exhaust extraction systems for Fire Stations 2, 3, and 4.

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

RESOLUTION 2009-03 passed unanimously.

Mayor Tomlinson recessed the Council at 3:12 pm and reconvened the Council at 7:00 pm in the Downtown
Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard, Corvallis, Oregon.

L

ROLL CALL

PRESENT: Mayor Tomlinson, Councilors Hervey, Raymond, Brauner, Hamby, Brown, Hirsch,
Beilstein, Daniels, O’Brien

Mayor Tomlinson directed Councilors’ attention to the items at their places, including:

Testimony related to the Deer Run Park Subdivision (Attachment C),
Council goal materials submitted by Kent Daniels and Karen Strohmeyer (Attachment D), and
Information about Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation and Development (Attachment E).

VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS

Kent Daniels referred to Attachment E and explained that the City belongs to the Cascade Pacific
Resource Conservation and Development Council (CPRCDC) through the Parks and Recreation
Department. CPRCDC and the Parks, Natural Areas, and Recreation Board (PNARB) proposes a
Council goal to seek funding for restoration of and improvements to local wetlands, natural areas,
and riparian areas on the Willamette River and its tributaries, through collaboration with other
governmental and non-governmental organizations. Mr. Daniels said potential funding is available
for this goal as outlined in the attachment. He noted that staff assistance might be needed to
coordinate efforts with the CPRCDC.
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Marti Barlow provided business cards (Attachment F) referencing a new Web site about Corvallis:
www.busnessisgoodhere.com. Congressmen DeFazio and Schrader are assisting with distribution
of the cards during Presidential inauguration events. The Web site promotes and showcases
innovations making Corvallis unique. It is supported by the Community with a goal of branding
Corvallis as a place where creative industries flourish. Corvallis will attract people by showcasing
lifestyles, not with lower development fees or other incentives, The Web site will inspire current
residents to follow their dreams, capitalize on their ideas, and realize “business is good” here. The
branding campaign extends to other areas, such as the availability of medical services, shopping,
culture, technology, and arts. Attracting green, sustainable business corresponds with the Prosperity
That Fits (PTF) Plan. The goal is to have this site incorporated into the integrated marketing plan
of Corvallis.

Quinn Van Orter presented the “business is good here” Web site and played a video promoting
Corvallis authored by Oregon State University (OSU) Basketball Coach Craig Robinson.
Mr. Van Orter said when he began taping the videos for this Web site, he had no idea of the amount
oftechnology-based businesses located in Corvallis. The Web site will help people from other areas
visualize what it would be like to live in Corvallis.

Marques Alexander said he worked on the Web site as an intern of the OSU Political Science
Department. Working on the site provided a social network for entrepreneurs to gather, share ideas,
and focus on specific business skills. He said he is only one of several OSU students who have
started companies to help build the community by creating jobs. As an intern working on this site,
he will promote marketing and ensure the site is worldwide,

Rick Schroff said he represents a small Corvallis business and has been participating with this Web
site. He encouraged Council to support this campaign representing a broad cross-section of the
Corvallis community, including civic, non-profit, business, and City, County, State, and National

leadership.

Brian Weldon, Software Association of Oregon, Corvallis Chapter President, said the Association
supports this Web site and the goals to bring software, high-technology, and creative companies to
Corvallis. The Web site is meant to complement all activities promoting similar goals to keep
Corvallis vibrant and supportive of the PTF Plan. :

Kathleen Hutchinson said the Web site exemplifies the innovative and creative community of
Corvallis. The site sets a new standard for collaboration and illustrates a desire to increase the
profile of the business community while highlighting available opportunities. The site incorporates
elements identified during an Oregon Economic Development Community training class.
Individuals from other communities can make a connection through the site with a Team Corvallis

member for future contact and community tours.

In response to Councilor Beilstein’s inquiry, Ms. Barlow confirmed that the site was designed in
collaboration with many local businesses, organizations, associations, programs, and educational
facilities. The complete list is available on the site.

In response to Councilor Hirsch’s inquiries, Ms. Barlow said “businessisgoodhere.com” is a
registered domain name and she believes there has been several thousand “hits” on the site. E-mails
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have been received from around the Country from people wanting to be involved and suggestions
to improve the site are being considered and incorporated, if appropriate.

Steve Schaberg said Corvallis has always been a good place to do business. He started a business
in his garage after moving here in 1978. As the company grew, he hired wonderful Corvallis
citizens, and eventually sold his business to a large firm. He stated support for the Web site.

Barbara Ross provided a brief update on efforts to help the homeless. The cold weather shelter is
housing 38 to 40 men each night and the community has been supportive. The Daytime Drop-in
Center is negotiating for new space, and a referral center has been opened downtown to help
homeless individuals find laundry locations, food, and other needs. A new project is underway to
help healthy, homeless individuals seeking employment. These people will be matched with
community volunteers to provide support, encouragement, and a structured program to obtain
employment. The Homeless Coalition requests City help by providing free bus passes and free
passes to the Osborn Aquatic Center where they can exercise and prepare for job interviews
(Attachment G).

Councilor Raymond stated support for the new program and said she was glad the business
community is working to help homeless individuals. Ms. Ross said there has been a tremendous
response from volunteers.

Councilor Daniels commended Ms. Ross for her creativity and finding a focus of activities that do
not require a lot of capital and infrastructure. The progress helps fulfil items identified in the Vision
2020 Statement, including helping the homeless transition into employment and housing.

By consensus, the Council agreed to refer the request to the Human Services Committee.
Because there were no other citizens in attendance desiring to speak to the Council under Visitors’
Propositions, and the public hearing was advertised to begin at 7:30 pm, Mayor Tomlinson recessed the

meeting from 7:27 until 7:30 pm.

VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS

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

Mayor Tomlinson reviewed the order of proceedings.

Declaration of Conflicts of Interest — None.

Declaration of Ex Parte Contacts

Councilor Daniels noted that she engaged in e-mail correspondence with Mark Knapp
regarding the hearing schedule. She stated she could make a fair and impartial decision.

Councilor Raymond said she had contact with individuals wanting to submit public
testimony. ‘She opined that she could make a fair and impartial decision.
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Rebuitals to Declarations — None.

Declaration of Site Visits

Councilors Daniels, Beilstein, Brown, Hamby, Brauner, Raymond, and O’Brien ail declared
making site visits.

Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds — None

Staff Overview

Associate Planner Richardson submitted additional written testimony (Attachment H).
Mayor Tomlinson added that written testimony was also submitted by Rana Foster
(Attachment I) and Louise Marquering (Attachment J).

Mr. Richardson noted that the original staff report is available on the City’s Web site, in
City Hall, and in the Corvallis-Benton County Public Library. He provided a brief
overview:

*  The 25.88 acre site is northwest of SW Brooklane Drive, east of Fairmont Drive, and
south of Whiteside Drive. Single-family residential homes are located to the west,
north, and south of the site. Vacant land is located to the southeast (Oakmont Addition)
and the Marys River Natural Area is south of the site.

«  The property is zoned Low Density Residential. At the time of application, the property
was zoned (PD)RS-3.5. Zoning changed to (PD)RS-5 with the implementation of the
2006 Land Development Code (LDC). The site is surrounded by RS-6, AG-OS, RS-3.5,
and (PD)RS-3.5.

«  The applicant is proposing a 45-lot subdivision with four common tracts.

»  The Planning Commission’s June 2007 denial for this development was appealed to
Council. Council approved the application in September 2007 with revised conditions.
The Council’s decision was appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) in
October 2007, and in May, 2008, LUBA issued a Final Order and Opinion.

« Remand issues are related to building design (proposed home elevations were not
submitted resulting in no compatibility determination); hillside development,
(specifically Corvallis Comprehensive Plan (CCP) 4.6.7); drainage (additional findings
were needed, including flow patterns and volume (CCP 4.11.12)); and, more
information was needed related to natural features findings.

Staff requests Council consider the specific four remand issues and either approve, approve
with conditions, or deny the application. Staffrecommend that the application be approved
with revised Conditions 5 and 27. Staff has recently revised Condition 5 to state that trees
and tracts be preserved unless otherwise approved to be removed through the application.

Mr. Richardson responded to questions Councilors had during the first half of the public
hearing held on January 5, 2009.
»  Why did the Natural Features Inventory not apply to this application?
Applications are evaluated by rules and policies in place at time of application. The
Inventory took effect after the application was submitted.
»  What is the assurance of tree protection in the future?
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Condition 5 states that trees in tracts proposed to be protected through this application
shall be protected. The exception is if they become a hazard tree or if it is in the best
interest to have them removed to protect Oregon White Oaks. Also, the trees can only
be removed if the City’s Urban Forester concurs with a certified arborist report.
»  What is the ability to plant trees to attract bird habitat.

It would depend on the kinds of birds desired. Trees that attract birds may not be the
best street trees, although almost every tree provides some type of habitat and/or food
source.

Civil Engineer Reese responded to previous questions about water quality systems and

consideration of storm events:

» What is the maintenance cost of water quality systems?
The average maintenance cost for the proposed system is $200. The City-owned
equipment is also used to clean catch basins, and the City has experience maintaining
similar systems.

» How do the water quality systems work?
The proposed system slows the water flow, giving sediment time to drop out. The outlet
is lower than the top of the water surface, so floatables (0il, grease, chip bags,
Styrofoam) get trapped at the top for cleaning.

»  Should we consider 25 and 50-year storm events?
The Stormwater Master Plan (SWMP) has detention requirements for 2 to 10-year
storms. The pipe systems are designed for 10-year storms and are not supposed to
surcharge during a 10-year storm. The engineer is required to account for a 100-year
storm. A 100-year storm will either start surcharging the pipes or an overland
component shall be considered that will not affect any existing structures. Typically,
when an engineer designs an overland flow up to a 100-year storm, it is kept between
the curbs. If the pipe system does not take all of the water during a heavy storm, the
water will build up in the street 4 to 6 inches deep until it can flow to another part of
the storm system for drainage.

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

Applicant Presentation

Scott Wright reviewed slides he presented during the January 5, 2009 public hearing.

Mr. Wright said, in Assignment of Error 4, Building Design, LUBA states that the City
needs to require typical building elevations or demonstrate criteria has been met. In
reference to a photograph he submitted showing two homes with varying roof heights and
style, Mr. Wright said he was attempting to show the different architectural styles of the
neighborhood. He noted that Ms. Morré and Mr. Taylor opined that the picture was
misleading, not representative of the neighborhood, and an attempt to make it appear that
high-pitched roofs are part of the typical elevations. Mr. Wright referred to photographs
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showing four of the eight homes located along Fairmont Drive. All have variable
architecture, roof pitches, stories, and elevations.

Mr. Wright referred to testimony from Ms. Morré that indicated the proposed houses were
not visually compatible with the neighborhood characteristics and do not reflect existing
characteristics. Since houses have not been proposed, he inquired how Ms. Morré would
know the homes are not compatible. The proposal is for subdivision lots. The houses will
be developed by individual land owners according to the 2006 LDC. Pictures of homes
previously presented were to show the types of homes that could fit on the lots and meet the

2006 LDC.

Mr. Wright concluded by stating that Council already approved this proposal. LUBA has
asked for clarification on four issues and compliance has been demonstrated through the

staff report and by the applicant.

Questions of Applicant

Councilor Beilstein referenced comments made by Mr. Knapp about the SWMP mitigating
peak flow runoff and altering the curb-over-time of flow. He inquired whether the goal of
the mitigation is to mimic the runoff rate which would occur on the property if it was not
developed.

Mr. Wright responded that the King County Standards were adopted when Corvallis updated
the SWMP, because King County was leading the way in stormwater technologies and
methods. The standards require detention of water followed by water release at historical
rates (pre-development) to mitigate downstream flooding. A potential problem with the
standard is that it causes lower peaks and longer duration of flow which can cause erosion
in rivers and sloped streams. Mr. Wright referred to a 10-year event hydrograph of the
developed site. The runoff on the site goes directly to the City’s approved storm drainage
system where there is no potential for erosion. The detention ponds release from three pipe
systems into a drainage ditch and wetland. The land is very flat and highly vegetated and
is part of the Marys River Natural Area restoration plan. Erosion potential is minimal.

Councilor Beilstein said the hydrograph identifies mitigated and unmitigated runoff
associated with peak runoff. In response to his inquiry, Mr. Wright said the graph develops
the undisturbed runoff based on historical rates. He confirmed that the development with
mitigation will produce a lower initial runoff due to the filling of the detention pond, and
the release will stay at a higher rate for a longer period of time than non-developed property.

Public Testimony — Support

Forest Evashevski said compatibility does not mean sameness. At least half of the Fairmont
Drive homes, bordering the subject site, are one-story with walk-out basements, with
exceptions as noted by Mr. Wright. Fairmont Drive does not have sidewalks, stormwater
sewers, water retention, open areas, 8,000 square foot (sf) lots, and 1,200 sf houses.
Brooklane Heights has all of these things and complies with the City’s affordable housing
goals. Both neighborhoods are single-family residential with height, yard, setback, roof
pitch, and building materials required by the 2006 LDC. Elevations were not provided
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because the developer is selling lots, not houses. Development of the lots are subject to
Condition 27. It is more effective to build two-story homes, leaving additional yard and
open spaces. Mr. Evashevski opined that if he does not have the right to control what others
do as an adjoining lot/home owner, provided code has been met. Mr. Evashevski quoted
from page 13 of the December 24, 2008 memorandum from Community Development
Director Gibb: “...the development standards applied through Condition 27 will result in
development that complies with the criteria applicable at the time of application without the
need for typical building elevations.”

In response to Councilor Raymond’s inquiries about building heights, Mr. Evashevski said
the original proposal for this property included grading the lots lower to control building
height. Hillside development does not allow for this kind of grading so the current proposal
leaves the lots relatively undisturbed. He does not believe a three-story home can be built
on these lots per LDC and assumes the opponents may be concerned about losing their view.

Planning Manager Towne clarified that building height for (PD)RS-3.5 zone is 30 feet.

Paul Miller opined that the developers and City staff have complied with the LDC and CCP

for this proposal. Reasons for supporting the development, include:

*  The total number of home sites has been kept to a minimum.

»  The development complies with the City requirement to designate 10 percent of the
home sites as affordable housing.

«  The plan sets aside more than 40 percent of the acreage to open space and helps protect
Oregon White Oaks.

+  The plan will use the land in the best way possible to minimize aesthetic impact.

+  The land is being used per zoning requirements set by the LDC.

Mr. Miller added that he fully supports the developers for continuing the project despite
current economic conditions. The project has the potential to create many local jobs for the
community.
Mr. Miller said he also cares about the livability and sustainability of Corvallis. He
encouraged Council to make their decision based on facts and what is best for the entire
community.

Pat Lampton read his prepared testimony (Attachment K).

Public Testimony — Opposition

Mark Knapp quoted a finding from the CCP: “When natural systems are altered, they may
not recover or return to their original state and ecological function. We do not yet
understand the complex interactions between natural systems or the cumulative impacts of
changes on such systems.” Mr. Knapp said the site has an unbuildable slope and is located
on a significant hillside next to a significant wetland. The applicant and staff are
characterizing this proposal as a buildable slope on an insignificant hillside; an infill only
surrounded on two sides by other development.
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The application fails to comply with CCP 4.11.12 as it does not ensure pre-development
water quality would be preserved after drastic changes are made to the hydrology of the
hillside. Mr. Knapp encouraged Council to read the research by Drs. Booth and Jackson that
was previously submitted. In his research, Dr. Booth said the infiltration capacity of
covered areas is lowered to zero and much of the remaining soil covered areas is trampled
to a near impervious state in developments. Compacted, stripped, or paved-over soil has
lower storage volumes. If precipitation can infiltrate the soil surface, saturation is reached
more rapidly and frequently. Mr. Knapp referred to materials from Foundation Engineering,
who identified the same subject flow in their geotechnical investigation.

Mr. Knapp further explained that the conditions discussed in the research and the
investigation results are described as surficial aquifer, which is eliminated from the hillside
when it is replaced by concrete, asphalt, and compacted clay. The subsurface water storage
is critical for healthy hydration of downhill vegetation during the dry season in Corvallis. -
Mr. Knapp stated that his written testimony describes in detail the numerous issues with
detention ponds. The proposed detention ponds have a functional depth of no more than 2.9
centimeters, although the Booth and Jackson research states: “Effective runoff mitigation
in the Pacific Northwest appears to require pond volumes from 3 to 14 centimeters.” On
page 18 of the Metolious Consulting memorandum, the applicant concedes the detention
ponds are inadequate to meet applicable land use criteria. The applicant proposes the
BaySeparator technology to remove sediment from the water stream. The applicant does
not provide sufficient evidence that the BaySeparator method will reduce the sediment load
to comply with the CCP.

Mr. Knapp added that the applicant’s proposal of the hydrodynamic separator to this
development constitutes a Major Modification. LDC 2.5.60.02.a.2.14 states that changes
to any aspect of the plan involving natural resources and natural hazards governed by LDC
4.5 constitutes a major modification. Chapter 4.5 ofthe 2006 LDC is considered in this case
because of proposed Condition 27. Mr. Knapp opined that this hearing should be a de novo
hearing based on the above information.

Dianne Safford submitted written testimony (Attachment L) and noted that the drainage
ditch the applicant refers to runs through her backyard. Her neighbors’ concerns about this
development causing flooding, toxins, erosion, and other issues have been repeatedly
ignored. Ms. Safford inquired how the excess water will impact the fill their houses are
built on. There is no “ditch” as referred to by the applicant. The drainage area is a swale
with water flowing along flat ground, accumulating, and pooling. Ms. Safford encouraged
Council to read her testimony about the drainage issues. She added that Council has a
responsibility to study the impact on the neighborhood before approving the project.

Councilor Beilstein noted that erosion would be an issue if there was no water mitigation
or detention for this proposal. The detention will cause the flow to be slower and the peak
to be lower (except during extreme events), with the same amount of water flowing through
the property. The water already flows through the drainage ditch and it will continue to
flow through the drainage ditch.

Ms. Safford explained that the water flow and accumulation on her prOperty will increase
because of the impervious surfaces planned for the development. The neighborhood
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requested a geological report as they want something to guarantee that the water issues will
not increase due to this proposal.

In response to Councilor Beilstein’s inquiry, Councilor Hervey explained that the “extra”
water comes from rainfall landing on impervious surfaces and not being absorbed into the
soil. The detention ponds delay the percolation of water into the soil which will probably
change the flow pattern.

Ms. Safford added that the mitigation will also cause impurities into the wetlands.
In response to Councilor Raymond’s inquiry, Ms. Safford noted that the “ditch” is directly
behind her house. She reiterated that the “ditch” is a swale that has naturally formed its own

channel over the ground.

Jeff Morré read written testimony submitted by Laurie Childers (Attachment H) and stated
agreement with her comments.

In response to Councilor Beilstein’s inquiry, Mr. Morré said the archeology findings are
specific to the Kalapuya Indian Tribe who used this site for many years.

Elizabeth Waldron read from her written testimony (Attachment M).

Councilor Daniels clarified that when Councilors declared making site visits, it meant they
had already visited the site.

Arthur Boucot read his prepared statement (Attachment N).

In response to Councilor Raymond’s inquiry, Mr. Boucot said the engineering consultant
has not provided any evidence that the cut and fill will not damage protected trees.

Louise Marquering read from her written testimony (Attachment J). She encouraged
Council to review why eight feet was selected for cut and fill before a variance is
considered. Ms. Marquering added that cut and fill is an issue for both public hearings
scheduled during this meeting and she inquired whether Council would be consistent in their
decision for both hearings.

Mayor Tomlinson recessed the meeting from 8:55 until 9:04 pm.
Barbara Boucot read her prepared testimony {Attachment Q).

Will Koenitzer provided Council with pictures of neighborhood houses with low-profiles
and standard 4:12 roof pitch (Attachment P). He included pictures of the subject site and
erosion that exists near the intersection of Fairhaven and Whiteside Drives. Mr. Koenitzer
noted that the pictures of the Fairmont Drive houses do not reveal the daylight basements.

In response to Councilor Daniels’ inquiry, Mr. Koenitzer said the general profile of the
neighborhood homes is indicative of a lower sloped roof. He confirmed that he is concerned

about higher roofs blocking views.
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Marilyn Koenitzer said when she moved into the neighborhood 30 years ago, there was a
25-year design covenant for one-story structures with daylight basements. The taller homes
were constructed after the covenant expired. The taller homes in the interior are less
bothersome than tall structures on the exterior blocking views.

Ms. Koenitzer said architecture has changed and low-level houses are not being built as
frequently as 10 years ago. One of the newer homes in the neighborhood has a 30-foot roof.
Roof measurements are made from the roof midline, so steep roofs can be as high as three-
stories. The biggest concern is the compatibility of the viewshed and with the surrounding
neighborhood. She clarified that she is not opposed to the development of the property;
however, she would prefer it as open space. If building is going to occur, the development
should be within the rules and within the compatibility confines of the neighborhood.
Ms. Koenitzer referred to LDC 2.5.4.04, 4.6.7,9.2.5,9.2.1, and 3.2.7.

Tucker Selko read from his prepared statement (Attachment Q). He said every house in this
subdivision will have a driveway, at least one car, lawns, and maybe a garden. Runoff from
the houses will most likely include oil, antifreeze, herbicides, insecticides, fertilizers, pet
waste, pharmaceuticals, and detergents. The City has already established a concern about
these chemicals polluting the water.

Mr, Selko read an excerpt of the Environmental Protection Administration (EPA) definition
for non point-source pollution from his written statement and described non point-source
pollution as democratic pollution; “Everyone contributes a little bit and everyone’s
contribution adds up to something that makes an impact.” He opined that the impact in this
development is bad.

Mr. Selko said detention ponds work well to settle out mud, leaves, twigs, rocks, and other
organic materials. The ponds do not remove dissolved solids and low-density pollutants
well. If the effective depth of the pond is only 2.8 centimeters, floating contaminants will
rise above the outflow source as the water level rises, Dissolved solids go with the water
flow; therefore, the methods proposed by the developer to remove dissolved solid pollutants
are inadequate.

In response to Councilor Hirsch’s inquiry, Mr. Selko clarified that dissolved solids do not
float to the top of the water, they remain within the mix of the flow.

Theresa Hanover read from her prepared testimony (Attachment R).

In response to Councilor Beilstein’s inquiry, Ms. Hanover said the site was used by Native
Americans to move from the riparian zone to the upland prairie. People want hillside
homes, so these sites are disappearing, which makes it significant. During the summer, an
archeological crew visited the site and dug test pits. Ms. Hanover is unaware of where the
crew originated from or whether any report was written and provided.

Mr. Towne noted that staff can respond to questions about the archeological review.

Eugene Wisor submitted written testimony (Attachment S) and added that the pictures of
typical houses submitted by the applicant do not portray the neighborhood accurately. He
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encouraged Council to seriously consider all of the testimony and facts. He requested that
the three-minute time limit be waived for Anne Davies, the petitioner’s attorney on the
LUBA appeal.

David Thompson said the drainage design identifies three drainage lines in the upper part
of Brooklane Estates. The middle and north lines are not currently functioning during
significant rainfall. Use of those lines in the mitigation plan will only exacerbate current
drainage issues. The drainage ditch also travels across his backyard. He would prefer the
standing water and erosion issues as a result of the lack of drainage be addressed.
Additional water will cause more erosion and become a breeding ground for insects.

In response to Councilor Beilstein’s inquiry, Mr. Thompson said the property where the
middle and north drainage lines are currently located was not graded correctly so runoffis
not collecting and flowing through the lines. He clarified that instead of flowing through
the lines, the water flows across the road and into backyards.

Rana Foster read from her prepared statement (Attachment I).

Carolyn VerLinden expressed concern with CCP 4.6.7. The revised grading plan was not
approved by staff according to the August 10 staff report. Council uses ten foot contour
lines instead of two foot contour lines, so it is difficult to tell exactly what grading levels are
proposed. The proposed cuts and fills do not ensure hillside stability and the significant
slope is not preserved in its natural state. Other natural features, including upland prairie
and wildlife habitat, are not preserved or addressed. There is only one percent of upland
prairie left in Oregon, and at least 50 percent of this property has upland prairie. The
Oregon National Heritage Program has identified three sensitive species residing in the Oak
woodland, including the Western Gray Squirrel, Acorn Woodpecker, and the White
Breasted Nut Hatch. Western Pond Turtles live in natural ponds formed from runoff of the
slope. Cutting and filling are not minimized, but instead are two and one-half times allowed
because the main proposed road does not align with natural contours for more than half of
its length. Types of street trees and maintenance of the prairie have not been addressed.

Susan Morré submitted an aerial photograph of the site, a colored map of the Corvallis
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Advisory Constraints (Attachment T), and reviewed her
written comments (Attachment H). Ms. Morré said many issues making this site significant
have been identified through the Natural Features Inventory and by previous maps and
surveys. The property is a significant hillside, wetland, and wildlife habitat. The hill is the
southern most hill shown the UGB map and designated as a significant view. The map
identifies areas that have the most significant constraints and is supposed to be used by land
use decision makers. The map shows the entire hillside as being significant and a wildlife
habitat map identifies the entire southeastern quadrant as significant wildlife habitat. The
southern hillside is not in-fill development and is next to the Marys River Natural Area
significant wetland, which is actively being restored by many agencies, including the City.

The Oregon Historic Preservation Office has stated that known archeological sites on the

hill are connected to the larger complex below. Further research of this area will provide
information about the Kalapuya Indians, a tribe of the Willamette Valley.
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Ms. Morré said views from the hillside are spectacular and the property has been
recommended for open space. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODF&W) has
funds available for certain species restoration. The Natural Features Inventory of wildlife
habitat notes that this hillside has potential as a restoration site due to its proximity to the
wetland and Marys River.

Ms. Morré encouraged Council to make their decision based on all parts of the Code that
state there is an obligation to consider significant environmental features balanced with the
need for more community development. She opined that there is no demonstrated need for
more development inside the UGB.

The application does not meet the threshold of neighborhood compatibility of existing
homes and less intensive land uses. The site is surrounded by agriculture, wetland, upland
prairie, oak woodland, low density residential, and a less steep slope. The burden of
buffering and greater building setbacks is on the developer. None of this has been identified
in the plan and the smaller lots are placed against existing homes.

The application does not meet CCP 4.6.7 related to neighborhood compatibililty and
numerous other CCP standards dealing with compatibility and impacts on existing neighbors
(CCP 3.2.7 and 3.3.3).

In response to Councilor Hirsch’s inquiry, Ms. Morré said there is a large archeological site
in the wetland and at least two additional sites in the upland. The State is not releasing the
exact locations of the sites. Ms. Morr¢ is unclear whether the State has received the written
report from the inventory conducted last summer. The developers have submitted a request
to the State to remove the sites and build over them.

Ms. Morré requested the record be held open for one week.

Anne Davies submitted written testimony (Attachment U) and said Council cannot make any
decision on applicable criteria without elevation information. The criteria refers to views
to and from the hill, and neighborhood compatibility. The staff report indicates a waiver is
available so that elevation information is not required. A waiver is available in the
Conceptual Development Plan, but not in the Detailed Development Plan. Ms. Davies said
more information about this is in her written statement.

The cut and fill plan analysis is the same analysis presented to LUBA. The analysis is a
nebulous map of mass grading and does not provide detailed lot grading information, only
generalizations of 0 to 10 and 10 to 20 cuts and fills. The proposed cut and fill is in
violation of past interpretation of the CCP, criterion the developer and staff agreed to, and
does not comply with the 2006 Hillside Development Standards.

Condition 27 has been revised and needs to be carefully reviewed as it indicates areas where
mass grading is proposed, and it is the areas not shown on the plan as being mass graded that
must comply the 2006 standards. Ms. Davies said the revised condition is not clear. It
appears that the language is avoiding the CCP provision and the standards implementing the

CCP provision.

Council Minutes - January 20, 2009 Page 64



Ms. Davies requested the record be left open longer than seven days to allow opponents to
locate an expert to review drainage issues. The geotechnical report is complicated, but
generalized. It does not explain the drainage in the area nor does it provide enough detail
to understand the system. She referred Council to her written statement for more drainage
issue information.

Councilor Raymond inquired whether Ms. Davies criteria for compatibility would be met
if staff confirmed the applicant is following code with 30-foot roofs. Ms. Davies responded
that limiting the roof'to 30 feet is not adequate to make a compatibility decision because the
elevation information is missing. She noted that this issue has not been addressed since the
LUBA remand.

In response to Councilor Raymond’s inquiry about cuts and fills, Ms. Davies explained that
the applicant’s response to LUBA about cuts and fills is that they will show compliance
with the 2006 LDC Hillside Development Standards sometime in the future. LUBA deemed
that response inadequate.

Councilor Raymond inquired whether Ms. Davies would be satisfied if Council requested
a geotechnical report. Ms. Davies responded that Council can request the applicant submit
something further. She opined that imposing a condition would not be adequate.

In response to Councilor Hervey’s inquiry, Ms. Davies said she believes the applicant needs
to provide typical elevations with roof pitch for each lot. She explained that the grading
plan is not clear how far or high the house is going to be on the ground. Stating that a house
is going to be 30 feet is not relevant without knowing the starting point of the cut and fill.

In response to Councilor Beilstein’s comments about typical elevations versus elevations
for each lot, Ms. Davies said her submitted materials include drawings for typical elevations.
A condition can be imposed stating that any house built in this development can not exceed
a specific elevation. She reiterated that the applicable criteria cannot be addressed without
the elevation information.

Councilor Beilstein said his assumption is that the existing code would establish the size of
buildings, and if compatibility cannot adequately be met with existing code, there is no way
to meet this remand unless there a construction plan for each lot.

Mark Hommer said this property is a complex hydrological terrain. To only look at the
water as it flows out of a detention basin and not the impact down stream is short-sighted.
The plan does not include what difficulties will arise downstream in the wetland and
surrounding neighborhoods. To approve this as presented may result in lawsuits due to
flooding. Swales on steep slopes will not work in large rain events. The storm separators
identified in the proposal only respond to solid materials, not pollutants infused in the water.
Those chemicals will impact the wetland area.

In response to Councilor Daniels’ inquiry, Mr. Hommer said he is a water resource

specialist, has worked as an environmental commission chairman, and is on the board of
directors of a watershed group.
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Eliza Capizzi submitted written testimony (Attachment V).

Public Testimony — Neutral

George Taylor summarized his written testimony (Attachment H). He expressed concern
with the failure to comply with Hillside Development Standards, compatibility to
surrounding land use, and visibility to and from the hill. He said the development should
adhere to existing land development standards.

Rebuttal

Mr. Wright referred to the grading plan (Attachment III-26) in the staff report. In regards
to water quality, more than 40 percent of the site is open space preserved with trees. He
opined that this is excellent open space for storm water quality. The grading plan reveals
that grading is not proposed for the lots adjacent to Fairmont Drive, except for the top two
lots which require grading to meet the road standards. Once the road is in, the project will
comply with the 2006 LDC for buildings, even though the developer is only required to
comply with the 2000 CCP and 1993 LDC. LUBA did not state that elevations are required,
they remanded for elevations or evidentiary documentation showing compatibility with the
requirements in the CCP.

Mr. Wright said the 2000 CCP does not state any cut and fill requirements other than to
minimize to the maximum extent possible. Often times there has been an attempt to
interpret that standard as a number (e.g., eight feet) on some developments.

Mr. Wright referred to the Foundation Engineering report. He said more than 20 test pits
were performed on the site, which is significantly more than most developments.

Mr. Wright identified an open corridor that runs from roughly the center of the side to the
southeast corner which is primarily contained within proposed tract c that allows wildlife
access to the wetland.

Mr. Wright noted that the houses in Brooklane Park Estates were constructed on fill in the
flood plain. The construction heavily impacted the flood plain. Two cubic feet per second
(CFS) of water runoff during a 10-year event is minimal in comparison to the Marys River,
which was over 4,000 CFS in January.

In response to Councilor Hamby’s inquiry, Mr. Wright said Attachment I1I-26 is the current
grading plan. Portions of lots 8, 9, and 10 have 10 to 20 foot cuts, and most of lots 7
through 10, and lot 18 have up to 10 foot cuts. There is no grading proposed for lots 2
through 6 other than at the right-of-way (ROW) for the existing road.

In response to Councilor Raymond’s inquiry, Mr. Wright explained that LUBA is asking for
cut and fill clarification to enhance the City’s findings. LUBA is attempting to link the
findings in the staff report to Council’s decision. The link is not clear and LUBA is
requesting better evidence for that link. There is no cut and fill number standard in the 2000
CCP and 1993 LDC.
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Councilor Beilstein said, if the only specification for the cut and fill is to minimize without
an absolute standard, one option for minimization is to not develop lots 7 through 10.
Mr. Wright said to construct the road, the top peak will include a large cut whether or not
a house is constructed on the adjacent lot. The purpose for a Planned Development and
Detailed Development is to provide flexibility. The trade-off is 40 percent of open space.
The CCP prioritizes trees and tree groves, and this plan more than complies with those
standards.

In response to Councilor Hervey’s inquiry, Mr. Wright clarified that retaining walls have
not been proposed for the cut and fill areas. Recommendations following the test pit
analysis suggested slopes and grades, without the need for retaining walls. Foundation
Engineering made recommendations for steeper cuts than what the developer is requesting.

Sur-Rebuttal

Mark Knapp said he believes the plan does not comply with CCP 4.11.12. The post
development runoff will have a greater sediment loading than pre-development runoff. Not
enough sediment will be trapped by the BaySeparator and the sediment will be deposited in
the wetland ditch which will cause silt in the wetland, and eventually the Marys River. This
is contradictory to Corvallis’ commitment to a Salmon Response Plan.

Mr. Knapp said the geotechnical investigation is stamped “draft;” however, it is required to
be stamped, signed, and certified by an engineer. LDC 4.5.70.03.a requires the geotechnical
report address the presence, characteristic, and precise location of identified hazards on the
property. The submitted report does not include those identified hazards.

Eugene Wisor said relating water runoff and pollutants to leaving 40 percent of the property
open space is confusing. The trees are at one end of the property, and not near Fairmont
Drive houses. He is unclear if 40 percent of the property having trees mitigates the pollution
or potential flooding issues caused by this development. It is deceptive to say the water flow
will be 2 CFS compared to Marys River flowing at 4,000 CFS. Pollutants will be carried
in the water flow, so the CFS comparisons do not mean much.

Dianne Safford said her home was already constructed when she purchased it, Prior to
purchase she checked with the City and Benton County about the amount of water going into
the flood plain. She was not counting on additional water from another development and
expressed fear that runoff from this development could flood her home. Ms.Safford referred
to the applicant’s diagram showing a straight-line drainage ditch through her back yard. She
said the channel does not flow in a straight line which proves an analysis of water flow
released from the detention pond was not conducted. The water accumulates in the back
yards like a lake and seeps into the earth; it does not flow like a creek. The pollutants will
cause a polluted lake in her back yard.

Anne Davies reviewed her previous comments about the LUBA remand related to cuts and
fills. She reiterated that the standards applicable for the development are the 2000 CCP and
1993 LDC. Pre LUBA, Council imposed a condition for the applicant to comply with 2006
cut and fill standards at some point in the future and LUBA said they needed more evidence.
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Councilor Beilstein said he understands that the mass grading plan includes cuts and fills
up to 20 feet to establish the roadway and lots in the northwest corner of the property. He
inquired whether Ms. Davies believes that each lot will need to be further graded using the
2006 standards.

Ms. Davies said the condition does not state that each individual lot grading will comply
with the 2006 standards, it states that the applicant will comply with 2006 standards at some
point in the future. She clarified that the mass grading proposed does not comply with the
2006 standards.

Susan Morré said the applicant is not proposing retaining walls on the deep cuts based on
the geotechnical test pits. She reviewed photographs submitted by Mr. Koenitzer that show
erosion and major slope failure on the opposite side of the same hill after 10-foot cuts were
made. Lots two through six may be in compliance with cut and fill standards, but they do
not comply with neighborhood compatibility and visual impact codes. The applicant has not
provided any design or transition elements required by LDC 3.2.3 for buffering the homes
on Fairmont Drive. The application does not comply with the following LDC standards:
3.2.7.b,4.6.7,4.6.7.a,9.2.5.d,9.2.2,2.5.40.04, 2.5.20.h; and, CCP standards: 3.2.7, 3.2.2,
3.2.3,4.6.7.g, almost all 4.6.7 codes and 4.6.9, and 4.7.3.

Request for Continuance — None.

Request to Hold Record Open

Mayor Tomlinson announced that the record will be held open for additional written
testimony until 5;00 pm on January 27.

Right to Submit Additional Wriiten Argument

The applicant waived the right to submit additional argument.

Deliberations

Mayor Tomlinson confirmed that deliberations will be held during the noon Council
meeting on February 2.

Mayor Tomlinson closed the public hearing.

Questions of Staff

Mr. Towne announced that staff will provide immediate responses to inquiries, if possible.
Follow-up responses will be provided before deliberations.

Councilor Hervey: Please clarify the 30-foot roof height and measurement.
Mr. Towne: The LDC includes a definition of building height and is based on a
measurement from the grade adjacent to the house, which varies depending on the
slope, to a point half~way up from the eave to the peak of the house. The measurement
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is not to the peak of the house. A steeper pitched roof means the space above the peak
can be higher than a roof line with a lower pitch.

Councilor Hervey: Does the consultant who produced the geotechnical report have any
liability based on their responses?

Councilor Raymond: Can Council request requirements that landowners not use fertilizers,
pesticides, and/or other chemicals that could potential pollute the wetland?
Myr. Towne: Staff can provide an example of similar language. The City has placed
similar requirements on developments, usually associated with homeowner
associations.

Councilor Daniels added that Council has also required a homeowners association to post
signs limiting the use of chemicals.

Councilor Raymond: Does Council need more detail than the geotechnical report? Please
clarify what LUBA is requesting regarding the elevations.

Councilor Raymond: Is the City required to use the 2000 CCP and 1993 LDC to evaluate
this development? Is it correct that there is no number associated with the cut and fill
standard?

Councilor Hamby: Will the rainwater landing on roofs be channeled into the drainage way
or the storm sewer?
Mr. Reese: The water will be channeled into a storm sewer drainage way and the
detention ponds, from the ponds through existing pipes, and eventually flow into the
wetlands.

Councilor Hamby: Please provide follow-up information about the archeological test pits.

Councilor Hirsch: Is Council obligated to vote based on the standards the application was
submitted under (e.g., 2000 cut and fill standards versus 2006 cut and fill standards)?
My, Brewer: Yes. Council will vote on the development based on the standards in place
at the time the application was submitted. In this case, standards are the 2000 CCP and
the 1993 LDC.

In response to Councilor Hirsch’s comments related to his opinion of the standards,
Mr. Towne said Council needs to determine whether the grading standards proposed for the
site adequately address the criteria, which is to minimize cuts and fills. It is somewhat
subjective in whether the proposed cuts and fills meet the criteria adequately.

Councilor Beilstein: Lots may be graded under the mass grading plan and not developed for
decades. What protections are in place to prevent erosion?
Mr. Towne: The City’s Development Services Division implements Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) standards for erosion control. Staff reviews all
development applications, requires an erosion control permit, and monitors permits for
standards.
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Councilor Beilstein: Does the LDC specify protection of the viewshed?

Mr. Towne: It will be difficult to manage that at the building permit level; however,
there is an application requirement for typical building elevations. Despite the fact that
the ability to waive is in the Conceptual Development Plan (CDP) provisions, the
Detailed Development Plan provisions refer back to the CDP, so staff believes it is
possible to waive those provisions. Another reason for granting the waiver request is
because they are asking for a variation to the Planned Development provisions. The
variation identifies standards under which development could be approved
guaranteeing compatibility. The standards proposed are identified in the 2006 LDC;
cuts and fills as proposed with mass grading and additional cuts and fills allowed under
the 2006 LDC. It is possible that Council might not accept only those mechanisms
guaranteeing compatibility and suggest other methodologies for development approval
without typical building elevations for each lot. Examples include requiring a daylight
basement with no more than one story above, or specific roof pitches.

Councilors Hamby and Daniels, respectively, moved and seconded to extend the meeting until 11;30 pm.
The motion passed unanimously.

Mayor Tomlinson recessed the meeting from 10:59 until 11:08 pm.

Councilor Beilstein: Is there a requirement for maintenance and care of the four open space
tracts?
Mpr. Richardson: The conditions refer to the homeowners association. (HOA) for
landscaping, but are not specific to maintenance of the tracts. The public areas will be
maintained by the City (retention ponds). A management plan for the White Oak Grove
has not been discussed.

Councilor Beilstein: Is there a requirement to form a HOA?
Mr. Richardson: Condition 3 (Exhibit I1.5) identifies the responsibilities of the HOA,
including management of wooded areas within tracts.

Councilor Daniels: Please respond to Mr. Knapp’s comments related to a Major

Modification.
Mr. Towne: There cannot be a Major Modification without an approval,

Councilor Daniels: Please evaluate the issues regarding whether there is a drainage ditch
in Ms. Safford’s backyard that is not functioning properly and her other concerns about non-
functioning drainage.

Councilor Daniels: Please clarify the significance and history of the applied eight foot
standard.

Councilor Daniels: Can a condition be drafted that states a building on the west side of the
development cannot break the horizontal plane of the street level floor of the Faimont Drive

houses?
Mr. Towne: Staff will bring back a condition for review.
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Councilor O’Brien: Who owns the right to the view?
Mr. Towne: Staff would have to review that issue based on the CCP policies which
refer to the view from the hill and the view to the hill. As the discretionary body,
Council has the task to decide this issue. Staff believes the applicant adequately
addressed that in their presentation, included in the staff report.

Councilor Hervey: Please comment about the testimony claiming that two of the existing
drainage ways are not functioning.
Mr. Reese: If the drainage pipes are not functioning, they can be maintained or larger
pipes can replace the existing pipes. The drainage pipes are within a public easement.

Mr. Reese added that the reason water flows over the roadway, as noted in prior testimony,
is because the private access road from the alley behind Brooklane Park Estates has been
improperly graded causing water to flow away from the ditch.

Councilor Hervey: Is the developer responsible to ensure drainage ways are functioning?
Mr. Reese: There are existing drainage easements through Brooklane Park Estates.
If the system no longer functions because of excess demand caused by the development,
the developer would be responsible to fix the issue.

Councilor Hirsch: Does staff believe the grading, as proposed, is acceptable, safe, and not
detrimental?
Mr. Towne: The applicant proposed Condition 27 to respond to some concerns about
grading. Staff recommend the development be accepted.

B. A public hearing to consider an appeal of a Planning Commission decision (PLD08-00013,
SUB08-00007 — Deer Run Park Subdivision)

Mr. Towne announced that the applicant is willing to extend the 120 day time frame.

Mr. Brewer said the appellant has also expressed interest in postponing the hearing due to
the hour of these proceedings.

Councilor Brauner said, if the hearing is continued, he would prefer that most of the
testimony occur during the next meeting so that the opportunity to rebut testimony is not
lost.

Mr. Towne noted that if the hearing is continued to February 2, the 120 day time frame
expires on March 1. He opined it would be better to extend adoption of Formal Findings

to March 2.

Mayor Tomlinson confirmed that the applicant is willing to extend the time frame, and that
the applicant and appellant agree to postpone all testimony until February 2.

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

Councilors Beilstein and Daniels, respectively, moved and seconded to continue the hearing
on February 2 at 7:30 pm. The motion passed unanimously.
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V. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS — continued

C. Staff Reports — continued
3. Labor negotiations briefing

Mayor Tomlinson announced that this item has been postponed until the February 2
Council meeting.

XI. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 11:25 pm.

APPROVED:

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY RECORDER
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Eagle Scout Project Benefits Heartland

In true Corvallis fashion, three organizations worked
together for the benefit of the community! Last fall,
Heartland Humane Society received a grant from
Chintimini Kennel Club (CKC) to make major
upgrades to our outdoor dog training facility. By adding
a cement floor and roofing, the space will be used year-
round and bleached to prevent diseases.

Needing a community project to complete his Eagle
Scout badge, local high school student Carey Adams
came to Heartland looking for a project. With help
from his father, Brent, Carey designed the new structure,
applied for permits and solicited material donations. The
generous grant from CKC and local donors covered the
rest.

Over the summer, Carey, Brent, and a slew of young
helpers built the structure. Now, Heartland has a
functional area to work with dogs all year round!

Thank you Chintimini Kennel Club members and
Carey & Brent Adams!!

Osborn Pool Goes to the Dogs

'The unpredictable weather did not stop the fun at this
year’s 4th annual Puppy Pool Party. Corvallis Parks and
Recreation’s Osborn Aquatic Center let the dogs have
the run of their pool for a day. For just $5, the furry
i animals were able to have
non-stop fun for an hour
and a half.

With no discrimination
toward size or breed,
- dogs big and small took
advantage of this unique
and amusing opportunity

by swimming, fetching tennis balls, chasing each other,
and even attempting to escape through the gate.

The dogs were not the only ones to have such a great
time. The dogs’ families enjoyed the day almost as much
as the dogs. Some even brought their dogs for more than
one session, but with half the proceeds going to help the
animals at Heartland Humane Society, it was well worth
it to them.

Heartland would like to thank all the volunteers
that helped throughout the day and a special thanks to
Osborn Aquatic Center for the use of their facilities and
their staff members! ATTACHMENT A
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Heartland Humane Society
Board of Directors
Diana Thompson
President
Alice Glass
Past President
Carole Scoville
Treasurer
Sanna Watson
Secretary
Matt Andresen
Judy Brazee
Helen Ellis
Chris Henderlite
Sylvia Moore
Sue Pisias

Karen Timm
Kathy Vohland

Staff Members
Andrea Thornberry

Executive Director

Brittany Gardner
Director of Operations

Anna Lopez
Resource Development Director
Lacey Miller
Volunteer Coordinator
Elizabeth Talbott

Flumane Education Coordinator

Tammy Hughes

Director of Business Administration

Emily Kimble

Customer Service Coordinator

Courtney Williams
Lead Surgery Tech

Emily Betts

Foster Care Coordinator

!

Animal Care Technicians
Melissa Bronson Dan James
Juanita Gomez Shawn Lorenzi
Elizabeth Hegstad Kelly Raboin
Barb Rosenberger Marisol Sarabia

Jackie Schmidt

Volunteer Spotlight

Heartland Humane Society volunteers are truly unique and

dedicated individuals....

Nature photographer Andrew Yip and his wife Kerri began
volunteering at Heartland after adopting their dog Thumper. Andrew

and Kerri have put their photography
skills to work by capturing thewonderful
personalities of all the dogs up for
adoption at the shelter. The response
from potential adopters perusing our
website has been tremendous.

Thank

you, Andrew and Kerri, for giving people a chance to see our dogs’

true potential.

OSU pre-med student Katie Lebold
started volunteering with us back in January
2008, and boy, has she learned fast how to
do it all! Katie can run the lobby single-
handedly, assist in our exam room, and clean
with animal care. Katie also helps out with
our foster care program; she takes home
cats and kittens by the truck load! Katie is
truly an asset here at Heartland; one of the

many unsung heroes who keep this shelter running efficiently and
compassionately. Thank you Katie for the time and love you put into

Heartland!

Where do we even begin with Charlie
Davis and Stephanie Harrington?
Charlie and Stephanie are the kind
of people you can depend on and call
on any day of the week and twice on
Sunday! Not only do they constantly
foster cats but they also transport

animals, clean cages and kennels, walk dogs, work outreach events
and fundraisers, fix our computers, help build fences, and the list just

goes on and on and on!

Thank you,
commitment, time, effort, and
enthusiasm that you contribute
to the shelter. Your love and
devotion to the animals and
intense desire to see them all get
homes,is appreciated by all of us
at Heartland Humane Society.

Charlie and Stephanie,

for your continued

Shop Cab’s Meow Thrift Shop
o Find great deals! Proceeds benefit
@ Support local animals in need!
o Help keep useful items

out of landfills!

» 100% volunteer-operated Heartland Humane

Society

411 SW 3rd St €
Page 72-b

2



Kindness

Fall 2008

Hewlett-Packard Employees Care About Heartland!

Friday, September 12th was the beginning of renovations at Heartland. Hewlett
Packard employees volunteered their time to pull up carpet in the break room
and the Volunteer Center and prep the floors to be painted. As you can imagine
carpets in a humane society don't stay clean for long. With constant foot trafhic
(animal and human) the carpets were in desperate need of being removed.
Thanks to these hard working and enthusiastic volunteers, Heartland now has
cement floors that are easy to clean and maintain. Now Heartland critters have
two new rooms to romp around in! Thank you Paul Richards, Melinda Valencia,

Chien-hua Chen, Jennifer Wu, Brad Benson, David Erickson, Jim McKinnell,

and Alan Arthur!

New Fence Reinforces Kennel Area

New fencing has been installed in the kennel area
outside Heartland. Local contractor Erik Cole headed
the project by acquiring donated and discounted materials
from Spaeth Lumber, Stagecoach Construction, his
own materials, and materials from his father-in-law. He
also donated his time, along with fellow contractor Jim
Sreeman (pictured, kneeling) and Heartland volunteer
Charlie Davis, to install the fencing. The section by the
building is chain link, and the section that separates the
backyard is wood.

The new fence now encloses the kennel area on the
North side of the building. The purpose is to increase
safety for the public and volunteers, and decrease barking
noise that affects neighbors. In the past, dogs in their
outer kennels barked when they saw other dogs out in

the yard visiting with potential adopters or being readied
for a walk by volunteers. Now, dogs in their kennels will
not see dogs visiting in the back yard with adopters. There
is also another level of security if a dog is able to break
out of his kennel or escape from a volunteer while being

readied for a walk.

? Enclosed is my tax deductible gift to Heartland Humane Society, my Commitment to Compassion!
JOln the ranks Return form to: HHS, P.O. Box 1184, Corvallis, OR 97339
of those who Name Phone
Address City, State, Zi
support ¢ P
H 1 d y E-Mail
eartlands Visa/MC # Exp. Date . Amt. $ [Dhgzzgnd(geggo
C Ommltment Join Promise Program: ‘ [m] S‘{OO 3 520
tO Remember Heartland Humane Society in yozu‘-jestatey planning 0 s75 0 O.;hel'
Join Circle of Kindness monthly giving program
C om aSSiOI]’ Coption 1: | prefer to make automatic gifts from m}\}"checking Cloption 2: 1 prefer to have my
P ' account. A check with my first monthly gift'is enclosed ) monthly gift charged to my credit card.
Authorization: | authorize Heartland Humane Society to make automatic monthly gift transfers as mdlcated dbo»e Gift trans-
fers occur each month on the 19", This authorization will remain in effect until [ notify Heartl B
cancel my gifts.  Signature (required for monthly donor):
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Heartland’s Fiscal Year-End Results

Animals Served

Last year Heartland admitted 1,239 cats, 822 dogs, and
103 small animals.

In 2007-08 we found new, forever homes for 1,236 animals.
More than 134 cats were adopted from Animal Crackers,
Cat’s Meow Thrift Shop, and other off-site adoption events.

We matched last year’s all-time high save rate for dogs at
89%. The save rate includes adoptions, plus reunions with
owners and pets transferred to other humane groups that can
best serve the animal’s needs, such as breed rescue groups.

We also achieved a 77% save rate for cats -- a record high
in our more than 40-year history.

At HHS, there are no time limits on how long a pet stays
available for adoption. Our adoption rates are made possible
by a caring public, a hard-working staff, a dedicated group of
volunteers, and by generous donors. Adoption fees cover less
than 15% of our operating costs.

' Type No. of Adoptions Save Rate*
Dogs 382 89%
Cats 764 77%

Small Animals 74 84%

Total: 1,236 adoptions; 82% average save rate

*“The save rate includes adoptions, transfers to alternative
placement groups and other shelters, and reunions with
owners.

Animal Statistics
2007-08

Dvpd e Grplier

Animal Statistics
2006-07

Transtioress

Gy

Making Hard Decisions: Why does HHS euthanize?

Heartland Humane Society is an open-door shelter. As
such, HHS must accept any animal in Benton County,
regardless of health or behavior.

We work closely with Oregon State University School of
Veterinary Medicine and local vets to get treatments and
surgeries donated. However, sometimes animals are too sick
to be saved.

HHS is also obligated to not return dangerous animals into
the community. Decisions of euthanasia based on behavior
take into account the animal’s history, behavior in the shelter,
breed, and results of behavioral exam.

Moving in the right direction

Since the new shelter was built in 2000, HHS has not had
to euthanize dogs due to space issues.

However, the same cannot be said for cats. Two years
ago, HHS made the decision to stop accepting cats from
surrounding counties and concentrate on our service area of
Benton County.

Now;, because of fewer cats and an improving foster care
network, we are reducing the need to euthanize cats because
of space limitations. Our goal in the next two years is to never
euthanize any animal because of space issues.

Historical Rates
~g= Acfoption Rate  ~-@=Euthanasia Rate = Save Rate
2[4 A
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Foster Care saves more lives

Foster Care gives animals a second chance. Foster homes
care for animals that are too young or too ill to stay at the
shelter. With generous support from community members
who open their homes to these animals, HHS expands the
walls of the shelter, serving more animals than the facility
could do alone. Last year, 620 animals went into Foster
Care.

The Animal Neglect Case was finally settled on December
23,2007. After caring for 109 small dogs for more than eight
months, HHS and the many foster families were relieved to
finally have closure.

The Safe Housing Program utilizes the Foster Care
network to care for pets whose families ~ == ~=el-inm amancnn oo
assistance from the Center Against
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Violence (CARDV) or Community Outreach, Inc. (COI).
Last year, 9 families were helped through this program.

620 animals were cared for by foster volunteers
147 current foster volunteers

Helping animals in need ,

Heartland Humane Society provides life-saving medical
treatment for animals, as well as important spay/neuter
services to address pet overpopulation in the community.

1,224 surgeries were performed in the clinic last year

878 spay/neuter surgeries on HHS animals

341 spay/neuter surgeries on other local agency
animals

Heartland is moving beyond spays and neuters. Recently,
two animals who would have been euthanized received the
surgeries they needed at Heartland.

CONNECTING PEOPLE & ANIMALS
Humane Education

Heartland interacts with the community each year in
a variety of ways, from teaching children responsible pet
ownership, to promoting the human-animal bond and
recognizing the beneficial role animals play in people’s lives.
Our humane educator travels to schools to teach classes,

Donations & Fundraising §273,357 40%

Retail Income $193,413 28%
Adoption Services & Program Revenue $107,466 16%
Contract Income & Restitution $82,988 12%
Animal Service Fees $30,379 4%
Total Revenue $687,825 100%
Animal Care & Adoptions $285,027 42%
Administration Expense $244,913 36%

$56,187 8%
$54,944 8%

Retail Expense

Fundraising

Volunteer & Animal Assisted Interactions $28,473 4%

$10,250 2%

Community Information

Total Expenses $679,793 100%
Net assets as of 6/30/07 $1,134,889
Decrease in net assets $2584
Net assets as of 6/30/08 $1,132,305

gives tours of the shelter, hosts a popular summer camp, and
conducts youth volunteer clubs. Our education efforts strive
to instill a sense of responsibility, compassion, commitment
and respect: values that will serve students throughout their
lives.

16 Humane Education presentations
751 children who learned about responsible animal
ownership '

Volunteer Contribution

HHS could not exist without the support of the community.
Each year, HHS is able to help animals find new homes, be
reunited with their owners, or receive medical care thanks to
the continued commitment of its dedicated volunteers.

250volunteers gave 7,753 hours at the shelterand outreach
events

Youth gave 1,914 hours and adults gave 5,839 hours,
equivalent to 3.7 full-time employees

Cat’s Meow Thrift Shop benefits HHS

The Cat’s Meow 'Thrift Shop, located in downtown
Corvallis, accepts donations of furniture, housing goods,
books, toys, collectibles, clothing, and accessories. The sale
of these items benefits HHS and keeps useful goods out of
landfills.

'This year, income generated by Cat’s Meow grew from just
over $145,000 to nearly $175,000 — 25% of the total HHS

income!

Due to the tremendous growth at The Cat’s Meow, a
part-time person was hired to help process the heavy flow of
donations on Saturday and Monday afternoons. This part-
time position is .25FTE from May — October. The Shop is

otherwise managed and staffed by volunteers.

80 volunteers contributed 10,305 hours to The Cat’s
Meow, the equivalent to nearly 5 full-time employees

Financial report

HHS has realized a modest surplus of revenues over
expenses in the operating fund due to controlled and closely-
monitored spending. Although we achieved a surplus of just
over $8,000, most of the surplus is dedicated grant income
whereby the expense will be recognized in the 2008/2009
fiscal year.
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Orphan Kitten Finds Two Foster Moms and a New Home

When a little golden kitten was
born in late July, his prospects didn’t
look too good. He was found in a
back yard with umbilical cord and
placenta attached, but no sign of his
mom or littermates. At Willamette
Veterinary ~ Hospital, he  was
checked, weighed, fed and named
U2.
cat, Topaz, had given birth a few

Luckily, a Humane Society

days before and readily accepted U2

(then renamed Golden Boy) even
though she already had six kittens.
Topaz and kittens were fostered
by
Susan Hyne, a resident of CoHo

Humane Society volunteer

Ecovillage in south Corvallis.
Susan’s neighbors, the Grooms,
will be adopting Golden Boy soon.
The dozens of CoHo neighbors
who helped socialize the kittens are

delighted that Golden Boy (to be

Belly Dance to Beneﬁt Heartland

Local bellydance instructor,
performer and singer-
songwriter Siobhan is hosting
her second entertainment
fundraiser for  Heartland
Humane Society which will
include members of her music
band and bellydance troupe,
Galactivate,as well as members
of the Corvallis Bellydance
Performance Guild.

Photo: Yaroslav Bulatov

renamed TJ) will be staying in the

cohousing community.

The performances, held Sat., Nov.
15 from 8-10 pm at The Beanery
in downtown Corvallis, will feature
some of the best local talents in
a fun, festive, family- friendly
atmosphere. Please come and
support a good cause and enjoy the
music and dance!

A donation of $5-10 is suggested;
more information is available online
at www.siobhanbellydance.com.

Halloween Reminder

Heartland Humane Society gives the following tips to help keep your pets safe and stress-free this time of year.

1. Do not feed candy to your furry friends. Chocolate can be very dangerous for dogs and cats, and tin foil and cellophane
candy wrappers can be hazardous if swallowed.

2. Pumpkins and decorative corn are relatively nontoxic, yet they can cause upset tummies if pets ingest them.

3. Keep wires and cords from electric lights and decorations out of reach of your pets. Your pet could experience damage to
his/her mouth if chewed, or receive an electrical shock.

4. Use extreme caution if you choose to add a candle to your jack-o-lantern. Pets can easily knock a lit pumpkin over and
cause a fire. Curious pets run the risk of getting burned by candle flames.

5. Do not put your dog or cat in a costume UNLESS you know he or she likes it. Wearing a costume can cause unnecessary stress.

6. For those pets who do like to wear a costume, make sure the costume isn't irritating or unsafe. It should not constrict your
pets’ movement, hearing or sight. Even the nicest animals can get snippy when they can't see.

7. Keep pets inside and in a separate room during peak trick-or-treating times. Only the most social pets should be able to
join the festivities. Too many strangers can be scary and strassful for pets.

8.f you plan to take your social dog trick-or-treating with the kids, walk him/her on a short leash, stay on the sidewalk, take
a flashlight and consider having him/her wear a reflective leash, collar or vest. ’

9. Use caution when opening the door so your pet does not slip outside.

10. Always make sure your dog or cat has proper identification. If for any reason your pet escapes and becomes lost, a collar,
tags and/or a microchip increase the chances that he or she will be returned to you.

6
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1 2 3 4

Where
£ S e g co To donate any of these items, bring them to
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 the shelter during regular business hours, or
Vol ientarion [ Kindoese Kids Club
st whel 3145 - 5230 st shelser Yo Kippur Cau

12 13 14| 15 16 17 18 757-9000 for more information. Thank you!!
; e * High quality (Science Diet, Iams, Innova,
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 California Natural, Natural Choice, Pro Plan
e oo etc) dry cat/kitten food.

26| 27| 28] 29 30/ 31 * Wet cat food

* Heavy duty dog leashes, slip leads, collars,

Gentle Leaders and halties (various sizes)

e
Coluntbws [y at shelter at 6:00

Hliwerst

vember - Kongs
S O MONDAY: TUESDAY. WEDNESDAY: - THURSDAY: CFRIDAY. SATURDAY: ¢ Dog raWhides’ bones’ tough dog toys’ dog
1 treats
B * Cat toys
5 3 4 5 G 7 = 3 * Yellow rubber kitchen gloves (medium and
’ large)
e * Batteries (AA, D, 9V)
10 > H
? 13 L - » Windex, bleach, rubbing alcohol, distilled
water
16 17 20 21 s ¢ Copy machine/printer paper
: b o o * Monetary Donations
23/30 24 25 27 28 29
[ ] ,
December Christmas Goods at Cat’s
il 2 3 4 5 6 Meow Thrift Shop
= S i 12 13 Can't remember where you put last
e S year’s Christmas decorations? The Cat’s
14 15 : 18 191 20 Meow has litters and litters of items
pereriie you might need for the holiday season.
21 22 25 26 27 . .
Located in downtown Corvallis at 411
58 290 30 31l SW 3rd St. across from Safeway.

THE BENTON The Heartland Board of Directors has created the Heartland Society Endowment
COUNTY. Fund, managed by the Benton County Foundation. Your contributions will help fund
' FOUNDATION

operational needs for the long term. Please consider including the Endowment Fund in

your estate planning. For more information, contact Andrea at 752-9833.
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ET SUPPLIES AT HEARTLAND

Remembrance Service Held

On August 7th, Marcella Joy Fox (pictured at left) ceremony officiant and grief support specialist from
conducted Heartland’s first pet remembrance ceremony Monmouth. Many people are surprised how difficult
at the DeMoss-Durdan Funeral Home. Fox is a theloss of a pet can be and often feel that other people

T don’t understand their grief. Remembrance ceremonies
' provide an opportunity for those who have lost a pet to
remember and honor their companion and the life they
shared. Attendees came with pictures, toys and urns
of their pets which were placed on the remembrance
table. Fox lead the group through several chants and
talked about remembering the happy times spent with
your friend. Through these happy memories, your
companion can live on forever in your heart. Visit
Marcella’s website at www.marcellafox.com for more
information about companion animal grief support. A
special thank you to DeMoss-Durdan Funeral Home
for donating the venue.
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Our mission is to build a more compassionate
community by teaching humane messages
to our youth, caring for homeless animals and
strengthening the human-animal bond.

Heartland Humane Society is a local,
not-for-profit animal welfare
agency. Founded in 1966 by a group of
concerned Benton County citizens, we
have grown to serve the animals of five
counties as well as the people who care
about their fates.

s an open-admissions shelter we accept any

animal in need, knowing that without us
animals will be left on the streets to fend for
themselves. We receive no funding from federal or
state governments or any national humane
organization. The only way we can help the
animals is through the generous support of
individuals who know that without our crucial
programs animals will suffer.

“The greatness of a nation and its moral progress can be judged
by the way its animals are treated.” - Mohandas Gandhi

/  Jf Downtown
Corvallis
stTEe s

398 SW Twin Oaks Circle
P.O. Box 1184
Corvallis, Oregon 97339

Tel. 541-757-9000
Fax. 541-757-1090

Email adopt@heartlandhumane.org

www.heartlandhumane.org




Caring for Animals Creating A Humane Community
Adoptions

Thousands of animals make Heartland their
temporary home each year. Itis our job to
return the lost ones to their rightful
guardians or find them new homes. We
strive to provide everything necessary to

guarantee the success of each new

Volunteering
Volunteers are the heart of Heartland. From walking dogs to
managing our thrift shop to providing temporary foster care,
volunteers are involved in every aspect of our organization. Youth
volunteers range in age from 8 to 15 years and must volunteer
with a parent or guardian. They can also join the Kind Kids Club,
where trained, adult volunteers supervise their activities at

the shelter. Adult volunteers can work hands-on with the animals,
socializing, training and providing love. Numerous other equally
important roles must be filled that do not involve direct contact with
the animals such as special events, customer service or
retail sales at the Cat’s Meow Thrift Shop. For more information
on volunteering email volunteer@heartlandhumane.org, or

call 541-757-9000.

relationship. From a collar and tag to
preliminary medical care, adopting
from our shelter is a great deal,
and you will love the way that it
makes you feel. Our adoption
rate is high, but we will not be
satisfied until 100% of the
placeable animals find their

forever homes. To see our adoptable ammals Pet Guardian Assistance
Btk Byt Contd i st Gl Jnchatual We offer services to support low-income pet guardians including a pet-food bank and a spay/

Crackirs Pgt Supply oF 30 st neuter assistance program. [t is our hope that with a little help these families will be able to

R R keep their animals with them for life. When we help each other and honor the human-animal
bond, we build a more compassionate community.

Humane Education . .

In our quest to build a more compassionate Cat’s Meow Thrift Shop and Pets-Arf-Us Pet Supplies

community, we focus daily on helping Whether you donate, shop or volunteer, our Thrift Store makes it simple

children build appropriate relationships with to help the animals. The Cat's Meow has treasures galore and all

animals. We offer free humane education proceeds support Heartland’s programs. Our store is located at 411

programs for schools, youth groups and SW Third Street, Corvallis. To arrange for a donation pickup, call

community organizations. These the Cat’s Meow, 541-757-0573.

Prelse;taﬂt_ilo?s are age appfop;i‘at? and 3 All pets need supplies, and at Pets-Arf-Us, Heartland stocks
i f ¢ 11'111113 e t?lmc . sejrety Cﬁ;i’ll‘j‘; a wide variety to make your dog drool and your cat purr.
T s Sl e When you buy from us, you help homeless animals.

presentation call 757-9000 or email Pl _— . p—
edieshionlieastimdiimse i ease stop by the main shelter and shop today.

How You Can Help

Lost and Found

Every year we reunite hundreds of animals From brushing cats, to leading a fund raising

with their owners by matching lost and event, the opportunities to be involved are

found reports. Without dedicated staff and limitless. Your time, your talents and your
volunteers to collect the reports and make the  financial support are all needed. Please visit our
matches, most of these pets would not website, www.heartlandhumane.org, or stop by our

find their way home. main shelter to find out more.
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President’s Message

This is our 20th wgyr-81.
year as Corvallis | e
Uzhhorod Sister ¥

Cities Association!

The TOUCH 8 Del-
egation and the =
Maharimbas have ~
returned from a i

full, exciting 2 weeks in Uzhhorod
this October. I won't repeat what
isincluded in the TOUCH report,
but we are beginning to see long
term results of C-USCA programs.
Many young adults that have been
sponsored by our programs are
now productive members of their
community. )

The Maharimbas (9 member group)
musicians were an inspiring,
cultural delegation with a packed
itinerary while in Uzhhorod. The
marimba instruments purchased
by C-USCA were leftin Uzhhorod
and gifted to the Padiyun (which
is similar to our Boys & Girls Club)
for ongoing instruction/classes.

While in Uzhhorod, as President
of C-USCA: I met with the director
of the Transcarpathian Regional
Scientific Library to prepare for
the forthcoming librarian ex-
change; met with the President of
Uzhhorod Corvallis Sister Cities
Association; congratulated the
Way of Life Rehabilitation Center
on their Ninth Anniversary; rep-
resented the City of Corvallis at
“The City Days of Uzhhorod 2008
—Celebrating 1115 Years”; visited
Dr. Krulyk at the Dental Clinic
that serves TOUCH children; and
was interviewed by 2 newspapers
and on a % hour live TV program
promoting the Corvallis and Uzh-
horod Sister Cities Associations
by sharing current projects that
are underway. I was also part of
the TOUCH 8 Delegation.

Congratulations to Aliceand Mark
Rampton forindividually receiving

“Honorable Citizens of Uzhhorod”
awards during City Days for their
work done for Uzhhorod!

I would like to invite you to be-
come a member of C-USCA.

We fundraise in order to complete
projects such as: the patio and
fence around the school yard at
Public School #14, a Roma school;
pledgemoney to the Summer Camp
for children in Uzhhorod; cultural
exchanges; Mayor Delegation ex-
changes; begin a liaison with our
libraries and other agencies; pledge
money to the Dental Clinic; etc.

TOUCH is under the umbrella of
C-USCA and is one of our larger
ongoing projects. Membership is
a fundraiser. Sponsoring a child
or donating to TOUCH does not
make you a member of C-USCA.
We appreciate your donations
and encourage you to become a
member of C-USCA. Information
on how to do this is included in
this newsletter.

Thank you to the many supporters
of C-USCA. We could not begin
or complete programs or projects
without your generous donation of
time and money. You are making
a tremendous positive impact on

our Sister City.

The 2008-09 year will see: a May-
oral Delegation from Uzhhorod; a
library delegate visiting Corvallis;
the Uzhhorod Maharimba project
liaison will visit Corvallis; sup-
port for many TOUCH projects;
support for the Dental Clinic.
Beverly Smith

Previcunt

Highlights of TOUCH 8
Delegation’s Trip to
Ukraine in Oct. 2008

Twenty-three members of the
TOUCH 8 Delegation traveled to
Ukrainein early October including
Nancy Boom, Mary Forson, Dixie
Hall, Roy and Anne Hart, Sabra
and Hannah Killen, Maureen and
Erin Larson, Els Lofgren, Judy
Norman, McKenzie Olson, Addy
Palagyi, Nadya and Jacob Pata-
poff, Mark and Alice Rampton,
Marilyn and Leon Roland, Russ
and Bev Smith, Marjorie Storm,
and Caitlin Turnbull. It was a
diverse delegation, representing
awide range of occupations, ages,
and even home states. The visit
by members of the Maharimba
Band from Corvallis overlapped

ATTACHMENT B
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-G:rl Scouts with Anna \';unk.

with the TOUCH Delegation and
it was our privilege to enjoy their
remarkable music whilein Ukraine.
TOUCH delegation members car-
ried 1500 pounds of humanitarian
supplies with them, ranging from
handmade quilts to hygiene kits,
clothes, school supplies, medical
supplies, toys, candy, and jewelry
making supplies to help start a
micro-business.

Some highlights of the delega-
tion’s trip include:

¢ Painting Public School #14 (one
of the oldest Roma schools still
in use in Europe)

* Shopping with 80 children from

ew

e

o3y

family youth with costumes provided by TOUCH funds.

the Chaslivtsi Orphanage.

Celebrating with the Girl Scout
troop and their leaders when
they met Anna Yurik, the young
girl they have sponsored for
about 8 years.

Participating in a Social Work
Conference sponsored by Uzh-
horod National University where
the future of at-risk children
was discussed.

Enjoying the fun and festivities
in Uzhhorod during City Days,
a celebration of Uzhhorod's
1115th birthday!

Meeting with the Uzhhorod
Sister Cities Association at a
city park to enjoy Hungarian
Bograch soup and dance to the
lively music of The Maharimbas.

Touring the Pavlovo Farm Home,
the New Family Center and
Rehab Center for Children with
Disabilities.

Attending the 9th birthday cel-
ebration of the Rehabilitation
Center

Attending anintegrated concert
where the Maharimbas were
the opening act followed by
performances by children from
the Rehab Center, Public School
#14, Chaslivtsi Orphanage, New
Family Program, Pavlovo Farm
Home, and the Youth Center
(Padiyun) in Uzhhorod.

* Visiting Pavlovo Farm Home
and helping initiate a jewelry-
making micro-business with
the young women who live at
this home.

Karin Karcher, a young woman
from Darmstadt, Germany was
one of the four “Circus Trainers”
at this year's summer camp for
children from the New Family
Program, Chaslivtsi Orphanage,
and Public School #14. She returned
to Ukraine during our visit and
demonstrated to our amazement
the acrobatic skills several of the
children developed under the
tutelage of the Circus Trainers.

Many delegation members met
with their sponsor child and par-
ticipated in individual activities.
Corvallis RNs Nancy Boom and
Els Lofgren meet with Uzhhorod
citizens with ostomy needs and
presented them with hundreds
of supplies. Dr. Mark Rampton
lectured to Family Practice Resi-
dents at the Medical School. At
the Social Work Conference, Dr.
Judy Norman gave a presentation
on how to conduct an assessment
of special needs children, and
Dixie Hall gave a presentation
onartand music therapy for chil-
dren. Dixie also taught marbling
to children at Public School #14
and the Chaslivtsi Orphanage.
Retired librarian Bev Smith met
with officials from Uzhhorod’s

library and the Rotary Dental
Clinic. She and her husband,
Russ, also represented Corvallis at
the Sister City celebration during
City Days. Els Lofgren taught a
health class to high school stu-
dents. Alice Rampton and Sabra
Killen took about 15 graduates
of the Chaslivtsi Orphanage out
for lunch. Anne and Roy Hart
were able to meet with many of
the Ukrainian students who par-
ticipated in a student exchange
3 years ago. Addy Palagyi, Dixie
Hall and the Girl Scouts helped
instruct the Pavlovo girls on the
art of jewelry making. All of
these projects and programs were
possible thanks to the detailed
organization of Zita Bathori-Tartsi,
TOUCH Coordinator in Ukraine,
and the 30 teen volunteers who
provide translation and interpre-
tation during our visit.

Alice Rampton

RENEWAL DEADLINE
FOR THE TOUCH
PROJECT IS
DECEMBER 15, 2008

Renewal packets have been sent
to TOUCH donors and sponsors.
The renewal fee to sponsor one
child in The TOUCH Project
continues to be $60 per year. We
have kept this fee at the same

Children from Public School #14 help to paint their building.
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level to enable most individuals
and groups to sponsor a child.
But the price of commodities has
risen sharply in Uzhhorod over
the years, so sponsors and donors
are encouraged tobe generousand

. consider making an additional
donation. This year, the renewal
form includes a place to donate
to TOUCH General Funds, the
remodeling of 4 classrooms at
Public School #14, and providing
a lift at Public School #20 for the
mainstreamed children with dis-
abilities. Currently, there is no
way for children in wheelchairs
to reach the second floor of the
school where all science labs are
located. The deadline to receive
the renewal forms in December
15, 2008.

Marimba Music Created
New Friendships &
Happy Faces in Uzhhorod

In spite of the last-minute instru-
ment shipping crisis the nine
member Maharimba band and
marimbas arrived in Uzhhorod
safely and happily on September
26! Within hours the instruments
were assembled and the first per-
formance took place at the city’s
official wedding registry site where
several newly married couples
were entertained by the magical
music played on wooden keys.

And so began the cultural ex-
change which was a year in the
planning and fundraising for both
the Maharimbas and for C-USCA.
Ira Roshkovych, Program Direc-
tor for the Path to Life Rehabili-
tation Center in Uzhhorod, was
the Maharimbas official host and
organizer in Uzhhorod. A ball of
fire and all-around outstanding
human being, Ira’s greeting toband
members most days was “Are we
flexible?” which meant she had
found yet another opportunity for
the band to perform, sometimes
up three flights of stairs (no eleva-
tors) or at a venue that expected
us to be there within 45 minutes!

From the first moments, the ma-
rimba music was received with
suchjoy and happy curiosity that
band members were thrilled to
play at 16 venues in the 11 days
there (a record number of perfor-

mances). The band didn’t turn
down a single opportunity to play
and often moved on a moment’s
notice to a new site. Performance
venues for the band included the
orphanage, the library (covered by
local TV), two schools (including
Public School #14 where the Roma
children also performed for the
band), Path to Life Anniversary
Party, several outdoor venues
during the City Days Festival, the
grand Philharmonic Hall (audience
of 500 dignitaries), live TV and
radio interviews and more. The
venues also included five master
classes with 10 music students
chosen from many different lo-
cal schools and three local music
teachers. The students learned
an African song and performed
with great skill on opening day
of the City Days Festival to the
applause of the TOUCH delega-
tion, friends, parents, teachers and
proud Maharimba band members.

The beautiful new set of marimbas
was left in the care of the music
teachers at the youth center in
Uzhhorod, “PADIUN,” where the
lessons will continue. The Ma-
harimbas will be sending written
marimba music to the music teach-
ers during the course of the year
to encourage the continuation of

Maharimbas entertain “City Days” crowd in Uzhhorod.

classes for children. Hopefully,
children from PADIUN will be
performing on their own next year
at the City Days Festival!

This was a wonderful cultural
exchange between two sister cit-
ies, and the music and laughter
was a form of communication
that was immediately enjoyed
and understood by all. The Ma-
harimbas worked very hard to

be good diplomats, and enjoyed
each and every minute in the
company of the great people of
Uzhhorod. A million thanks to
Corvallis Uzhhorod Sister Cities
Association and its many donors
for this outstanding opportunity
offered to The Maharimbas!

Sara Swanberg

Msharmhas

Sara Swanberg shows children how to play the marimba.
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Corvallis Sisters Cities Association
P.0. Box 176 = Corvallis, Oregon 97339

Altrusa International, Inc.
of Corvallis

BCS, Benton Co. Schools
Credit Union

Brooklane Specialty Apples
Citigroup - Smith Barney
The Corvallis Clinic
Corvallis Country Club
Corvallis Family Medicine, PC
Corvallis Sports Park
Edward Jones (Kay Dee Cole)
First Alternative Co-op
Gracewinds Music

Jack Scoville Ltd.

Jazzy Looks (Sue Metzker)
La Mancha Ranch & Orchard
Michael’s Jewelers

New Morning Bakery

Papa’'s Pizza

~ 2008 SPONSORS ~

Pathfinder Travel

Pheasant Court/The Wine
Vault

ProPrint-
R-3 Engraving & Signs
Rice’s Pharmacy, Gifts & Wine

Law Offices of Ringo, Stuber,
Ensor & Hadlock, P.C.

Samaritan Health Services
Starker Forests, Inc.

Teel's Travel Planners
The Gables

Timberhill Athletic Club
TriAxis Engineering, Inc.
Valley Eye Care

Wells Fargo

White’s Electronics, Inc.
Woodstocks Pizza Parlor

Zonta Club of Corvallis

floliday Gife ldea

Give the gift of support to
Corvallis Sister Cities
programs for the holidays!

MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL

The Corvallis-Uzhhorod Sister Cities Association coordinates
many exciting activities and events throughout the year. These
events and activities could not happen without the wonderful
support we receive from our members. Some examples of our
events and activities include:

* Cantus Chamber Choir’s Pacific Northwest Concert Series
(hosting of a Ukrainian professional choir)

The TOUCH Project (Take One Ukrainian Child’s Hand-a spon-
sorship program for Ukrainian children)

Transparency Project (a project focusing on ethical business
practices and citizen participation in local government)

+ Humanitarian Aid Shipments (200,000 pounds of humanitarian
aid shipped to date)

* Women'’s Neighborhood Networking (focused on neighborhood
networks of women to help their neighborhoods prepare for
natural or other disasters)

* Flower Basket Sale (held annually in April and May)

* The Majestic Event (a benefit held every other year that show-
cases local talent)

* The Maharimbas Project Fall 2008

C-USCA is a volunteer organization with a small annual operat-
ing budget. Your membership renewals and contributions form
the financial basis of our organization that helps us promote
international friendship and humanitarian support.

Thank you for your continued interest and support of the Cor-
vallis-Uzhhorod Sister Cities Association.

ANNUAL RENEWAL DATE - JANUARY 1
2009 2010

O Sustaining (S) $75
[ Individual (I) $10

O Friend (F) $50
O Youth (Y) $5

O Patron (P) $100 or more
O Family (FM) $25

Name PR

Address

City, State, Zip
Phone

Email i
I'm interested in volunteering in the following areas: (please check all that apply)
O Public Relations [ Fund raising O Arts/Cultural

O Hosting [0 Membership 00 Newsletter
[0 Youth Exchange [0 Education O Translation
O Grants O Homestays

Please fill out and mail to:
PO Box 176, Corvallis, OR 97339
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MEMORANDUM

From: Jason Yaich, Associate Planner
To: City Council

Date: January 20, 2009

Re: Deer Run Park Subdivision

(Cases PLD08-00013 and SUB08-00007)

This document contains Additional Written Testimony Submitted After Release of
City Council Staff Report

ATTACHMENT C
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Raymond and Pat Humphreys

Corvallis
Oregon 97330 RECEIVED
Jan. 21, 2009
: JAN 20 2009
City of Corvallis
Planning Division Community Development
Planning Division
Dear Mr. Yaich.

Concern re proposed Deer Park Development

We reside at the above address, which is located on the north side of Ponderosa Avenue,
exactly across from the proposed Deer Park development. As immediate neighbors, we
are concerned about the large number of units proposed, for the following reasons.

Firstly, much of this will involve excavation of, and construction into, fairly recent
landfill areas adjacent to steep slopes. This property is within the hazardous area, and to
the best of our knowledge, the areas adjacent to the proposed development have never
been assessed for geographical hazards as required by city codes. We know for a fact
that we have not been approached to permit such testing on our propetty.

The second reason is a concern about the limited amount of parking that has been
proposed for a 9 unit development. Our driveway is at the crest of the hill. West-bound
traffic is almost impossible to see until very close to our driveway, which will be located
across from the entry to Deer Park. We can for see problems with west bound traffic
turning into Deer Park, as well as illegal parking on Ponderosa Avenue, creating
considerable traffic hazards.

Sincerely,

St Blamp #7572 -
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January 15, 2009

TO: Corvallis City Council

FROM: Karen Strohmeyer, Coordinator
Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation and Development Council
Kent Daniels

Corvallis Parks and Recreation Advisory Board
Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation and Development Board

SUBJECT:  Council goal

We understand that you will soon be setting your goals for your 2009-10 council term.
We would like to suggest that you include the following among them:

“Seek funding for restoration of and improvements to local wetlands and
natural areas, and riparian areas on the Willamette River and its tributaries,
through collaboration with other governmental and non-governmental
organizations.”

We are aware of several significant funding sources for these activities, some of them
quite new and not yet well known. We believe the city would be a promising candidate
to receive such funds, particularly through collaboration with other entities. (We have
detailed the potential funding sources on the attached sheet.)

Both the city’s 2020 Vision Statement and numerous city policies* indicate that there is
no shortage of important work to be done in the areas of riparian and wetland
protection, restoration, and improvement. These policies include an official city council
policy and at least nine separate Comprehensive Plan policies. There's also no shortage
of community interest in having the work performed, as evidenced in recommendations
of the Community Sustainability Coalition’s recent report. The barrier has been
adequate funding.

Given the current economic climate, we believe there is some urgency in seeking these
funds while they are available. The opportunity to obtain them will not be available
indefinitely. This is why we suggest that you give a priority to the effort to do so, by
making it a council goal for this term.

*See the reverse side of this letter.

ATTACHMENT D
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City Council Policy CP 04-1.08, Sustainability.

Sec. 1.08.051, Environmental Sustainability: “The City values actions that are
beneficial for the environment and the natural resource capital base as well as for the
health and safety of employees and the public, and that go beyond regulatory
compliance to minimize the city’s environmental impacts...Decisions take into
consideration protection of open space, habitat protection and restoration, and

preservation of natural biodiversity.”

Corvallis 2020 Vision Statement.
Protecting Our Environment, p. 10: “...the city coordinates its air and water quality

efforts with other communities, surrounding counties, and resource management
agencies in the Willamette Valley. This cooperative strategy has created a cleaner,
healthier environment by stimulating improved farming and forestry techniques for
preserving stream quality...”

“Our natural open space helps buffer flood events, purify our air and water, provide
recreational and educational opportunities, and reinforce the community’s distinctive

character.”

Corvallis Comprehensive Plan

CP 4.9.1 and 4.9.2 deal with water resources

4.10.2* and 4.10.9 deal with urban streams

4.11's policies are all focused on wetland protection

4.11.18

5.5.14* deals with city open space on the east side of the Willamette
6.2.1, 6.2.4, and 6.2.8* deal with the Willamette River Greenway

Three of the above are particularly relevant:
4.10.2, second part: “...the city shall work to preserve and enhance native stream

corridor vegetation on both public and private lands.”

5.5.14: “The City property abutting the east side of the Willamette River should be
used to enhance this gateway to the City and promote the open space functions and
aquatic character of the Willamette River flood plain in this area. A detailed master
plan for City-owned properties on the east side of the Willamette River shall identify
their optimum open space and recreational uses.”

6.2.8: “The City shall protect and enhance the natural features and flood plain
functions of City lands within the Willamette River Greenway on the east side of the

river.”
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Steps To Implement A Conservation Project On City Land

Fill out an application for assistance with the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (USDA-NRCS) at 33630 McFarland Rd, Tangent, Oregon 97389-9708,
541-967-5925 Ext 3. Tom Snyder, District Conservationist, Benton County, then
would meet with a city representative to look at city properties under cultivation
to determine eligibility of USDA programs. Projects may range from creating
shallow ponds and planting native vegetation under the Wetland Reserve Program
to planting riparian buffers along streams under the Conservation Reserve
Program. (See booklet, Conservation practices and programs for your farm)

NRCS offers a variety of financial incentives to landowners, including the city,
interested in conservation programs. Some programs offer annual payments for a
conservation use, others offer one time up-front payments for long-term
easements for a conservation use, and most include government funds to share in

the costs of installing conservation measures.

In addition, other funding sources work on restoration projects along the
Willamette include the Meyer Memorial Trust, Oregon Watershed Enhancement
Board, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, and Governor’s Fund for the
Environment. These can be combined with UDSA-NRCS funds to cover up to
100% of the cost.

Cascade Pacific RC&D helps with project implementation by working with
adjacent landowners who may be interested in expanding the project beyond city
boundaries, writing and managing grants to bring additional funding to the
project, and providing overall coordination for the project from start to finish.

The Meyer Memorial Trust (MMT) and the Oregon Watershed Enhancement
Board (OWEB) have entered into a funding partnership to support restoration of
the Willamette River through OWEB’s Willamette Special Investment
Partnership (SIP). The SIP is focused on projects aimed at increasing channel
complexity and restoring floodplain/river connections in the meander corridor of
the mainstem Willamette and in the lower reaches of its major tributaries. This is

limited and time sensitive funding opportunity that we urge the city to take

advantage of.

For additional information, contact Karen Strohmeyer, RC&D Coordinator,
Cascade Pacific RC&D., Karen.Strohmeyer(@or.usda.gov, 541-967-5925 Ext. 128.
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P e T , ¥ & frequently

| required to allow public access to my land?

If you enroll land under an easement or rental agreement, you retain owner-
ship of the land. Although your participation in the pregram will limit certain
Develop and comply with a plan economic uses of the land during the term of the agreement, you maintain
for the easement or restoration control of public access. You also maintain the right to lease the land for hunt-

) to agreement; assist with the ing or other recreational purposes.
¥% remaining installation costs. ‘

10% with the cost of restoration.

v S | . questions o

it 4 ? 1 o i XL Y m

Develop and follow a plan for the 1 | How can | improve the chances of having my application to enroll in a X

o to conversion of cropland to a |less : - i - m
)% intensive use: Also, assist with the conservation program accepted? m
cost, establishment, and mainte- ' 4 Applications offered under most programs are selected according to a state- )

nance of conservation practices. specific ranking and selection process. Ask your local USDA representative g

for a list of the criteria that will help your application rank high in your area. b

Develop and follow a plan for the =

restoration and maintenance of If | enroll my land in a conservation program, do | maintain ownership? Am Z

> to the wetland. If necessary, assist : o
0)

W,

Will | be responsible for maintaining practices | install under a conservation

rogram?

Prepare and follow a wildlife e ; N : :
habitat development plan; assist Most programs require you to maintain the practices. There are some differ- =
) to with Installation costs, N Lge, = ences in programs — check with your local USDA office. (7))
% ' m
What types of wildlife will | attract if | enroll in conservation programs? g
[ The type of wildlife attracted to your land depends greatly on the practices m
Develop and follow an EQIP plan that ‘ you install and the plants that are established. Practices can be designed and 2
describes the conservation and envi- : Y i ~
yto ronmental purposes to be achieved: _ managed to attract particular species, such as pheasants, quail, and other W
% assist with installation costs. j wild species. a
P
BY)

A conservation security plan is /
required to install and/or maintain £ <k

sl . } a
|%to ]t;c;r:js;rvatzon Hpeceeenerel O g ¥4 ’ ed from 2 publication of the Wildlife Management Institute ' ‘
. ith technical help from the Wildlife Habitat Management Institute . =g
i 1 e ATUE e MUTCEes onssarvaror =2rvice nis eorint contam O) t n o \
View this guide on the web at http://wwwwhmi.nrcs.usda.gov |

Reprinted 5/2003. For additional copies, call 1-888-LANDCARE r'O r m S f O r
Continue to use the land for i : _. s
e | USDA is an equal opportunity  Fsme e d
the terms of the easement. : pl'ovider and em pioyer‘ =Q§ NRCS o a r m
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Develop and implement a
management plan; assist with the
1 to remaining installation costs.
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SEMEN T PASTURE AND HAY PLANTING

|

| Farm Bill 2002 \What's in it for you?

The 2002 Farm Bill offers America's farmers and ranchers more incentives than
ever before to voluntarily conserve natural resources on our nation's privately
owned farmland. Its conservation provisions help reduce erosion, guard streams
and rivers, restore and establish fish and wildlife habitat, and improve air quality.
Government and non-government organizations stand ready to help — this guide
introduces the assistance available.

What'sNew?

INew programs include the Grassland Reserve Program (GRP), Conservation
Security Program (CSP) and the Forest Land Enhancement Program (FLEP).

I More flexibility with new rules for the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP)
and other programs
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TRl Financial and Economic Incentives The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) offers a Curbing water Curbing wind

ol Variety of financial incentives to producers and landowners interested in conservation erosion damage

o programs. Some programs offer annual payments for a conservation use, others offer one-
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educational and financial assistance on top of what USDA offers to establish conservation
practices (see last page).

For More Information Contact your local USDA Service Center, NRCS, Local conservation
district, Extension Service, or the Farm Service Agency (FSA) for assistance, or find
additional information on the web at http://www.usda.gov/farmbill

If you are specifically interested in forestry programs, contact the U.S. Forest Service or
your state forestry agency. More information is provided at http://www.stateforesters.org

Begin with a look at these
USDA programs:
I CRP, EQIP, CSP
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Conserving soil and
water resources

To improve soll and

water quality,

consider these or

similar practices:

I Nutrient management

I Pest management

1 Cover crops

1 Efficient water
management

I Riparian buffers

1 Conservation tillage

Begin with a look at these

USDA programs:

| CRP, EQIP, CSP

PLANTING RIPARIAN FOREST BUFFERS HERBACEOUS WIND BARR
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Stabilizing
streams

To reduce runcff and

stabilize areas adjecent

0 streams, consider

these or similar

practices:

I Forested riparian
buffers

I Grass filterstrips

I Livestock exclusion

I Streambank protection

| Watering facllities

Begin with a look at these

USDA programs:

I CRP, WHIP, EQIP, CSP,

FLEP

Managing
manure

To prevent nutrient loss
and protect air, soll,
water, fish and wildlife
resources, consider
these or similar
practices:

I Waste storage
structures and lagoons

I Nutrient management

I Compost facilities

I Manure spreading

Begin with a lock at these

USDA programs:

I EQIP, CSP
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Cascade Pacific

Resource Conservation + Development

Working for a sustainable future... come join us!

Thank you for your interest in Cascade Pacific RC+D!

Cascade Pacific is 2 member-based non-profit organization, and your ongoing participation is crucial
to our success. Your tax deductible membership dues and other gifts contribute to projects that
protect and preserve land, water, and wildlife habitat; explore alternative energy sources; create and
protect jobs in rural areas; and support a sustainable, organic, local food supply.

Our new Farm Energy Audit Program helps growers save energy and money on their operations and
secure funding to help offset the cost of installing energy efficient upgrades.

The Northwest Weed Management Partnership created in 2004, continues to thrive. In addition to
removing invasive plant species, projects now include habitat restoration, a K-12 “Alien Invasion”
curriculum, and an early detection rapid response (EDRR) program.

The Local Food Connection has been a huge success, with attendance doubling in 2008. Make
sure to attend this year’s event at Lane Community College on February 2, 2009. You won’t want to
miss it!

There are many ways you can help us work toward a sustainable future. Financial contributions are
one way to help, but we also welcome your project ideas, volunteer hours, service on our Board of
Directors, and donations of goods and services for projects in our office. Contact us at 541-967-
5925 ext.4 or debbra@cascadepacific.org to find out how you can help.

]

Debbra Sorenson
Administrative Assistant

DEBBRA SORENSON
Administrative Assistant

debbra@cascadepacific.org
tel 541.967.5925 ext 102

fax 541,928,9345
33630 McFarland Road .
Tangent, Oregon 97389-9708 Cascade PaC]ﬁC

www.cascadepacific.org Resource Conservation + Development
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Cascade Pacific *

Resource Conservation + Development

Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation & Development (CPRCD) is a nonprofit organization dedicated
to improving water quality, creating and maintaining rural jobs, supporting renewable energy, promoting
a sustainable local food system and enhancing fish and wildlife habitat.

CPRCD works at the grassroots level, with citizens of rural communities, to build collaborations and
partnerships that get things done. Our members include concerned individuals, business owners,
nonprofit organizations and government entities, all working together to accomplish innovative and
needed local projects.

Make a difference in your own backyard by joining today! As a member of CPRCD, you'll support
positive environmental, social and economic change in your community.

We also offer to our members:

+ Assistance with projects, funding searches, and grant writing
* Project and fiscal management services
» Updated information about our programs and how you can get involved

» E-newsletters and reports
* In addition, as a 501(c)3, CPRCD can accept grants from foundations for your projects

Serving Benton, Lane, Lincoln, Linn, Marion and Polk Counties.

Working for a sustainable future... come join us!

Name Organization

Address

City, State, Zip County
Phone Email*

*Required to receive e-newsletters

O Yes, | want to volunteer! Please contact me.

Membership Category (Benton, Lane, Lincoln, Linn, Marion, and Polk County residents or entities)

O Individuals $25 [0 Groups $50
(Watershed council, non-profit, SWCD, Tribe, association, school, etc.)

O Businesses $100
All membership dues and additional donations are tax deductible. You can join and pay with your credit

card on our Web site: www.cascadepacific.org/member.htm. Or mail your check to Cascade Pacific RC&D,
33630 McFarland Road, Tangent, OR 97389. Questions? Call 541.967.5925 x4 or visit cascadepacific.org.

WATER
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Cascade Paciﬁc*

Resource Conservation + Development Annua' R9port for Fiscal Yeal' 2008
July 1, 2007—June 30, 2008

Working for a sustainable future... together!

Update on M-DAC Farms Wetland Restoration
Rare Wildlife Species Flock to Restored Habitat

The M-DAC Farms
Wetland Restoration
Project spans 580 acres
of historic marshland
cast of Harrisburg in
Linn County.

geese and shorebirds, as well
as predators that feed on
them, like eagles and falcons.
Some rarities reported at the
site include Sandhill cranes,
long-billed curlew, Wilson’s
phalarope, mountain plover
This effort permanently and white-faced ibis.
protects the land and
will restore over 100
acres of seasonal wetland,
over 100 actes of
bottomland hardwood
forest, and over 300
acres of wet prairie
habitat on former
agricultural lands.

Site preparation during the
summer and fall of 2007 also
made the site suitable for the
streaked horned lark, a
candidate for listing under the
Endangered Species Act. The
site has now become home to
the second-largest breeding

Aerial view, June 13, 2008 Photo courtesy of USFWS population of the bird.
Pattners include the
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), U.S. Fish Early in 2008, during the initdal phase of ripatian
& Wildlife Service, Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board restoration, approximately 23,000 willow, ash, alder,
(OWEB), Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, Cascade cottonwood and pine were planted on over 100 acres.
Pacific RC&D, and landowners Pat and Stephanie Hagerty. Restoration of the native prairie will begin in fall 2008.

OWESB funds of $219,274 are being used for re-contouring
the land to repair agricultural drainage, non-native vegetation
treatment, and seeding and planting of native plants and trees.
The total project cost is $2.484 million.

"We could not be happier with the help and
true partnership." ~Stephanie Glaser Hagerty

A conservation easement that protects the wetland in
petpetuity was purchased by NRCS through the Wetland
Reserve Program (WRP).

Annual ryegrass and tall fescue at the site were burned in June
2007 to prepare for re-contouring during August and
September. The restoration of the onsite hydrology improved
the habitat for numerous wildlife species, including ducks,

FOOD LAND

First flood, November 2007 Photo courtesy of USFWS




Letter from the President

Dear Members and Friends of Cascade Pacific,

What do you think of when you hear the name Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation
and Development Council (CPRCD)?

I think of the Oregon Country Trails, where CPRCD helped launch the nation’s first
rural association Web site and online shopping cart. Or I think of the new Willamette
Valley Birding Trail, which Cascade Pacific is spearheading with many partners.

The M-DAC Farms Wetland Restoration Project is another of our partnerships. This
project returned 580 acres to wetland prairie, providing new habitat to numerous birds
Kim Leval and other wildlife.

There are many examples of the work and partnerships of Cascade Pacific, but underlying
each of the projects we undertake are several fundamental principles:

* We work with local people in our service area to carry out local conservation and community
development projects. We start from the bottom up (not from the top down) — often with citizen
volunteers and landowners — to accomplish innovative and needed projects, like the Cascade Pacific Forest
Stewardship Initative.

» We provide technical assistance, including help in seeking funding. This may include serving as the fiscal
sponsor where one is needed. We assist with billing, agreements, and other paperwork and provide the
required oversight for state, federal and foundation grants.

¢ We also provide planning and project development assistance for regional projects, like the Energy
Audit Program and the Northwest Weed Management Partnership.

¢ We look for new strategies that work and we bring them to people in our service area. The Farmer-
Chef Connection in Portland is a great example of a concept that we brought to the Willamette Valley. With
local partners, we formed the Local Food Connection, a highly successful direct marketing program.

e We build collaborations and partnerships to get things done. So often, disparate groups and agencies
have similar goals, but don’t come together. Cascade Pacific has strong links to the USDA, as well as state and
other federal agencies. We have excellent contacts and ties to different service providers, and we invite
partnerships and collaboration if it means we can get over hurdles and get things done! For example, the
Northwest Weed Management Partnership brought together BLM, USFS, The Nature Conservancy, Oregon
Department of Agriculture and Soil and Water Conservation Districts to create Cooperative Weed
Management Areas. These Areas address priority weeds at the local level.

September 21-27, 2008 is National RC&D Week. We were one of the first ten RC&Ds established in the nation.
Now thete are 375 RC&Ds nationwide that help solve community problems, bring partners together to get things
done, and accomplish amazing conservation and community development projects. 1 invite you to visit one of the
many sites that have been touched by Cascade Pacific and our partners. Some of these sites are mentioned in this
report, and others can be discovered on our newly remodeled Web site. Check us out at www.cascadepacific.org.

Thank you for your support! We look forward to partnering with you to build a2 more sustainable future for our
counties and for Oregon.

Kim Leval
President, Cascade Pacific Board of Directots
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About Cascade Pacific RC&D

Our 2008 Members David Richey |
Eugene Water and Electric Board Marion Soil & Water Conservation
Andrew Haden Gail Oberst District
Andrew Rodman Gwendolyn Wyard Mid-Coast Watersheds Council
Barbara Baumgartner Heather Saam Mike Lippsmeyer
Benton County Commissioners Janice Van Cura Milo Mecham
Benton Soil & Water Conservation District Jennifer Ayotte Nancy Toth
Bob Baum Joshua Daniels North Santiam Watershed Council
Carl Hendricks (Hendricks Farms, Inc) Julee Conway Oregon Country Fair
Charles LeFevre Keith McCreight Oregon Small Woodlands Association
Chris Schreiner Kelly Hoell Oregon Tilth
City of Silverton Kent Daniels Pam Venell (Venell Farms)
City of Veneta Kim Leval Patricia Daniels
Claire Hibler Kim Travis Patrick Logan
Connie Karr Lane Council of Governments Patrick Sieng
Dr Jimmy Schaper Lane County Commissioners Richard Bylund
Darin Olson Linn Soil & Water Conservation District ~ Seaton McLennan
David Eckert Liz Doyle Tim Dehne
David Pilz (PilzWald Forestry Long Tom Watershed Council Upper Willamette Soil & Water
Application of Mycology) Luckiamute Watershed Council Conservation District
David Porter Lynne Fessenden Vern Holm

Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation & Development Area, Inc. is a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit
organization. We are proud to serve Benton, Lane, Lincoln, Linn, Marion & Polk Counties.

Our Mission and Vision

Our mission is to work with citizens of rural communities to enhance their quality of life through social, economic, and
environmental improvements.

Our rich experience in resource conservation, unique perspective, and innovative approach allow us to develop
projects and foster partnerships that adapt to varying needs and changing circumstances.

Our areas of concentration are: e
Energy

Agricultural activities conserve energy and agricultural (uscude
lands are a source of environmentally sustainable offe
bio-fuels and renewable energy. Pﬂ(lfl(

Food Rc & D

Local agriculture supplies a safe, secure, and reliable
regional food system. Areu

Jobs
Jobs are created and maintained in rural areas while
protecting the natural resources base.

Land
Working lands and waters provide habitat for diverse and
healthy wildlife, aquatic species, and plant communities.

Water

The quality of surface water and groundwater is improved
and maintained to protect human health, support a healthy
environment, and encourage a productive landscape.
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Landowner Partnerships Improve Watersheds
by Erika Lang, Education Ountreach Coordinator, North & South Santiam & Calapooia W atershed Counails

The Landowner Recruitment for Restoration Project has been
a huge success over the past year. A partnership between the
Calapooia, North Santiam, and South Santiam Watershed
Councils, this program was created to improve the health of
prioritized tributaries by working with private landowners.

Through the program, landowners and Council partners meet
onsite to develop a project plan for streamside restoration.
Projects include removing invasive weeds from riparian
buffers, and replacing them with native shrubs and trees to
improve the buffer’s function. Landowners may also work with
the Councils to fence cattle off from streamside areas, establish
off-channel watering, and reshape banks to control erosion and
sediment inputs.

The overall goal of this program is to recruit 15 private
landowners, five in each watershed, and work with them to
improve water quality and riparian function for overall watershed
health. In the Calapooia Watershed, several landowners have
completed restoration projects in the Brush Creek sub-basin, and
a few other projects will be completed this fall. A tour of
completed projects will be held in October 2008.

In the South Santiam Watershed, focus was placed on Crabtree
Creek, Thomas Creek, and McDowell Creek. Several ripatian
plantings were completed on upper Crabtree Creek to enhance
fish and wildlife habitat, and invasive weed removal and
control has begun on lower Crabtree Creek near the Hoffman
Bridge. A few landowners on McDowell Creek and Thomas
Creek are also implementing livestock fencing and off-channel
watering projects.

In the North Santiam Watershed, landowners along Stout
Creek and Snake Deford Creek have shown much interest,

New plantings improve the South Santiam Watershed at
Crabtree Creek.

T -

In the Calapooia Watershed, Brush Creek has been

improved by plantings (above) and weed removal (below).

leading the NSWC to seek additional funding to implement
larger-scale restoration, including in-stream projects. On Stout
Creek, weed removal/control and plantings of native species are
currently being completed. In addition to implementing a
project, these landowners have become advocates of watershed
health by talking to neighbors about their projects, learning
more about the watershed, changing land use management
practices and coming to Council meetings.

The Councils use outreach materials to raise interest, including
mailings and a monthly watershed column in local newspapers.
Other outreach efforts include workshops, tours of completed
projects, and presentations to community groups.

Funding for the program comes from many sources, including
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation, The Nature Conservancy, Oregon
Watershed Enhancement Board and the City of Salem.
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Energy Audits & Programs

Helping Growers Save Energy & Money

As farmers and ranchers face spiraling energy costs and
shrinking bottom lines, Cascade Pacific announced new
services to help producers save energy and money on their
operations.

efficiency and save money. The report details how much
energy can be saved and how long it will take for energy-
efficient equipment to pay for itself through reduced energy
COSS.

Through the Energy Audit Program,
growers can receive on-farm energy
audits, learn about cost-effective
energy improvements and secure
program funding for energy-efficient

“It just makes sense to apply for grants that help
offset project costs while encouraging our industry
to be more energy efficient.”

Marvin Fessler, nursery operator, Woodburn

Next, Cascade Pacific helps
growers identify and apply
for funding to offset the
cost of recommended
upgrades. These funds are

upgrades.

Working in tandem with independent auditors from EnSave,
Inc., a leader in agricultural energy efficiency, Cascade Pacific
collects and verifies on-site data for farm energy audits. The
data are sent to professional auditors who conduct a detailed
analysis of an operation’s energy use and provide the grower
with a written report of alternatives to increase energy

provided by federal, state
and utility programs, including those listed below.

Cascade Pacific provides information on energy programs for
agricultural producers in western Oregon counties at no
charge. In addition, growers may contact Cascade Pacific for
information on low-cost farm energy audits and services to
package grant applications.

e The Section §9006 Renewable Energy and Energy
Efficiency Program administered by USDA Rural
Development provides grants of up to 25 percent
of the cost of energy efficiency projects — with a
maximum of $250,000 — to farmers, ranchers, and
rural small businesses. According to USDA’s Rural
Development, more than $15.8 million in Section
9006 grants will be awarded in 2008, and more
funding is expected in 2009.

® The Oregon Department of Energy offers Business
Energy Tax Credits, which provide a state income tax
credit equal to 35 percent of eligible costs after a
project is completed. The farmer or rancher can elect
to use the “pass-through option,” which allows the
project owner to transfer the tax credit to someone
with tax needs for a lump-sum cash payment, equal
to about 25 percent of the energy efficiency project
costs. In addition, Oregon Department of Energy
administers a State Energy Loan Program, offering
low interest, fixed rate loans.

cost, whichever is less.

* Energy Trust of Oregon supports energy efficiency and renewable energy projects in areas served by the
state’s investor-owned utilities: PGE, Pacific Power, NW Natural, Cascade Natural Gas, and Avista. Energy
Trust offets an energy efficiency incentive for up to 15 cents per kilo-watt hour, or 50 percent of total project

* Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) offers financial incentives to agriculture producers through the
more than 20 electric cooperatives and public utility districts served by BPA.

Left to right:
Eric Horning of Horning Farms meets with Steve Faust, presi-
dent of EnSave, and Rick Barney, CPRCD Energy Auditor.
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The Oregon Country Trails program expanded in 2008, adding the Alsea Valley Country
Trail and the River Road Country Trail.

Visitors to the Alsea Country Trail are invited to stop at a quilt shop and
alpaca store; watch sheep shearing; spend the night at 2 B&B or Farm Stay;
explore a white wolf sanctuary; feed fish at two Oregon hatcheries; enjoy
wineries, tasting rooms, and wine cellars; visit fruit and vegetable stands, and §
German Shepherd breeders; shop an old fashioned mercantile; swim, kayak,
or launch a raft or boat along the Alsea River; dine at a "floating bar and
grill;" stroll through photography and art galleries, a thyme garden and
fuchsia nursery, or tiptoe through acres of tulips at an historical garden.

Photo Courtesy Oregon Country Trails

gﬁ%ﬁf;ﬁ;ﬁﬁzﬁgiﬁme Only minutes north of Eugene, the family-oriented River Road
Alsea Valley Country Trail. Country Trail includes corn mazes, cow trains for kids, goat ramps,
greenhouses, fruit and vegetable stands, farmers” markets, fresh
raspberties, u-cut flowers, blueberries, strawbetries, ice cream, Oregon tomatoes, pumpkin
patches, flower baskets, pitted pie cherries, garden supplies, a steak house, bicycle rentals, sales, and ,
e A i ¥ The Beacon House is a
routes, and even wedding gardens. beautiful venue for special

events on the River Road
Country Trail.

Phato Cou:tegy Oregon Country Trails

The Oregon Country Trails program was co-founded by Liz Doyle and Danuta Pfeiffer in 2005

to increase the number of urban visitors to one-of-a-kind businesses in rural areas. Through two Rural Business Enterprise
Grants (RBEG), Cascade Pacific helped the program launch the nation’s first rural association Web site and online shopping
cart. Visit the Web site at oregoncountrytrails.com.

Northwest Weed Management Partnership Online
Western Invasives Network Website Up & Running

The new Western Invasives Network (WIN) is designed to meet the needs of natural
resource managers, and promote and enhance the identification and management of
invasive plant species in the Pacific Northwest.

Developed with funds from the Center for Invasive Plant Management, the WIN is an
Northwest effective tool for spreading information about problem invaders threatening the six
Weed E Cooperative Weed Management Areas (CWMAs) that comprise the Northwest Weed
er 3l i Management Partnership NWMP). The database of invasive species features invasive
“3“38 L o i plants flagged for early detection in each CWMA.

Par tr\étﬂﬂE Fary

Oregor 3 WIN will also provide materials and resources needed to establish Eatly Detection and
- ;——«T { Rapid Response (EDRR) programs throughout the region. The EDRR program seeks
i to enhance invasive species management by leveraging the participation of concerned
: citizens to identify emergent populations of known invaders before they become a
P — greater problem.

:
:

As the Western Invasives Network grows, it will fill a vital niche in the management of invasive species by providing a conduit
for communication between citizens and management organizations through an online forum and news/events pages. For
more, see the new website at www.westerninvasivesnetwork.org.
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Local Food Connection A Direct Marketing Success Story

The second annual Local Food
Connection took place at Lane
Community College on February 4,
2008. This direct marketing event
provided opportunities for rural
farmers and fishermen to connect
with urban food buyers both large and
small. The event was very successful
and 163 people attended — a 55%
increase in participants compared to
last year.

Direct marketing depends upon
relationships, a theme that was
reiterated throughout the day. David
Yudkin, co-owner of HOTLIPS Pizza
in Portland, delivered the keynote
address. He highlighted the
importance of incorporating
sustainability into business

practices. Following the keynote
presentation, a panel of farmers and

“The Dating Game,” a popular
feature of the Local Food
Connection, helped buyers and
sellers meet to discuss potential
business opportunities.
Participants then provided
information that allows us to
measure the impact of direct
market sales. This year, 24 of 25
farms stated that they discussed
potential sales with an average of
four buyers. Every farmer met at
least two potential buyers, and one
farmer met seven. Out of 33
buyers, 32 met an average of six
farmers and fishers at the event.
One buyer didn’t meet any
vegetable producers; however, this
person — and 14 other buyers —
made contact with four fishers.

Chef Sarah Wong & staff prepared lunch
from goods donated by participants.

Sponsors of the event included

chefs discussed how to create
successful relationships. The lunch buffet featured vegetables,
meats, and fish provided by local farmers and fishers.

Afternoon workshops were host to lively conversations; see
workshop notes available in the online proceedings at
www.cascadepacific.org.

Cascade Pacific RC&D, Eugene
Water & Electric Board (EWEB), Lane Community College,
Oregon Tilth, Oregon State University Extension—Small
Farms Program, USDA/CSREES, and Western Center for
Risk Management Education. The third annual Local Food
Connection will be held at Lane Community College on
February 2, 2009.

Staff & Contact Information

SIS S ronk

New address:
Cascade Pacific RC&D
33630 McFarland Rd., Tangent, OR 97389

New phone & fax:
541-967-5925 (extensions listed below)
FAX: 541-928-9345

Photo, left to right:

Jackie Nichols, Conservation Planner/Stewardship
Coordinator (x126)

Debbra Sorenson, Administrative Assistant (x102)
Karen Strohmeyer, RC&D Coordinator (x128)
Jennifer Held, Finance Manager (x129)

Sarah Minier Johnson, Program Manager (x132)

Maureen Walker, Accounting Specialist (x113)

In May 2008, Cascade Pacific RC&D relocated to new offices at the USDA Service Center in Tangent. The new location
gives us ready access to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and Farm Service Administration (FSA).
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Cascade Pacific Forest Stewardship Initiative Update
Two New Stewardship Groups Receive Project Awards

The Siuslaw National Forest’s newest stewardship groups, the Alsea Stewardship Group and the Mary’s Peak Stewardship
Group, each received two project awards through the Cascade Pacific Forest Stewardship Initiative. This initiative is Cascade
Pacific’s new five-yeat cooperative agteement with the US Forest Service to distribute and manage a portion of the Siuslaw
National Forest’s retained timber funds for restoration projects on private lands. Cascade Pacific requests proposals, administers
the proposal review process, writes contract agreements, and awards the funds to successful applicants,

The funds are a result of a Congressional law passed
in 2003, the Healthy Forests Initiative, which authorizes
local use of timber funds. In essence, the law trades
federal timber thinning receipts for

environmental improvements in and around the
forests that generated the timber funds. In the past,
these funds went ditectly back to the United States
Treasury. Now they provide opportunities for local
restoration work.

In fall of 2005, the Alsea Stewardship Group formed
and created its stewardship boundary, and in the fall
of 2006, the Mary’s Peak Stewardship Group formed
and created its own boundary. The partners in each
group are stakeholders—local landowners, USFS
staff, watershed councils, restoration contractors,
timber companies, and others. The groups meet

, : monthly to review USFS thinning proposals,

o I | TN s M Fe o ey " identify restoration needs and recommend

- R T ; projects, such as restoring fish passage, thinning

itled y S ; 3
Siuslaw Riparian Restoration IV, completed in 2007. plantations, conttolling invasive noxious weeds,

This site was newly planted as part of a stewardship project t

and removing or repairing roads.

The Siuslaw Stewardship Group, active since 2003, agreed last year to share its funds with the two new stewardship groups.
Otherwise both the Alsea and Mary’s Peak groups would have had to wait two to three years to generate timber receipts
within their own boundaries.

CPRCD hired two facilitators for the new Stewardship Groups. These facilitators guided monthly meetings where the groups
decided which projects would be funded by timber receipts.

The following awards were approved in these stewardship areas:

Alsea Stewardship Group
s Lincoln County Road Deparrment — $11,285 for Scotch Broom Removal along county roads.

e Alsea Watershed Council — $21,927 for Ryder Creek Culvert Replacement to improve Coastal Coho Salmon passage on
this tributary of the North Fork Alsea River.

Mary’s Peak Stewardship Group

e Mary’s River Watershed Council — $60,000 to create fish ladders along Rock Creek, to open up six miles of fish habitat
for native cutthroat trout.

e The Forest Restoration Partnership — $25,662 to create 186 snags across 240 acres of forested private lands adjacent to
the Siuslaw National Forest..

Siuslaw Stewardship Group

o Siuslaw Riparian Restoration 2008 — $38,419 to distribute and plant 10,000 native trees throughout the Siuslaw and
Coastal Lakes, which includes landownet outreach, education and release on earlier plantings.

These projects began in spring 2008. For more information, visit cascadepacificstewardship.org.
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Meet the 2008 Executive Board

Kim Leval
President

Karl Morgenstern
Vice President

Kent Daniels
Treasurer

Elizabeth Doyle

Secretary

Liz Redon
Executive Board
Member at 1 arge

Connie Karr
Excecutive Board
Member at Large

Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation & Development Area, Inc. is a non-profit 501(c)3 corr-~

Kim is the Fund Development Director with Rural Development Initiatives
(www.rdiinc.org), a non-profit that trains rural leaders and strengthens rural
communities through economic and community development strategies. Prior to her
current job, she was with the Center for Rural Affairs (www.cfra.org), a non-profit
farm and rural advocacy group, for more than ten years.

Karl is the Drinking Water Source Protection Coordinator for the Eugene Water &
Electric Board (EWEB). He has spent the last six years at EWEB developing and
implementing a drinking water source protection program to safeguard Eugene’s sole
source of drinking water - the McKenzie River. Karl is on the Board of Directors of
the East Lane Forest Protection Association; serves on the Administrative Council
for the Oregon Sustainable Agriculture Resource Center (OSARC); and is a Director
with East Lane Soil & Water Conservation District. He enjoys spending his free time
with his family and friends hiking, camping, sailing, skiing, golfing and gardening,

Kent is a managing partner in Downtown Living, LL.C, a company which is dedicated
to restoring and redeveloping older and historic buildings in Corvallis. He is retired
from Oregon State University, where he served as the Co-Director of the Office of
International Research and Development. Kent is the Chair of the Corvallis Parks,
Natural Areas, and Recreation Board and also serves on the City’s Urban Forestry and
Beautification Committee. In addition, he serves on the Boards of Preservation
Works and the Linn-Benton Housing Authority, and on the Benton County Citizen
Review Board. Kent prefers two wheels to four; watch for him zipping around town
from board meeting to board meeting on his bike.

Liz is an Owner/Member of Diamond Woods Golf Course, LI.C., and co-founder,
with Danuta Pfeiffer, of the Oregon Country Trails system. Diamond Woods uses
sustainable practices at their golf course, specifically in water and pest management,
An OSU graduate, Liz has been a high school marketing teacher for 17 years. She
serves on the Board of Directors of the OSU Summer Agricultural Institute and the
Convention and Visitors Association of Lane County (CVALCO). A fun fact about
Liz: she doesn’t golf.

Liz has worked with the North Santiam Watershed Council since May 2001, primarily

on watershed restoration project planning and implementation, water quality monitoring
and education. Her responsibilities include facilitating the volunteer citizen committee
process to define priorities and strategies, utilizing Council leadership and partnerships

to accomplish Council goals and managing project implementation. She has a MS in
Marine Resource Management from Oregon State University and a BA in Marine Biology
from University of California, Santa Cruz. Liz also serves on the boards of the Network
of Oregon Watershed Councils, Willamette Partnership, Marion County Weed Control
District and Oregon Dept. of Human Services Drinking Water Advisory Committee.

Connie grew up in Oregon agriculture, working on the family grass seed and vegetable
farm. She has worked in the organic movement, community, and industry for 10 years.
She serves as the Processing Program Manager for Oregon Tilth, working daily with
growers and processors of organic food, feed and fiber to help them understand
regulatory requirements under the National Organic Program, Global Organic Textile
Standards and international trade standards. She develops and coordinates educational
events around the country, and has extensive experience in marketing organic products
of all kinds. She also serves on the board of the Oregon Organic Coalition.

Cascade Pacific Resource Conservaton & Development’s programs are offered on a non-discriminatory basis 1

color, national origin, religion, age, disability, sexual orientation, political beliefs and marital or fa X4 ge 72-af
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Summary of Projects and Funds

1

Watershed Councils

OWEB, USFS Title Il, Landowners,

Council support, fish passage, Brownsville Dam

Calapooia WC $ 572,361 : removal, riparian restoration, knotweed control,
Cltyof Albany, BLM, NOAA education and outreach
Luckiamute WC $ 145315 gmiﬁ'ng::gon Wildliffe Heritage Foundation, Restoration, landowner outreach
McKenzie WC $ 4,650 | BLM Fish passage, riparian restoration
. OWEB, Cities of Salem and Albany, Council support, education and outreach programs,
N Santfiam wc $ 230286 The Nature Conservancy, NFWF, landowners restoration, project design, fish passage
Pudding River WC | $ 61,849 | OWEB, local match Council support, fish passage, action plan
CPRCD Operations
Fiscal Administration & management fees ; : .
CPRCD < ; 2 Non-profit operations; NRCS provides technical
$ 292,550 | membership dues, NRCS Cooperative ;
Operations Agreement, NRCS in-kind staff and some overhead
Cascade Pacific Projects _
Siuslaw, Alsea & Mary's Peak Stewardship ’ s :
Forest $ 210652 Groups, landowners, USFS Siuslaw National Eg:rigispfiz?\zhgzt:ladﬂgeaengi:tEiE::rllj?irc]:- r:eit;';t;om"‘
Stewardship A Forest, Siuslaw SWCD, OWEB, Suislaw tacilitation '
Watershed Council, The Nature Conservancy i
Local Food : . .
Conmection $ 12,528 | EWEB, Oregon Tilth, OSU, donations Economic development
OWEB, NRCS, US Fish & Wildlife Service, ;
M-DAC Farms $ ) ?0,351 Stephanie Hagerty Wetland restoration
::g::‘?ﬂi:xeed $ 98 664 BLM, USFS, SWCDs, Marion County Public Partnership coordination, local Weed groups,
iy ’ Works, watershed councils, landowners Japanese knotweed inventory and treatment
Partnership
Ore.gon Country $ 5,000 | RBEG Economic development
Trails
Santiam Fish ’ :
Passage $ 17,701 | NFWF Fish passage, restoration
Willamette Valley Travel Oregon, National Park Service, BLM, . '
Birding Trail $ 4,011 donations Economic development
Other Projects $ 15.243 Oregon Water Resources Department, RBEG, Workshops, groundwater data collection, energy
(CPRCD) NRCS, local match audit, grant packaging
TOTAL:
wcsacprep | § 1761161
Non-profit Partners
] Landowner restoration projects, fish passage and
Long Tom WC $ 48,588 | OWEB, donations Wabtskat Festaratian
Network of . e ; ;
Oregon WCs $ 84,469 , OWERB, donations, fees Building council capacity, outreach, workshops
. OWEB, USFS Title Il, City of Albany, Sweet Council support, education and outreach, knotweed
5. Santiam WG 175,086 Home Community Foundation, NFWF, DEQ control, restoration, fish passage
TOTAL: Non-profit
Sartriers 308,143
Totals

$ 2,069,304

BLM = Bureau of Land Management
DEQ = Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
EWEB = Eugene Water & Electric Board

NFWF = National Fish & Wildlife Foundation
NOAA = National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NRCS = National Resource Conservation Service

ODFW = Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
OWEB = Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
RBEG = Rural Business Enterprise Grant

SWCD = Soil and Water Conservation District
USFS = United States Forest Service

WC = Watershed Council
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1)



Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation & Development Area, Inc.
Statements of Financial Position
June 30, 2008 and 2007

2008 2007
Assets
Cash $ 253,751 $ 268,863
Accounts receivable 596,009 265,872
Undeposited funds 21,728 0
Prepaid expenses 0 165
Equipment, net 5.859 1,547
Total assets $ 877,347 $ 536,447
Liabilities and Net Assets
Accounts payable $ 163,678 $ 163,498
Payroll and related liabilities 16,988 17,264
Cash held in trust for others 50,143 11,529
Total Liabilities 230,809 192,291
Net Assets
Temporarily restricted 488,198 259,293
Unrestricted 158,340 84,863
Total net assets 646,538 344,156
Total Liabilities and net assets $ 877,347 $ 536,447

Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation & Development Area, Inc.
Statements of Activities and Changes in Net Assets
For the fiscal years ended June 30, 2008 and 2007

2008 2007
Total Total
Revenue
Grants and contracts $ 1,853,442 $1,604,977
In-kind donations 117,175 116,864
Contributions 6,200 48,460
Program dues and fees 3,346 7,079
Contract income 124,058 18,717
Interest income 7,934 9,753
Total revenue $2,112,155 $ 1,805,850
Expenses
Program services $ 1,468,611 $ 1,449,906
Support services 292,550 265,952
Total expenses $ 1,761,161 $ 1,715,858
Change in net assets $ 350,994 $ 89,992
Transfer of restricted funds
to other non-profit organizations (48,612) (72,947)
Beginning net assets 344,156 327,111
Ending net assets $ 646,538 $ 344,156
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| Who we are:

Cascade Pacific

Resource Conservation + Development

33630 McFarland Road
Tangent, OR 97389-9708

Cascade Pacific RC&D

)3 non-profit dedicated to improving water quality and fish and wildlife habitat, creating and maintaining rural jobs, supporting rencwable energy, and

)
promating a sustainable local food system.

What we do:
We serve Benton, Lane, Lincoln, Linn Marion and Palk Counties, providing

project and fiscal management services, technical and financial support for new projects,
and creating partnerships between entities and people who can form a synergistic relationship to accomplish grear things!

Working for a sustainable future... come join us!

Name Organization

City, State, Zip

Address

_ Phone

County

O Yes, | wanr to volunteer! Please contacr me.

F.mail

Membership Category (Benton, Lane, Lincoln, Linn, Marion, and Polk County residents or entities)

O Individual (annual) $25 O Group 550

O Business $75 (Watershed council, non-profit, SWCD, Tribe, association, school, etc.)

O Industrial S100 O City (under 50,000) S100

O County S400 O City (over 50,000) $250

O Council of Government S100 O Additional Donation: s ge—
(or similar organization)

Out of Area Membership

O Friend $25 O Contributor 3150

O Benefactor S300 + O Additional Donation S

All membership dues and additional donations are tax deductible. Page 72-ai
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Buying locally-produced food benefits you — and your community — in many ways.

- It helps ensure a stable source of food
that's readily available.

- Decreasing the distance food travels
to market reduces dependence on
fossil fuels and carbon emissions
(the “carbon footprint”).

- Food that's grown locally is fresher,
healthier, and tastes better. Produce
is picked when it’s ripe instead of
green (like fruits and vegetables
grown at a distance).

- Your grocery money stays close to
home, so it provides local jobs and
benefits the local economy.

- By knowing the source of food, you
can choose to support safe and
sustainable growing practices.

Photo by Jeltovski

The Local Food Connection

Cascade Pacific RC&D's Local Food Connection program
links local farmers and fishers directly to food buyers —
schools, hospitals, restaurants and grocery stores - in the
Willamette Valley and central coast.

Encouraging these direct business relationships at the local
level strengthens the economies of Benton, Lane and Linn
counties.

; ; ? Our annual Local Food Connection event, held in February,
Photo by Scott Liddell has expanded each year since its inception in 2007.

' Cascade Pacific * 33630 McFarland Road « Tangent, OR 97389

Resource Conservation + Development www.cascadepacific.org « 541.967.5925 x4
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There's a vast potential market for Oregon agriculture in the field of renewable energy.

Oregon farms and ranches can create feed stocks to generate energy and fuels like ethanol. Western Oregon
growers could produce solar energy and
hydropower for sale.

As fuel and power costs rise, most growers
are exploring ways to save energy. For
example:

* No-till or reduced tillage offers fuel
savings and benefits soil quality.

* Precision farming equipment can
reduce both fuel and fertilizer use.

* For irrigators, minor strategies — such
as frequent nozzle inspection and
replacement — can help reduce
energy costs.

* Livestock buildings. agricultural » :
processing facilities and o (From left) Eric Horning of Horning Farms meets with Steve Faust,
greenhouses can show significant president of EnSave, and Rick Barney, CPRC&D energy auditor.
energy savings when growers
replace lighting and switch to more efficient heating and cooling systems.

Energy Audit Program

As farmers and operators face spiraling energy costs and shrinking bottom lines, Cascade Pacific RC&D provides
services to help producers save energy and money on their operations.

Through the Energy Audit Program (pictured above), growers and producers can receive on-site energy audits,
learn about cost-effective energy improvements and secure funding for energy-saving upgrades.

The audit report details how much energy can be saved and how long it will take for energy-efficient equipment to
pay for itself through reduced energy costs. Cascade Pacific then helps growers and operators identify and apply
for funding to offset the cost of recommended upgrades. These funds are provided by federal, state and utility

programs.

Cascade PaC1ﬁC 33630 McFarland Road « Tangent, OR 97389

Resource Conservation + Development www.cascadepacific.org « 541.967.5925 x4
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Cascade Pacific RC&D partners
with individuals, communities and
organizations on projects to protect
and improve our region’s ground and
surface water, wetlands, floodplains
and riparian areas.

Areas of concern include deteriorating
water quantity and quality, and the loss
of 53 percent of historic wetlands.

The Willamette Valley is the premier
location for wetland restoration. We
work with our partners to protect and
restore wetlands and riparian areas
along streams through conservation
easements.

M-DAC Farms. Photo by USFWS

M-DAC Farms Wetland Restoration

The M-DAC Farms Wetland Restoration Project spans 580 acres of historic marshland in Linn County. This
project permanently protects the land and will restore over 100 acres of seasonal wetland, over 100 acres of
bottomland hardwood forest, and over 300 acres of wet prairie habitat on former agricultural lands.

Southern Willamette Groundwater Management Area

Portions of the Willamette River have high nitrate levels that exceed safe
drinking water standards. The River and the area’s groundwater have
been contaminated by nitrates from agricultural fertilizers, as well as
residential and commercial/industrial runoff and wastewater.

Cascade Pacific RC&D warks on projects to reduce nitrate levels and
improve water quality throughout the Groundwater Management Area.

Willamette Floodplain Restoration

Cascade Pacific RC&D collaborates with landowners along the Willamette River on projects to decrease erosion
and flood damage of farmland, protect surface and groundwater, and restore riparian forest and fish and wildlife
habitat. Projects include “best management practices” workshops and developing conservation plans with farmers.

Cascade Pacific * 33630 McFarland Road » Tangent, OR 97389

Resource Conservation + Development www.cascadepacific.org » 541.967.5925 x4
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* JOBS

Employment opportunities are scarce in rural areas as people — and jobs — move to cities.
In the last two decades of the 20th century, the number of rural workers employed on farms was cut in half as

farming methods became more efficient. According to USDA,
80 percent of all rural Americans now earn their living from

nonfarm sources.

Enhancing the economic viability of rural communities is one
of Cascade Pacific’'s goals. That's why we assist programs
that create and maintain rural jobs while protecting natural

resources.

Oregon Country Trails
“Where the suits meet the boots”

Photo by Dawn M. Turner 7

The Oregon
Country Trails Vel i 5 i S8
program helps Photo by Kathy Bishop

urban visitors

savor the country experience while spending their dollars in rural
businesses.

Visitors can stop by restaurants, wineries, alpaca farms, quilt shops,
farmers’ markets and more through self-guided tours along the Trails.

And through a Rural Business Enterprise Grant, Cascade Pacific
RC&D helped the program launch the nation’s first rural business
collaborative Web site and online shopping cart at
www.oregoncountrytrails.com.

Currently, four Trails bring urban shoppers to over 65 businesses in

Lane, Lincoln and Benton Counties. And with the
adoption of the program as a state model in 2008 by
Travel Oregon, the number will continue to grow and
enhance rural job opportunities in other parts of the

state.

This model program embraces Cascade Pacific’'s
strategy of working from the grassroots upwards. It
was founded in 2005 as a rural revitalization project
by Danuta Pfeiffer (Pfieffer Vineyards) and Liz Doyle

(Diamond Woods Golf Course).

At first, these two entrepreneuers sought to
increase the number of visitors to their Junction City

businesses. The idea took hold among other local D5 =2 TP
business owners, however, and soon a grassroots Pfeiffer Vineyards, Junction City, Oregon
concept was born. (Photo courtesy of Danuta Pfeiffer)
Cascade Pacific *
7 _ 33630 McFarland Road « Tangent, OR 97389
Resource Conservation + Development www.cascadepacific.org « 541.967.5925 x4
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Cascade Pacific RC&D's geographic area covers six counties from the Pacific Ocean to the Cascades. This area
includes some of the richest farmland and biodiversity in the state.

Our projects help protect soil quality, and improve fish and wildlife habitat. We support small farms, keeping local
farmland in production. We also support the transition from conventional farming to organic through the USDA
Farm Bill and reduced use of herbicides and pesticides.

Forest Stewardship Initiative

The Forest Stewardship Initiative is a part of a national
program to test forest management practices that
restore forest health and meet the needs of local
communities.

Through the Stewardship Initiative, locally
administered by Cascade Pacific RC&D, the U.S.
Forest Service finances projects that help restore and
maintain healthy forest ecosystems on private and
non-federal lands, while increasing local employment
opportunities in rural areas. Program goals include:

« Improving water quality.

* Thinning trees to improve the health of the forest.

» Restoring wetlands.

« Improving wildlife habitats. -

* Repairing or replacing culverts to assist fish passage
and reduce sediment.

» Reducing soil runoff and erosion.

This site was newly planted in 2007
as part of the Siuslaw Riparian Restoration project.

Northwest Weed Management Partnership

Invasive and noxious weeds disrupt ecosystems and decrease the
value of crops and farmlands. The Northwest Weed Managment
Partnership (NWMP) promotes the identification and management
of invasive plant species in northwest
Oregon and southwest Washington,
including the six counties in Cascade
Pacific RC&D's area.

Japanese Knotweed

Willamette Valley Birding Trail

See some of the Willamette Valley's finest birding sites on this self-guided tour using
existing roads, pull-offs, parking areas and walking trails. When finished, it will link
the Oregon Cascades and Oregon Coast Birding Trails, making them part of the

| | 7
Western Meadow/ark.
Photo by John & Karen

official Oregon Birding Trails network.

Hollingsworth, USFWS

| Cascade Pacific ’*

Resource Conservation + Development

33630 McFarland Road « Tangent, OR 97389
www.cascadepacific.org « 541.967.5925 x4
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CORVALLIS

come. credie, innovate
www.businessisgoodhere.com

Corvallis, Oregon is a global leader in
technology,
innovation,
and creativity;
a beautiful place where
entrepreneurship is celebrated.

Visit ~on o receive a limited edition,
hundmude OBAMA inaugural chocolate bar
from Team Corvallis.

ATTACHMENT F
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Name: Project Action

Sponsoring Nonprofit: Corvallis Day Time Drop In Center
Location: Lower level, Madison and fqurth under Starbucks
Co-Chairs: Barbara Ross and Hundley Bergstad

Activities: Information and referral services to the homeless
Volunteer advocates to work one on one with participants to achieve progress

toward goals.

Budget: Phone, rent,$250 a month, small petty cash for coffee etc.
Hours: 10am to 12 noon, Monday through Friday

‘Record Keeping, OSU Intern?
Over view of plan

We will need to train about 10 volunteers in information and referral services needed by the
homeless. We will seek the assistance of COl, CARDV, CSC, Love Inc. and George Grosch,
former director of the county | and R office. The office will be staffed by | & R volunteers two

- hours a day for five days a week.

We will recruit and train about 8 to 12 volunteer advocates to work one on one with the
homeless participants.

These will be volunteers who have had some previous experience with the homeless
population. They will meet with their assigned participant about once a week. In this
meeting, they will discuss possible action steps that the homeless person could take. The
advocate can ask questions and make suggestions, but it is up to the participant to select the
actions that he wants to take in the coming week. At the end of the meeting the actions that
have been chosen will be written down so everyone is clear about what steps the homeless
person intends to take and what support he needs to be able to follow through, such as
contact names, addresses,or transportation. Advocates can assist with such activities as
seeking health care, obtaining prescriptions, applying for disability benifits, using job search
resources at CSC, or hunting for part time work, or applying for low income housing. When
they meet again, they will review the outcome of any attempted action and record the results.

The Purpose of the project is to determine if volunteer advocates can be effective in asisting
homeless persons in taking action to improve their situation.

The record keeping will assist everyone in finding out which services are helpful in their
present form and which need to be modified to assist the homeless.

It is intended that the project will last from January 15 to July 15 2009.

ATTACHMENT G
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MEMORANDUM ,

N7 ]
From: Fred Towne, Planniﬁg Division Manager///%' /}/‘(\/
To: Mayor and City Council
Date: January 20, 2009
Subject: Written Testimony, and Staff Recommended Revised Condition 5 - Brookiane

Heights, LUBA Remand (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006)

Written Testimony
On January 14, 2009, written testimony pertaining to the above case, received between January

6 and January 13, 2009, was enclosed in a memorandum and distributed to the City Council. This
memorandum includes written testimony received between January 15 and January 20, 2009.

Staff Recommended Revised Condition of Approval 5 _

In the December 31, 2008, Memorandum to City Council with the subject line “LUBA Remand -
Brooklane Heights (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006)”, Staff recommended revisions to Condition
of Approval 5, as shown below. ltalicized text was new. Staff recommend Condition 5 be further
revised by inserting the following text into the the first sentence of the second paragraph of
Condition 5: Unless approved for removal through this application,. The full text of the Staff

recommended Condition 5 is stated below.

Tree Preservation and Planting — Prior to issuance of any permits, the applicant shall submit a report by
a certified arborist that identifies all significant trees proposed to be removed in this application. /dentified
trees shall inciude, those identified in the arborist report submitted with the subject application
(Attachments S and R.55 of the May 25, 2007, staff report to the Planning Commission), and-trees
impacted by construction of the pedestrian path between Badger Place and Wolverine Drive, and trees
impacted by construction of the stormwater swale in the north portion of the site, and trees potentially
impacted by construction and use of the detention ponds in Tracts B and C.

Unless approved for removal through this application, trees in Tracts A, B, C, and D, as identified in the
approved Revised Tentative Subdivision Plat shall be preserved unless a tree is determinedto be a hazard
tree, or its removal is necessary to protect the healfth and longevity of an Oregon White Oak tree. Prior to
removal of any tree a certified arborist’'s report shall be submitted to the Community Development
Department for review, and trees shall only be removed if the City's Urban Forester concurs with the

report’s analysis and recommendations.

Regarding the pedestrian path, stormwater swale, and ponds, the arborist’s report shall detail methods to
preserve as many significant trees as possible in or adjacent to these site components. The applicant shall
follow tree preservation methods outlined by the arborist. Unless already approved for removal, (any)

ATTACHMENT H
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significant trees may be removed only if a certified arborist recommends removal and the City Forester
concurs with the arborist’'s recommendation.

The arborist's report shall also illustrate all trees approved/proposed to be preserved. To ensure protection
of trees, there shall be no cutting, filling, trenching, nor compaction of the soil under tree canopies and to
a minimum distance of 5 feet outside the canopy’s dripline, consistent with Section 4.2.20.c of the Land
Development Code. To assure this protection, a minimum 5-foot high construction fence (constructed of
metal chain link, and supported by metal posts sunk into the ground) shall be installed 5 feet outside the
canopy’s dripline for all trees to be preserved, prior to any excavation and grading of the development site.
An exception may occur upon inspection and a recommendation by a certified arborist.

Existing trees, including trees on adjacent properties with driplines within 10 feet of the subject site, and
construction protection fences shall be illustrated on all site plans submitted for excavation, erosion control,
PIPC, and building permits. Tree protection plans shall be submitted to the City for review and approval,
and tree preservation fencing shall be installed and inspected, prior to issuance of any excavation and
grading, erosion control, PIPC, or building permits. '

Page 2 of 2
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RECEIVED

JAN 16 2009

To: Corvallis City Council:

Re: Brooklane Heights (PDL06-00018, SUB06-00006) appeal of LUBA remand
Date: 14 January 2009

From: Laurie Childers

My comments and my concerns remain with the fundamental issues of the need
to follow the rules, to only approve plans that meet the development code in full.

The hillside development provisions mentioned in the Fifth Assignment of Error
are still not met in the plans and descriptions set out by the applicant/owner.

Of specific concern to me are the requests for permission to cut and fill 20 feet
depths on this steep hillside. Eight vertical feet is the code limit. My land is
just uphill of this development, and its integrity will likely affect mine.

A short distance away on the north side of the hill (Fairhaven Dr. near Whiteside)
is a long narrow lot whose owner was given permission by the planning
department to cut more than 8’. Please observe the results, some 2 years later:
much of the vertical clay wall has slumped, the cut has eroded much deeper,
trees have fallen and more are destined to fall. The owner could not hold the
hillside back, and failed to build any of the 3 houses he planned. | hear his
permit has expired. We are left with a dangerous eyesore, and ruined land.

My second main concern is under the FourthAssngnmentof Error regardmg
compatibility. The applicant had failed to provide “typical building elevations” to
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show compatibly with existing neighboring houses. At the CC meeting on Jan
5" such “typical buildings” were shown. Having lived on Fairmont Drive for
more than 17 years, | am well aware of the neighborhood covenant that was in
force when the vast majority of the houses were built. One story above ground,
plus a daylight basement taking advantage of the slope, and low profile roofs.
This was particularly important on the east side of Fairmont and the west side of
DeArmond, to give the neighbors in the middle something of a view. An 8’ cut
allows for a daylight basement. We were told at early meetings with the
developer that he wanted the deep cuts to be able to build low-profile houses,
sinking them into the hill. However, as was obvious in the “typical buildings” he
showed as examples, he is planning on large two or more story houses above
ground, with steep roofs. As justification, he showed the one house on Fairmont
that was an exception to the covenant, that was built (or remodeled) during a 3-
month period that the covenant had expired. The steep peaked roof blocked the
view of the people on the other side of the street, and (the residents told me)
infuriated them, as they lost something valuable in their home: a view of the
valley. Brooklane Heights looks poised to do the same thlng to all of the east
side of Fairmont Drive. The house samples shown on Jan. 5" are incompatible
with the neighboring houses of the proposed development. They are consistent
with what was built by Scott Sanders west of our older streets: muiltistory, tall
peaked roofs, large footprint, very little yard or garden space.

It seems to me that the hillside is simply too steep to develop to the hillside
development standards. Hence the multiple variances, hence the requests for
20’ cuts to make the large buildable lots. Eight feet is not only the code but
probably a crucial limit on our hill, given the proven instability of the deeper cuts.

This leads into my concern that addresses the Seventh Assignment of Error. ¥
Protections of environmentally significant resources are to be consistent with
Comprehensive Plan policies. While | commend the developer’s plan for
protecting the small remaining groves of Oregon White Oak (and this is no small
thing), the protection of the natural spring has been overlooked (along with the
archeologically significant finds nearby, already violated by an unauthorized road -
and trenches), and most importantly, the drainage off the pavement and roofs: of '
such a steep slope (detention of post-development flows) has not been de3|gﬁ’ed

to withstand the larger storms we are inclined to have. In 1996 we had three
100-year storms. More of what falls on the hillside will run into the floodplain

below, and less will infilirate — making the drying up of the pond below during dry
summer months more likely. The pond is home to the Western Pond Turtle, and

a couple of Great Blue Herons. (It has already been impacted by the failed
development around it: pavement and utilities have been laid, but no houses

built after many years. It simply became a hideout for delinquents, judging by

the detritus left there, and ultimately got closed off with yet more of that

unattractive orange plastic fencing.) My observations that the developer has

been willing to ignore the laws and codes so far, building a road onto the

previously undeveloped property without a permint, digging trenches in sensitive
areas, also without a permit, submitting his proposal without crucial information
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and plans (such as not using the required 2’ contour map) makes me highly
concerned that care will not be taken to prevent damage by landslide or flooding.

My main overarching concern is that everyone be asked to follow the rules the
same as the rest of us. To do otherwise is to invite chaos, as the photo above
illustrates. Our codes were carefully thought out, debated and discussed by
experts, and while they remain our laws and codes they should be enforced
equally among all the population. The number of variances in this development,
many of which fall within the assignments of error remanded by LUBA, and the
historical disregard by the developer for following the letter or the intent of much
of the codes, should be large red flags for the city when it considers its decision.
The nearly unprecedented unanimous “NO” recommended by the City Planners
and the City Planning Commission came in response to important issues that
LUBA also noted. Please allow this hillside and it current and future residents a

safer, more neighborly plan.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns.

LaurieMChilders

Corvallis, OR 97333
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Brooklane Heights Remand--Letter in Opposition Page 1 of 2

[Date Prev][Date Next][Thread Prev][Thread Next][Date Index][Thread Index]

Brooklane Heights Remand--Letter in
Opposition

e T0: MAYOT(@XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX, Ward | @XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX,
ward2 (XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX, Ward3 @xXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXEXXXXXXX,
Ward4(@xXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX, Ward S@XXXXXXXXXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXXXX,
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Ward8(@XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX, Ward Q@XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

e Subject. Brooklane Heights Remand--Letter in Opposition

e From: Justin Soares <JuSHNEXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX>

e Date: Mon, 19 Jan 2009 23:06:37 -0800

Greetings Mayor Tomlinson and City Councilors,
I am writing in regards to the Brooklane Heights Remand case you are reviewing and voting on

tomorrow night. I have reviewed the documents made available concerning this case and think it is clear
that the LUBA remand specifics have not been fully addressed.

Specifically, I want you to turn your attention to the following LUBA remand points:

Fourth Assignment of Error--Findings were inadequate to determining if the code and
compatibility requirements are met without "typical building elevations" having been submitted
Fifth Assignment of Error--Findings were inadequate for determining if the provisions of
Comprehensive Plan policy 4.6.7 are met based on the imposition of Condition 27, which requires
individual lots to be developed consistent with the hillside development provisions of Chapter 4.5
and the pedestrian-oriented design standards in Chapter 4.10 from the 2006 LDC

Sixth Assignment of Error--Findings were inadequate for determining if the drainage plan
adequately addresses Comprehensive Plan policy 4.11.12

Seventh Assignment of Error--Findings were inadequate for determining if protections of
environmentally significant resources are consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies

My apologies if I sound a bit reductionist, but in the applicant's newest push to get this development
approved, each of these assignments of error are still left wanting full LDC compliant correction, and are

far afield with the Corvallis 2020 Vision Statement.

As our elected representatives and as the citizenries voice in matters such as these, I encourage you all to
not only read the reports and analysis from both sides, but to ask yourselves this simple question: "Is this
development good for our city as a whole, or does it beleaguer our city by weakening the building codes
set forth in the LDC, Comprehensive Plan and severely undermining all that Corvallis supposedly stands

for in its 2020 Vision Statement?"

On this day especially remember this: "Yes we can." It may take bravery and some vision, but you can
be a part of the 2020 Vision by started now down that path.
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Respectfully yours,
Justin Soares

Corvallis
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My testimony. Elizabeth Waldron
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19 January 2009

To: Corvallis Mayor and City Council

From: Elizabeth Waldron . )
Subject; Brooklane Heights Remand Hearing (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006)

Dear Mayor and Council Members,

Within no more than a ten minute drive of most of Corvallis, there is a bluff known as Brooklane
Heights, a place of precious historic, botanical, animal/bird habitat and scenic value which is in mortal

danger of being destroyed by “development.”

Brooklane Heights is a rare upland prairie habitat and oak woodland. It has both ecological and cultural
values. It is a stunningly beautiful 26-acre upland meadow with spectacular views of the valley & the -
Western Cascades. It is immediately above the 74-acre Mary’s River Natural Area, a preserved wetland
with boardwalk located between Brooklane Drive and the Mary’s River in Southwest Corvallis

It drains into the Mary’s River Natural Area wetland, a locally significant wetland which is currently
being restored by the City of Corvallis, Benton County, and the Natural Resources Conservation
Service. The hillside has seeps, springs, and a year-round stream that are all hydrologically connected to
the significant wetland below. All this provides an important water source for the wildlife that move
back and forth among these adjacent and varied habitat types throughout the year. This section of the
hillside is designated as Significant Wildlife Habitat and its survey noted it would be an outstanding
restoration site due to its proximity to the Mary’s River (Natural Features Inventory Wildlife Vegetation
Map, 2003). Here are endangered pond turtles and Kincaid’s lupine, important to rare Fender’s blue

butterflies.

It is a place upon which the Chepenafa people of the KALAPULY A lived. There are documented Native
American archaeological sites on this part of the hillside that are believed to be connected to the larger
documented site on the wetland. Before 1850, the Chepenefa of the Kalapuya Indians gathered camas lilies
and tar weed beside the Mary’s River. They fished for salmon and hunted deer and elk. There is
confirmed archaeological evidence of as yet unexplored burial mounds and mudden heaps of their
household waste. An exploratory effort uncovered, in the first shovel full, arrowheads. There is still
much to be learned about the Kalapuya tribe that lived here, and this upland/lowland complex could be a

valuable educational resource.

When one holds the title to property, there are both rights conferred and responsibilities incurred - to the
land, its inhabitants, both human and wild, and to the community that may be impacted by the owner’s

actions.

According to our own City Council Approved Corvallis Comprehensive Plan December 21, 1998:

“The natural environments included within the Urban Growth Boundary all have their own respective limitations
with regard to urbanization. Development pressure upon lands with such limitations can have profound effects on
a given ecosystem. Erosion of steep slopes caused by mappropriate development, for instance, does not occur as
an isolated incident. Soil tvpe. permeability, vegetation, and drainage all play major roles in and are affected by
such occurrences. Likewise, the effects of inappropriate development located within prime agricultural resource
lands do not stop at the edge of such development. The social. cultural, and economic values of such resource
lands could be reduced by the effects of urban development nearby. The limitations of the various
environments should be considered in reviewing new development within the Urban Growth Boundary.”

Iremind you: @
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Findings

4.2.a Natural Jeatures are an imporiant assel (o the visual and environmental characteristics of the
COMPRUNITY. '

4.2.b The Willamette and Mary's Rivers are vital open space and recreation features.

4.2.c When nalural systems are altered, they may not recover or return (o their original state and
ecological function. We do not ver fully understand the complex interactions benveen natural systems, or
the cumulative impacts of changes on such systems. ‘

4.2.d Planning for specific areas of the community is being used to supplement and coordinate cfforts 1o
maintain and enhance natural features within the community and between communilics.

4.2.¢ The Land Conservation and Development Commission Periodic Review Order No. 001-223 directs
the Citv to adopt a Comprehensive Plan policy "for completing inventories for riparian corridors and
wetland resources, including schedules, budgets and enforceable provisions.”

Policies ,

4.2.1 Significant natural features within the Urban Growth Boundary shall be identified and inventoried
by the City or through the development process. These shall include:

A. Seasonal and perennial streams and other natural drainage ways, wetlands, and flood plains;

B. Lands abutting the Willamette and Mary's Rivers;

C. Land with significant native vegetation as defined in the Oregon Natural Heritage Plan (1998),
which may include certain woodlands, grasslands, wetlands, riparian vegetation, and plant species;

D. Ecologically and scientifically significant natural areas;

E. Significant hillsides;

F. Outstanding scenic views and sites; and

G. Lands that provide community identity and act as gatewavs and buffers.

4.2.2 Natural features and areas dercrmined to be significant shall be preserved, or have their losses
mitigated, and/or reclaimed. The Ciry may use conditions placed upon development of such lands,
private nonprofit efforts, and City, State, and Federal government programs to achieve this objective.
4.2.3 The City shall maintain an advisory constraints map that identifies potential

development constraints. This map shall be updated periodically as new information

becomes available.

4.2.4 The City shall develop methods o track information indicating biological or

~ archeologically sensitive sites for use in directing future inventory activities on those sites.

4.5.¢ A number of tools (e.g., acquisition, design standards, performance standards, etc.) can be used in
conjunction with density transfers to prevent development on significant resource sites and potentiafly
hazardous locations. Different methods may be appropriate for use in different situations.

Yes, there is a new 2006 LDC, but fortunately The Brooklane Heights Planned Development application
was submitted prior to the adoption of the 2006 LDC and is therefore subject to the provisions of the
previous LDC and the 2000 Comp Plan approved by the State of Oregon's Land Conservation and
Development Commission on June 21, 2000. At the time of this application, Comp Plan policies 51.5.a and
51.5.b remained in effect. Therefore, the 1999 Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary Advisory Constraints
Map identifying the location of the proposed development as a “Significant Hillside” remains in effect,
and all relevant Comp Plan policies concerning development constraints on significant hillsides remain
in effect as review criteria. (See Corvallis UGB Advisory Constraints Map)

On May 30, 2008 the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) remanded to the City of Corvallis its decision to
overturn the Planning Commission denial of the proposed Brooklane Heights Planned Development (PLD06-
00018, SUB06-00006). Here follows several quotes from that remand:

“The subject property lies on the southeast side of a very steep hill. Accordingly, the slopes on the
subject property are exceedingly steep. In order to build houses on the property. the applicant would be
required to conduct excessive cutting and filling, just to create flat areas on which to build. The
challenged decision imposed a condition of approval that the applicant would be required to comply
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with recently adopted hillside development standards. However. the city fails to determine that under
the revised grading plan submitted by the applicant those standards can be complied with. To the extent
it does make that finding, it is unsupported by substantial evidence. The development standards would
prohibit mass grading on many of the lots that the revised grading plan proposes to mass grade.”

“A portion of the property is identified as having high landslide risks. Rec. 88. While the applicant
submitted a geotechnical report, that report was not reviewed by DOGAMI, as required by ORS
195.260(1) (b).” Due to the steep slopes and high landslide potential on the property, drainage is a
critical concern, especially because there are homes down slope from the property that are at risk of
landslides and flooding.”

“As discussed above, the challenged decision does not adequately address the impacts of the increase in
water flow over the property--to the stability of the slopes on the subject property, to downhill properties
that would be the most likely to experience adverse impacts, and on significant resources such as the
significant wetland just below the subject property. The findings do not anywhere address how the
proposal will comply with the above-cited relevant criterion regarding the wildlife and habitat identified
in the biologists’ letters.™

The Brooklane site is a stunningly beautiful 26-acre upland meadow with spectacular views of the valley
& the Western Cascades. You, the community, & all our children will be thrilled to witness the valley
and mountains as did the Chepenefa people of the Kalapuya, who lived along the Mary's River near
present-day Corvallis. Brooklane Heights deserves to be preserved!

** KALAPULYAN refers to a group of eight tribes speaking three languages. formerly inhabiting the valley
of the Willametie River. Oregon. The Alfalaii hved around Forest Grove. northwestern Oregon, and the Yamel
above present McMinnville. Oregon, forming one dialect division of the family. Continuing south were the
Luckiamute on the river which bears their name; the Santiam around present Lebanon, Oregon: Chepenala or
Marv's River near Corvallis, Oregon, all of whom spoke the central Kalapuvan diatect. Finallv, above Oakland,

Oregon. were the Yoncalla, who spoke the southern dialect.
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Brooklane Heights Remand Hearing (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006) Page 1 of 2

Richardson, Robert

From: Dashwood, Mohaiza [mohaiza.dashwood@

Sent: 'Monday, January 19, 2009 8:32 PM

To: Mayor; Ward 1; Ward 2; Ward 3; Ward 4; Ward 5; Ward 6; Richardson, Robert; Ward 7; Ward 8;
Ward 9

Subject: Brooklane Heights Remand Hearing (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006)

19 January 2009

To: Corvallis Mayor and City Council

From: Mohaiza Dashwood,
Subject: Brooklane Heights Remand Hearing (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006)

Dear Mayor and Council,

Once again we the neighbors of Brooklane Heights are being called upon to defend the May 30th 2008 Planning
Commission’s denial of the proposed Brooklane Heights Planned Development (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006). The four
remanded assignments of error in the LUBA ruling address the same issues cited by Corvallis Community Development
Director Ken Gibb in two staff reports and by-the Planning Comimission in their unanimouns decision to deny the application:
failure to demonstrate compatibility with smrrounding land uses and visual impacts both of and from the hill; failure to
demonstrate compliance with hillside development standards; drainage concerns and failure to demonstrate drainage plan
would protect significant wetlands; and failure to demonstrate protection of environmentally significant resources. I am
hopeful that when you have had time to review the details of the development proposal in conjunction with the numerous
codes and development constraints that apply to this property, you will support previous recommendations from the Planning
Commission and Community Development Director, and deny this application.

I concur with my fellow neighbors that there are too many overlapping significant environmental resources on this property
and the slopes are too steep for this land to be developed within the parameters of our existing Land Development Code,
Comprehensive Plan, and the Corvallis 2020 Vision Statement and Statewide Planning Goals. The only way this
development plan can fit on this slope is if we abandon numerous community land use planning regulations and the statewide

goals and local guiding visions they are supposed to implement.

The Brooklane Heights Planned Development property has been designated as “significant” in previous inventories required

by statewide planning goals and the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan:
. Significant Hillside (1999 Comprehensive Plan Urban Growth Boundary Advisory Constraints Map; 1983 Open Space-

Hillsides Report 1dentifies Country Club Hill as an important feature at the south entrance of Corvallis because of elevation
and vegetation, and the buffer it provides between urban development and the nearby agricultural land) .

o Significant Wildlife Habitat (2003 Natural Features Inventory and Significant Wildlife Habitat Map)

= Significant Tree Grove (2003 Natural Features Inventory Significant Vegetation, adopted 2006)

e Natural Hazard (2003 Natural Features Inventory shows steep slopes on most of this site and high landslide risk areas in
the drainageways)

J adjacent to a Locally Significant Wetland, the 74-acre Marys River Natural Area, which is currently being restored by
the City of Corvallis, Benton County, and the US Fish & Wildlife Service.

Even though the natural topography on this section of the hill is too steep to develop within state and local codes, the
applicant has proposed massive grading and cuts and fills up to 23 feet deep to reform the natural topography in order to
comply with Land Development Code 4.0.70.1.2: “Grades shall not exceed 15% on local streets.” The slopes on this portion
of the hillside are mostly 15 — 25%, with some areas in excess of 35% and a small mid-slope area 0f 10-15% slope. Itisnota
buildable slope and 1s better suited for other uses such as open space, wildlife habitat, low impact recreation, and natural

resource/cultural resource education.

Furthermore, in the Metolius report the applicant proposes to build houses with high rooflines that are not in character with
other homes in the area, except one. Construction of the proposed structures would significantly block the view from
existing homes and would be very intrusive when viewed from below. Current homes have low profile rooflines that are
much less intrusive when viewed from below and do not block the views of neighboring homes above them.

As noted in CCP 51.5.a Discretionary Land Use Decisions, “policies from this Comprehensive Plan shall be used as part of
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the appropriate review criteria for Planned Development.” Also, details on page 8 of the August 2007 Staff Report note that
while the proposal complies with protection of significant trees and tree-covered hillsides, it “did not comply with
Comprehensive Plan policies designed to minimize disturbances to soil and reduce cuts and fills on hillsides (Attachment
IX.26-36).” The proposal still does not comply with these provisions of our codes and with the guiding vision for the future
of our community which is detailed in the Corvallis 2020 Vision Statement. The burden of proof lies with the applicant to
show that the benefits of waiving the Code outweigh the negative impacts of increased hillside disturbance. This burden of
proof has not been met and I urge you to uphold our community vision, quality of life, watershed integrity, and applicable
codes by voting to deny this development proposal.

The applicant has presented new information at the Jan 2009 remand hearings. Please accept these corrections to the Metolius
report.

1) This is not simply infill development surrounded by fully developed land as he claims. FACT: It is on the edge of the
UGB; it is the steepest quadrant of a hill that has low-density residential development on less-steep portions above it; it is the
only significant hillside in Corvallis that is so close to a large wetland/riparian habitat complex.

2) Mr. Wright erroneously asserted in his oral presentation and on page 16 of the Metolius report that “The existing grass
area is severely degraded as a meadow due to the fact that it is mowed on a regular basis during summer months.” FACT:
Mowing, burning, and herbicide application are all open space management tools used by land managers to restore and
maintain upland prairie habitats, and are currently used by the City in its other open space and parklands.

It is your responsibility to look at the whole picture when making your decisiomn, not just those codes with which the project
does comply. On the four remanded issues, this proposal still falls short of the review criteria you must consider when
making a discretionary land use decision. As LUBA has noted in previously appealed Corvallis City Council decisions,
considering and then ignoring relevant review criteria is not acceptable.

1 am in favor of development and providing jobs to the community but we have to balance our environmental needs with
those of the people. We look to you our Mayor and City Council members to uphold our land use regulations, our
environmental integrity, and our quality of life and deny this proposed application, due to its inability to comply with all
required provisions.

Thank you for your consideration, and for your service to our community.

Respectfully,

Mohaiza Dashwood

Corvallis, Oregon 97333

Page 72-bb
1/20/2009



Page 1 of 1

Richardson, Robert

From: . Susan Morre [susanmorre€

Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 5:39 AM

To: Mayor; Ward 1; Ward 2; Ward 3; Ward 4; Ward 5; Ward 6; Ward 7; Ward 8; Ward 9
Cc: ' Richardson, Robert

Subject: Brookiane Heights remand hearing testimony

Attachments: Morre CC email testimony Jan 19 2009.doc

Dear Mayor and Council,

Attached is testimony | ask the council members to please read before the 7:30 pm Brookiane Heights hearihg if

possible.
Thank you very much.

Bob,

I'd appreciate it if you would please make sure this is entered into the record for the Brooklane Heights Planned
Development remand hearing and is available as early as possible.

Thanks!
Susan Morre

Corvallis
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16 January 2009

To: Corvallis Mayor and City Council

From: Susan Morré, e ey —— v———, -
Subject: Brooklane Heights Remand Hearing (PLD06-00018, SUBO6 -00006)

Dear Mayor and Council,

On May 30, 2008 the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) remanded to the City of Corvallis its decision
to overturn the Planning Commission denial of the proposed Brooklane Heights Planned Development
(PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006). The four remanded assignments of error in the LUBA ruling address
the same issues cited by Corvallis Community Development Director Ken Gibb in two staff reports
and by the Planning Commission in their unanimous decision to deny the application: failure to
demonstrate compatibility with surrounding land uses and visual impacts both of and from the hill;
failure to demonstrate compliance with hiliside development standards; drainage concerns and
failure to demonstrate drainage plan would protect significant wetlands; and failure to demonstrate
protection of environmentally significant resources. This remand hearing allows the Council to revisit
their decision. After reviewing details of the development proposal and numerous codes and
development constraints that apply to this property, | hope you will support previous
recommendations from Planning Commission and Community Development Director, and deny this

application.

In a nutshell, there are too many overlapping significant environmental resources and the slopes are
too steep for this particular property to be developed within the parameters of our existing Land
Development Code, Comprehensive Plan, and the Corvallis 2020 Vision Statement and Statewide
Planning Goals they are required to implement. This development plan simply does not fit this slope,
unless we abandon numerous community land use planning regulations, statewide goals, and
countless hours of citizen input to define local guiding visions.

Before opening the January 20, 2009 Corvallis City Council LUBA remand hearing for Brooklane Heights
Planned Development, | respectfully but strongly request that you read the summary on pages 21— 24
of the original August 10, 2007 Staff Report signed by Community Development Director Ken Gibb and
City Manager Jon Nelson. It recommended that you uphold the Plannmg Commission’s unanimous

denial of the project.

This property is at the edge of the Urban Growth Boundary on the steepest quadrant of Country Club
Hill, identified as a Significant Hillside in the Comprehensive Plan Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary
Advisory Constraints Map (1999) and the earlier Open Space-Hillsides Report (1983). It contains
numerous environmental resources that have been designated as “significant” in previous inventories
required by statewide planning goals and the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan:

e Significant Hillside (1999 Comprehensive Plan Urban Growth Boundary Advisory Constraints
Map; 1983 Open Space-Hillsides Report identifies Country Club Hill as an important feature at
the south entrance of Corvallis because of elevation and vegetation, significant views from the
hill and the buffer it provides between urban development and the nearby agricultural land) .
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e Significant Wildlife Habitat (2003 Natural Features Inventory and Significant Wildlife Habitat
Map)

e Significant Tree Grove (2003 Natural Features Inventory Significant Vegetation, adopted 2006)

e Natural Hazard (2003 Natural Features Inventory shows steep slopes on most of this site and
high landslide risk areas in the drainageways)

In addition, it is adjacent to a Locally Significant Wetland (1997 designation), the 74-acre Marys River
Natural Area, which is currently being restored by the City of Corvallis, Benton County, and the US Fish
& Wildlife Service. The 2003 Natural Features Inventory identifies this section of the slope as
Significant Wildlife Habitat. In the report accepted by City Council on September 2, 2003, the
recommendation section for this site says “Because of connection to the Marys River riparian corridor,
this could be an outstanding restoration site.” Upland prairie and Oregon white oak habitats are both
considered among the rarest of Oregon ecosystems and in critical need of conservation because less
than 1% of these important habitats remain in the Willamette Valley (Oregon Conservation Strategy,
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 2006 report, Oregon Natural Heritage Program , The Nature
Conservancy, Oregon State University).

Because the natural topography on this section of the hill is too steep to develop within state and local
codes, common sense and numerous planning documents recommend protecting this environmentally
sensitive landscape rather than developing it. Applicable Comprehensive Plan policies limit cuts and
fills to eight feet. Instead, the applicant has proposed massive grading and cuts and fills up to 23 feet
deep to reform the natural topography in order to comply with Land Development Code 4.0.70.1.2:
“Grades shall not exceed 15% on local streets.” The slopes on this portion of the hillside are mostly 15
— 25%, with some areas in excess of 35% and a small mid-slope area of 10-15% slope. Itisnot a
buildable slope and is better suited for other uses such as open space, wildlife habitat, low impact

" recreation, and natural resource/cultural resource education.

The applicant has recently provided some additional information (Metolius report, November 2008)
including “typical building elevations” and additional proposals for further lot grading and drainage
concerns, to which you are charged with applying relevant review criteria from the Land Development
Code (LDC) and Corvallis Comprehensive Plan (CCP) provisions. Careful analysis of the new
information will reveal that the proposal still does not comply with numerous applicable regulations,
especially CCP 4.6.7 (hillside development standards) and LDC 2.5 (review criteria for compatibility with
surrounding land uses). The proposed buildings have very high rooflines that are out of character with
all but one of the homes bordering the west and north sides of the site. The one out-of-character
home is one of two existing homes shown in the Metolius report, in a misleading attempt to make it
appear that the very high-pitched roofs shown in their “typical building elevations” were somehow
compatible and would reflect existing neighborhood characteristics as required by code. At the
January 20" hearing, | will submit photos of each home bordering the north and west sides of the
Brooklane Heights property along Fairmont Drive and Whiteside Drive. Current homes have low profile
rooflines that are much less intrusive when viewed from below and do not block the views of
neighboring homes above them. Construction of proposed structures would significantly block the
view from existing homes and would be very intrusive when viewed from below. Instead of the
special view of the hill that is seen by residents coming into Corvallis from the south gateway, it will
look like Neabeck Hill. Concerned homeowners above and below this steep hillside are concerned that
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destabilizing the slope with extensive cuts may undermine the integrity of the slope and result in
cracking of foundations or even a house sliding down the slope, as has recently occurred in Philomath,
Springfield and other communities in Oregon where inappropriate development was permitted to

occur on too-steep slopes.

As noted in CCP 51.5.a Discretionary Land Use Decisions, “policies from this Comprehensive Plan shall
be used as part of the appropriate review criteria for Planned Development.” Also, details on page 8 of
the August 2007 Staff Report note that while the proposal complies with protection of significant trees
and tree-covered hillsides, it “did not comply with Comprehensive Plan policies designed to minimize
disturbances to soil and reduce cuts and fills on hillsides (Attachment 1X.26-36).” The proposal still
does not comply with these provisions of our codes and with the guiding vision for the future of our
community which is detailed in the Corvallis 2020 Vision Statement. The burden of proof lies with the
applicant to show that the benefits of waiving the:Code outweigh the negative impacts of increased
hillside disturbance. This burden of proof has not been met, and | urge you to uphold our community
vision, quality of life, watershed integrity, and applicable codes by voting to deny this development

proposal.

Brief history and summary of previous recommendations to deny this development proposal:

Two staff reports to the Planning Commission (May 25, 2007) and to City Council (August 10, 2007)
signed by Community Development Director Ken Gibb and City Manager Jon Nelson recommended
denial of the proposed Brooklane Heights Planned Development (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006). The
Planning Commission unanimously voted to deny the proposed development (June 20, 2007
deliberations) for the following reasons, also articulated in the May 25 staff report:
1. Failure to comply with Comprehensive Plan policies related to hillside development, particularly
4.6.7;
2. Failure to comply with Comp Plan policy 9.5.13, which requires a certain percentage of
minimum sized lots and variety of housing types and sizes;
3. Inconsistencies between the proposed design of storm water detention ponds and the design
recommended in the appellant’s geotechnical report;
4. Failure to meet LDC 4.0.70.c.3, which limits the length of cul-de-sacs to 600 feet;
5. Failure to comply with LDC section 4.0.50, which requires an 8 foot wide bicycle/pedestrian
path;
6. Failure to provide typical elevations sufficient to indicate the architectural intent and character
of the proposed development per LDC section 2.5.50.a, thereby limiting the ability of the
Planning Commission to evaluate compatibility impacts, especially those related to hillside

views and hillside development.

The applicant appealed the denial to the City Council and submitted a revised grading plan (July 5,
2007), added three more lots, shortened the cul-de-sac, widened the bike path, and proposed 27
conditions of approval to address failures to comply with applicable review criteria. Community
Development Director Ken Gibb again recommended denial of the application. Quoting Gibb, on
appeal, the applicant “proposed significant changes to the proposal that was reviewed and denied by
the Planning Commission” to address the easier points 2, 3, 4, and 5, but did nothing to address the
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remaining major failures to comply with hillside development standards and neighborhood
compatibility.

Page 22-23 of the August 10 staff report states: “Staff does not believe the proposed Conditions of
Approval as reflected in the revised grading plan satisfy the hillside development criteria in
Comprehensive Plan Policy 4.6.7. Further, insufficient details regarding the extent of grading that will
be necessary on the non-mass-graded lots, and insufficient detail regarding building design on all lots,
lead Staff to believe the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan proposal does not comply with
applicable hillside development standards. This also results in uncertainty regarding the
compatibility of future development including impacts to surrounding properties’ views. From the
facts presented in the May 25, 2007 Staff Report to the Planning Commission and findings made during
the June 20, 2007 Planning Commission deliberations on this matter, the Planning Commission and
staff recommend that the City Council pursue Option 2, denying the Tentative Subdivision Plat
request.

Despite the unanimous recommendation from the Planning Commission and Community Development
Director to deny the application, City Council instead voted to overturn the Planning Commission
decision to deny the application, thereby approving the development proposal. Community members
appealed the decision to LUBA, and LUBA remanded the decision, reinforcing several of the same
points made by Planning Commission and Staff:

® Findings were inadequate to determining if the code and compatibility requirements are met
without “typical building elevations” having been submitted (Fourth Assignment of Error).

*  Findings were inadequate for determining if the provisions of Comprehensive Plan policy 4.6.7
are met based on the imposition of Condition 27, which requires individual lots to be developed
consistent with the hillside development provisions of Chapter 4.5 and the pedestrian-oriented
design standards in Chapter 4.10 from the 2006 LDC (Fifth Assignment of Error).

‘= Findings were inadequate for determining if the drainage plan adequately addresses
Comprehensive Plan policy 4.11.12 (Sixth Assignment of Error).

*  Findings were inadequate for determining if protections of environmentally significant

resources are consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies (Seventh Assignment of Error).

LUBA stated on pages 13-14 of the remand under the heading “D. Whether Grading Will Exceed Eight
Feet”: “In order to demonstrate compliance with CCP 4.6.7(D), the city found that the revised

grading plan “will generally limit cuts and fills to eight feet.” (Record 36). Petitioners argue

that that finding is not supported by substantial evidence. While petitioners appear to be

correct, the city will need to adopt new findings on remand that either explain how the 2006

LDC hillside grading standards implement each of the CCP 4.6.7 provisions or find

compliance with each of the provisions of CCP 4.6.7.” While both the Metolius report and the new
City Staff Report list each of the provisions of 4.6.7, a careful reading of the accompanying claims
reveals that the proposal still fails to implement or comply with eight of the nine provisions of CCP
4.6.7: the massive cuts and fills proposed do not fit the topography; visually significant slope is not
preserved in its natural state; significant natural features such as upland prairie, significant wildlife
habitat and significant slope are not preserved, cutting and filling are not minimized but instead are up
to two and a half times what is allowed, soil disturbances are not minimized, mass grading construction
techniqu-es do not minimize erosion and surface water runoff, views of and from the hills are both
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degraded and obstructed, and the proposed tree-lined streets do not enhance the open space
resource (upland prairie and native oak woodland). '

New information presented for remand hearing

The applicant’s representative Scott Wright prepared a “summary report” to guide your decision
(Metolius Consulting “Brooklane Heights Remand Summary” report dated November 28, 2008). A new
City Staff Report dated December 24, 2008 provided a third staff report that tries to rewrite the
findings from the City Council deliberations in a way that appears to meet all relevant codes, rather
than restating the reasons cited in the two prior staff reports that the proposal fails to comply with
relevant review criteria, despite new information provided by the applicant on remand. in fact,
numerous applicable codes have been omitted from “staff identified review criteria” that related to
the remanded issues, although they were included in the original two lists of criteria provided by staff.
Although the Council is allowed a certain amount of discretion in land use decisions, the applicable

criteria still apply.

The Metolius report accomplishes three things: it provides “typical building elevations” that are proof
that the proposed development is not compatible with less intensive surrounding land uses,
particularly height, scale and mass of sample structures (figures 2 through 5) and the resulting visual
“impacts on existing properties; it allows that all of the remaining lots not included in the original mass
grading plan may be graded up to eight feet, providing further evidence of the extent to which this
significant hillside will be disturbed in order to force an incompatible plan in this steep slope; and it
simply leaves numerous findings that argue against this development -- the large scale failings to
comply with hiliside development standards and applicable review criteria. More troubling are several
misleading statements presented by Mr. Wright in the Metolius report and in previous testimony from
the proponents of this development. Please accept these facts as corrections:

1) This is not simply “infill development”, is not surrounded by fully developed land as he claims, and
the proposed development is not at all “almost identical with the surrounding land uses” and the
streets do not follow natural topography — because the natural grade is too steep to legally build this
development. An aerial photo of the area and the 1999 Comprehensive Plan UGB Advisory
Constraints Map prove that conclusively. FACT: It is on the edge of the UGB; it is the steepest
quadrant of a hill that has low-density residential development on less-steep portions above it; it is the
only significant hillside in Corvallis that is so close to a large wetland/riparian habitat complex (adjacent
to the Marys River Wetland reserve very near the confluence with the Willamette River), with much
more undeveloped farmland nearby (see aerial photos and advisory constraints map attached), and
very intensive site disturbance would occur if developed as proposed.

2) Mr. Wright erroneously asserted in his oral presentation and on page 16 of the Metolius report that
“The existing grass area is severely degraded as a meadow due to the fact that it is mowed on a regular
basis during summer months.” FACT: Mowing, burning, weeding and herbicide application are all open
space management tools used by land managers to restore and maintain upland prairie habitats, and
are currently used in various combinations by the City in its other open space and parklands. The 2003
Wildlife Habitat Assessment for this parcel accepted by the Council on September 2, 2003, states:

“This may be the largest wetland-upland complex left within the Corvallis UGB, and restoration to a
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higher native plant component to improve habitat values could occur in conjunction with adjacent,
similar lands outside the UGB. Because of connection to Marys River riparian corridor, this could be an
outstanding restoration site.” The May 4, 2007 letter from Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Habitat Biologist Ann Kreager to the City (Attachment O-1, May 25 staff report) states “The site
provides exceptional habitat value on numerous scales....While the majority of grasses on-site are non-
native grasses, the overall structure and composition of the forb layer is excellent. The site has
experienced relatively little disturbance historically, as evidenced by the presence of native strawberry,
buttercup, oatgrass, and Roemer’s fescue....The stand of Oregon white oak is significant and
increasingly rare....Oak woodlands and savanna are habitats identified for conservation in the (Oregon)
Strategy and provide benefit to a suite of species also identified in the plan.... Sites of this size and
composition, as well as its proximity to other natural resources, are rapidly diminishing resources,
especially within the City limits.” US Fish and Wildlife Private Land Biologist gave similar testimony to
the Corvallis Open Space Commission, who unanimously recommended that this parcel be preserved
as open space due to the numerous environmentally significant qualities it offers to the community.

3) Mr. Wright stated that the construction of the Oakmont 10-acre subdivision to the north is
dependent on approval of the Brooklane Heights application because there is no second road access to
serve the site. FACT: There is a road easement shown on the plats submitted to you that exits the
western end of the proposed Oakmont subdivision, next to the Oakmont property owner’s home.

4) Mr. Wright falsely states “The only observation that can be made (about homes in the existing
homes bordering the development) is that homes are varied in size and shape” in the existing
neighborhood, and that the tall houses with high pitched rooflines he offers as compatible with the
neighborhood-could be built on the lots and meet 2006 LDC requirements. FACT: The unifying
characteristic of houses in this neighborhood is that they are unique in style but almost all have low-
pitched rooflines to be less obtrusive on the slope and to avoid obstructing the views of the neighbors
above them. LUBA also noted that the proposed building styles needed to comply with the zoning that
was in effect when the project was proposed, which was RS-3.5, not RS-5.

5) Several proponents of the development have mistakenly said that a 100-lot subdivision was
previously approved for this property, so we should approve this one for 45 lots because it is somehow
better. FACT: The previous 1980 approval was only for a conceptual development plan, and it
specifically noted in the findings that NO LOTS were approved due to concerns about the impact on
slope stability, and requiring a geotechnical report before any lots would be approved. Its condition of
approval 11 stated “Any reference to a specific number of lots is premature and shall not be considered
as part of any approval at this time and lot areas may be subject to change, based on the information
gained from the soils report.” Condition 5 called for a soils report from a registered professional with

_ expertise in soil mechanics, including identifying areas that may not be developable or possess
limitations due to soils, slopes, or other potentially hazardous characteristics (see May 13, 1980
findings for Secret Gardens, Attachment H-5 through H-7 in the May 25, 2007 staff report to Planning
Commission). No such analysis was ever submitted, and after three 3-year extensions, the project
approval expired in May 1992.

It is your responsibility to look at the whole picture when making your decision, not just those codes
with which the project does comply. On the four remanded issues, this proposal still falls short of the
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review criteria you must consider when making a discretionary land use decision. As LUBA has noted in
previously appealed Corvallis City Council decisions, considering and then ignoring relevant review

criteria is not acceptable.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 1.2.0 states: “The applicable review criteria in all land use decisions shall
be derived from the Comprehensive Plan and other regulatory tools that implement the plan.” Land
Development Code 2.5.40.04 states: “Requests for approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall
be reviewed to assure consistency with the purposes of this chapter, policies and density requirements
of the Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City
Council. In addition, the following compatibility factors shall be considered: Basic site design, visual
elements, noise attenuation, noxious odors, lighting, signage, landscaping for buffering and screening,
traffic, effects on off-site parking, and effects on air and water quality.”

Changes made by the applicant after initial Planning Commission denial of the application addressed
previous lack of compliance with CCP 9.5.13, and LDC 4.0.50 and 4.0.70.c.3, as noted above. Changes
after the LUBA remand address failure to provide typical building elevations, although those provided
do not comply with compatibility criteria in the LDC and CCP. The applicant has still avoided providing
2 foot contours, as required, because they said the steepness of the slope would make the plans hard
to read if they used 2 foot contours. Both Planning Commission and City Council noted this failure to
comply. These small gestures of compliance are dwarfed by the numerous codes with which it still
does not comply, and no amount of tweaking the proposal will accomplish that. There are too many
overlapping reasons that this steep slope is not suitable for such heavy-handed development: itis
already designated as a significant hiliside, significant wildlife habitat, significant tree grove, drainsto a
significant wetland reserve, contains high landslide risk natural hazard zones, and the extensive cuts
and fills present a threat to the public safety of existing homes and the stability of the hillside itself
(Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary Advisory Constraints Map , previous hiliside reports, 2003 City of
Corvallis Wildlife Habitat Assessment, Corvallis and Benton County Natural Features Inventories). The
Natural Features Inventory regulations in the 2006 LDC will apply to future lot development on this

prdperty, so they cannot be ignored.

In summary, this proposed development, even with changes made after Planning Commission and
LUBA hearings, still fails to comply with numerous applicable hillside development standards,
neighborhood compatibility requirements, and significant environmental features protection review
standards found in LDC 2.4.20.b, 2.4.30.04,2.5.20.c and h, 2.5.40.04, 4.0.70, 4.5.80, 4.5.110, and CCP
3.2.1.a,b,c,and e, 3.2.3,3.2.4,3.2.7,4.2.2,4.6.1,4.6.2,4.6.7,4.6.9,4.7.1,4.7.3,4.10.7, 4.10.8, 4.10.9,

4.11.11,4.11.12, 9.2.2,9.25.3,¢,d,f,g,and |,9.5.2, 9.5.13, and 11.2.1.

Please uphold our land use regulations, our environmental integrity, and our quality of life and deny
this proposed application, due to its inability to comply with all required provusmns Thank you for your

consideration, and for your service to our community.

Respectfully,

~ -y

Susan Morre '
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Page 2 of 2

- Cc; 'Richardson, Robert’
Subject: Brooklane Heights remand hearing testimony

Dear Mayor and Council,

Attached is testimony | ask the council members to please read before the 7:30 pm Brooklane Heights hearing if

possible.
Thank you very much.

Bob,

I"d appreciate it if you would please make sure this is entered into the record for the Brooklane Heights Planned
Development remand hearing and is available as early as possible.

Thanks!
Susan Morre

Corvallis
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Richardson, Robert

From: Susan Morre [susanmorre —

Sent:  Tuesday, January 20, 2009 6:14 AM

To: 'Susan Morre'; Mayor; Ward 1; Ward 2; Ward 3; Ward 4; Ward 5; Ward 6; Ward 7; Ward 8; Ward 9
Cc: Richardson, Robert

Subject: RE: Brooklane Heights remand hearing testimony

Additional corrections to misinformation provided to you in the Metolius Report for Brooklane Heights:

Page 11: Under compatibility review criteria of LDC 2.5.40.04 concerning compatibility of visual elements
{scale, structural design and form, materials and so forth) Mr. Wright states “The homes will be placed designed
and placed on the lots similar to the homes in Fairway View Subdivision, just west of this site.” The
neighborhood just west of this site is not Fairway View Subdivision, it is Fairhaven Heights, with dramatically
different neighborhood characteristics. The proposed homes are far from visually compatible with our desired
neighborhood characteristics, and they do not at all reflect our existing neighborhood characteristics.

Page 15: Under CCP 4.6.7 Hillside standards, there is another erroneous statement: “Although there is no cut
and fill standard in the 2000 LDC that this project is reviewed under, the design for public infrastructure tries to
minimize cuts and fills.” This project is reviewed under Comprehensive Plan cut and fill standards that limit
them to 8 feet; this project proposes cuts and fills up to an in some places in excess of 20 feet. It will be very
expensive infrastructure that will greatly increase erosion problems and causes major concerns about slope
instability.

We are in a time of economic uncertainty, a housing downturn, HP has reduced its local workforce, and the state

budget is in decline. Climate change concerns call for more green building, using energy and resource efficient

methods. LEED for Neighborhood standards recommend that sustainable communities direct new development
" to previously disturbed sites before developing environmentally sensitive sites such as this one.

We already have three stalled out developments in the Brooklane Drive and 35" Street areas. There is no
demonstrated need for more housing inside the UGB, especially high-end housing on environmentally sensitive
sites. There is no justification for permitting a project to go forward that fails to meet so many of our land
development codes and threatens the safety and structural integrity of existing homes. The provides no
overriding public benefit to justify needing so many variances from the applicable codes. Our community would
be better served by enforcing the existing codes fairly, and building more affordable housing in less
environmentally sensitive sites that can be developed more cost-effectively. Preserving this hillside as open
space would be a better use for this special site, and would preserve natural amenities and quality of life for the
majority of citizens. '

Thanks for considering these concerns.

Susan Morre

From: Susan Morre [mailto:susanmorre(
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 5:39 AM
To: 'mayor@council.ci.corvallis.or.us’; 'ward1@council.ci.corvallis.or.us'; 'ward2@council.ci.corvallis.or.us';
'Ward3@council.ci.corvallis.or.us'; "Ward4@council.ci.corvallis.or.us’; 'Ward5@council.ci.corvallis.or.us’;
'Ward6@council.ci.corvallis.or.us'; 'Ward7@council.ci.corvallis.or.us'; 'Ward8@council.ci.corvallis.or.us’;
'Ward9@council.ci.corvallis.or,us’
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Richardson, Robert

From: taylorgh@

Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 11:35 AM

To: Richardson, Robert

Cc: Mayor; Ward 1; Ward 2; Ward 3; Ward 4; Ward 5; Ward 6; Ward 7; Ward §; Ward 9

Subject: testimony

Attachments: Taylor_testimony_20Jan2009.doc

Taylor_testimony_2

0Jan2009.doc...
Attached please find a Word file with my testimony for tonight's City Council

meeting regarding the Brooklane Heights development.

George- Taylor

George H. Taylor, CCM
Annlied Climate Services LLC

Corvallis OR 97333
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To: Corvallis City Council and Mayor Tomlinson

Date: January 20, 2009
Subject: Brooklane Heights Remand Hearing (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006)

Dear Council members and Mr. Mayor:

The Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) has remanded to the City of Corvallis the decision to overturn
the Planning Commission denial of the proposed Brooklane Heights Planned Development (PLD06-
00018, SUB06-00006). As you know, the Planning Commission had made a unanimous decision to

deny the application, but the Council approved the application.

Two staff reports issued in 2007 to the Planning Commission and to City Council by Community
Development Director Ken Gibb and City Manager Jon Nelson recommended denial of the proposed
development. The Planning Commission unanimously voted to deny the proposed development (June
20, 2007) for the following reasons, consistent with the earlier staff report:

1. Failure to comply with Comprehensive Plan policies related to hillside development, particularly
4.6.7;

2. Failure to comply with Comp Plan policy 9.5.13, which requires a certain percentage of
minimum sized lots and variety of housing types and sizes;

3. Inconsistencies between the proposed design of storm water detention ponds and the design
recommended in the appellant’s geotechnical report;

4. Failure to meet LDC 4.0.70.c.3, which limits the length of cul-de-sacs to 600 feet;

5. Failure to comply with LDC section 4.0.50, which requires an 8 foot wide bicycle/pedestrian
path;

6. Failure to provide typical elevations sufficient to indicate the architectural intent and character of
the proposed development per LDC section 2.5.50.a, thereby limiting the ability of the Planning
Commission to evaluate compatibility impacts, especially those related to hillside views and

hillside development.

The applicant appealed the denial to the City Council and submitted a revised development plan on July
5,2007. Ken Gibb again recommended denial of the application. According to Gibb, the revised plan
“proposed significant changes to the proposal that was reviewed and denied by the Planning
Commission” to address the easier points 2, 3, 4, and 5, but did nothing to address the remaining major
failures to comply with hillside development standards and neighborhood compatibility.”

Page 22-23 of the August 10 staff report states: ““Staff does not believe the proposed Conditions of
Approval as reflected in the revised grading plan satisfy the hillside development criteria in
Comprehensive Plan Policy 4.6.7. Further, insufficient details regarding the extent of grading that will
be necessary on the non-mass-graded lots, and insufficient detail regarding building design on all lots,
lead Staff to believe the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan proposal does not comply with
applicable hillside development standards. This also results in uncertainty regarding the compatibility of

future development including impacts to surrounding properties’ views.”
Despite the unanimous recommendations from Gibb and the Planning Commission to deny the

application, the City Council voted to overturn the Planning Commission decision to deny the
application, thereby approving the development proposal. Community members (including my wife and
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me) appealed the decision to LUBA, and LUBA remanded the decision, reinforcing several of the same
points made by Planning Commission and Staff:

The LUBA ruling addressed the same issues cited by Gibb and by the Planning Commission:

e failure to demonstrate compatibility with surrounding land uses and visual impacts both of and
from the hili;

o failure to demonstrate compliance with hillside development standards;

e drainage concermns;

e failure to demonstrate that the drainage plan would protect significant wetlands;

o failure to demonstrate protection of environmentally significant resources.

While I support the right of a property owner to develop private land, I believe that applicable code and
regulations should be followed. Unfortunately, the current development plan fails to comply with the
Land Development Code and Comprehensive Plan and thus should be denied until such a time as it can
be brought into compliance. '

I am particularly concerned with the steepness of the topography on this section of the hill. It is too steep
to develop within state and local codes. Building codes limit cuts and fills to eight feet, but the applicant
has proposed cuts and fills up to 23 feet deep to comply with Land Development Code 4.0.70.1.2:
“Grades shall not exceed 15% on local streets.” The proposed site is not a buildable slope.

I have concern as well regarding building height. In the January 5 hearing before your group, applicant’s
engineer Scott Wright showed pictures of two multi-story homes on Fairmont Drive in an apparent
demonstration of typical neighborhood homes. In reality, those homes (the Ball and Frei homes) are
atypical of the neighborhood. Nearly all homes are single story-daylight basement homes. I am very
concerned that allowing new homes to be as high as 30 feet will cause significant blocking of views
from existing homes.

In summary, this proposed development, even with changes made after Planning Commission and
LUBA hearings, does not comply with numerous applicable hillside development standards,
neighborhood compatibility requirements, and significant environmental features protection review
standards. I urge you to uphold our land use regulations, neighborhood integrity, and our quality of life
and deny this proposed application until it is able to comply with all required provisions.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

e a2

-/
George H. Taylor

Corvallis, Oregon 97333

Page 72-bo



Page 1 of 1

Richardson, Robert

From: Rebecca Wilsor

Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 12:13 PM
To: Richardson, Robert

Subject: Brooklane development

Attachments: Brooklane.doc

Please see attached file.
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January 20, 2009

TO: City of Corvallis City Council
FROM: Rebecca Wilson

Corvallis, OR 97336 )
SUBJECT: Brooklane Development

Please accept my testimony in opposition to the Brooklane development plan. As you
will note from my address (Ward 7), this is not a NIMBY perspective.

Why does this council repeatedly ignore the Comprehensive Plan Policies and Land

Development Codes? It makes one wonder why the codes even exist. This beautiful and
environmentally significant piece of land deserves all of the stewardship that this council

can muster.
Please consider the following when casting your vote:

1. This proposal fails to comply with hillside development standards LDC 4.5.60, LDC
4.5.70 and LDC 4.5.80.

2. This proposal fails to comply with wetland protection standards (CPP 4.11.12).

3. This proposal fails to comply with neighborhood compatibility issues (LDC 2.5.50).
Voting to approve this development as it is presented is NOT in the publics’ best interest.

Thank you for your consideration.

Rebecca Wilson
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January 20, 2009
LUBA Remand Hearing continuation
- Brooklane Heights (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006)

Dear Corvallis City Council,
Home Owners Association (HOA) and care for and mg. of
openspace/commons:

I have questions about how the openspace-Tracts A,B,C will be
maintained if they need to be mowed to code or have this total number of
native trees conserved as stated in print, and cared for/protected from being
damaged by area landowners and managed over the life of the trees these
near all abutting lots.

Example: If a tree or many trees shade a out a lot, then this owner can
perhaps cut these trees down in an attempt to provide more time for sunlight
to reach this lot and this owner perhaps does not own the tree but it is part of
the overall commons as openspace, but that this resource as a wild living
native habitat area will be taken away along with perhaps many more trees
overtime due to various issues linked to an overall lack of a plan to protect
and care for these trees as a group for this view shed and hillslope coverage
from development eyesore views.

There are no discussion of Home Owners Association or code or covenant
to suggest a HOA will be created to keep these high quality openspaces/
Tracts A,B,C and existing native and infilled none native trees from damage
due to lack of management of them by the local area landowners once the
site 1s all sold to 45 owners.

Area openspaces may degrade with erosion, tons of lawn clippings
containing highly invasive seed and weeds not normally found in this upland
Oregon White Oak prairie. Landowners could abuse the openspace/Tract
A,B and C by dumping all sorts of materials overtime into it if they do not
regard these places as part of their back yard and something to protect and
work to conserve by paying HOA dues to perform:

- much needed fire reducing mowing in the upland prairie,

- weed management, dealing with erosion and perhaps working to
conserve area Oregon White Oaks which after development may have the
potential to be undamaged by hydrologic changes both at the surface and
subsurface and by area road building, development blasting, trenching and
use of irrigation lines and chemicals to maintain yards.

Oregon White Oak do not fair well with roots being trenched or irrigation
lines adding water to their roots. So perhaps many trees will decline after
development and need to be removed due to various assortment of impacts
and man made damages brought to these trees by this development
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Site trees kept as conservation assets could become damaged due to
building pressures associated with:

-loss of area hydrology, increases in area hydrology due to changes in
native drainage patterns, individual lot irrigation systems, spray drift and
spray at base of the trees for weeds, 1vy invasion and lack of control,
grading and filling changing water flow patterns from deeper in the hillside
- and at the surface, bark chip yardscapes, trail building in root area, burial of
tree boles due to fill, mechanical damage during development, poor arborist
care leading to disease and fungal infestation from poor quality arborists
work, lack of protection for trees and lot owners cutting them down without
‘consultation with the entire neighborhood, problems with leaf deposition to
local area lots and thus case these trees to be eliminated just because leaf fall
problems for gutters of homes, infestation by infilled of required
landscaping to sidewalk areas by 172 nonnative street trees with potential for
x millions of trees seedlings to grow into all the openspace/Marys River
Open Space Park by wind and water seed transport, weeds and zero manage
of these new weedy nonnative invading trees species in the openspaces,
shading of trees by non native trees planted as landscape trees and shading
from rooflines, wind damage due to changes in how air moves on these
hillsides after build out, build out ontop of root wades creating problems for
trees in lots and near lot lines.

How will these openspaces as Tracts A, B, C all be maintained as the
meadow grassy slope has been wonderfully mowed by the owner for years
and this mowing has increased and preserved the higher quality upland
prairie conditions we see today at this location.

The value for this parcel to be considered to be retained as a large
conservation easement could far exceed the value it would sell for as home
site. This significant view slope is closely connected hydolologically and
physically to the floodplain wetland of the MROP and Marys River corridor
and the Caldwell Openspace.

Amounts of area hillslope run off surface and subsurface flows being
released from this development may be at greater volume at a faster
rate(flashy) then normally are slowly intermittently and under natural soil
pressure gradients, being released to the lower slope of Brooklane Park
Estates fill and then into MROP.

Oakmont Addition to the north also will be releasing all their stormwater
to the existing storm water drain which dumps into the existing NE pond
system owned by Mr. W. Dilson and this flows to the Marys River by water
table and by a small surface ditch to this larger north south agricultural ditch
way.
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So this ridge with all the grading, hardening and plumbing of surface and
subsurface water into curve and gutter utility and then to storm drain pipes
and native topographic draws, inset to this hill, and a unknown volume of
water will be directed to and stored somehow 1n two drainage catchment
basins to be, over time to be determined, released to existing lower elevation
drainage agricultural ditch as a stormwater outfall utility.

Oakmont Addition and Brooklane Heights along with Oakmont Cernetery
and BLPE and the development to the north will put run off into storm water
facility the lower Brooklane Drive ne ponds and the ditchline storm drain
lines in Brooklane Park Estates to direct and move water off this ridge line
quickly and perhaps not allow water as surface flow and as subsurface flow
to remain on site longer to contribute to flows being released at a normal
undeveloped rate to these lower floodplain, wetlands of the mainstem Marys
River-Marys River Openspace Park.

MROP is owned by the City of Corvallis as a Federal Conservation
Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) site currently under funding from
USFWS grant to try to establish and maintain this site for use at some point -
n archiving of rare native botanic species over time to if applicable
ecologically, contribute to mitigation of species listed in the Federally
funded and Endangered Species Act directed - Benton County Habitat
Conservation Plan- as a wet Prairie conservation area.

Hopefully by development this area/ridgeline, these developments will not
add to depletion of water coming from this site over time into these

floodplain hydric soils.

So will this development together with the Oakmont Addition change the
way the MROP lower wetland/floodplain function in relation to vernal pool
hydrology, seasonal water flows to these hydric soil from upslope inputs
naturally from this ridge with its water tables storage inside this ridge
structure? I guess this 1s to be determined based on estimates of pre and post
development hydrology from surface and subsurface sources, and the ability
for these developments to best manage this resource after development. -
Cultural Sites and mitigation of them due to development

How are the cultural sites being mitigated since lots appear overtop the one
listed site with the State Historic Preservation Office and perhaps a second
site nearby this first listed site is also going to be bulldozed and built upon.

How are these sites being cared for by the applicant? Hopefully the
applicant is able to work with a anthropologic consulting firm to best
manage and care for these sites in relation to their importance as culturally
significant to local indigenous tribal communities’ heritage.
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Oakmont Addition access to and thru BLH.

In testimony the applicant stated this development would impair Oakmont
Addition development due to access. There is currently a right of way
established for a dedicated city collector street access right of way
established for Oakmont Addition up to Fairhaven Drive. Brooklane
Heights if it is not developed will not block Oakmont Additions
development as stated by the applicant.

I see only one land use hearing sign located at this site so hopefully this
sign totally one per this entire area is enough to alert the area residents who
are not informed by the developer/owner to find out about this sites
development and become involved in this hearing process as this hillslope
does have geologic hazards, is very wet naturally during the winter, does
have slope angle, does drain its watertable and surface water downslope to
garages and living rooms in Brooklane Park Estates.

The existing storm drain line at the toe of this parcel built into the west
access to BLPE hopefully is to code and 1s large enough to collect, move and
control new water flows coming from these storm drainlines set in the
hillslope in stormdrain pipes and from native drainageway openspaces used
to funnel water downslope in the three openspace Tracts.

In future after build out, how well will native drainage way sustain if they
could due to higher flow volumes at greater velocity (flashy) become deeply
eroded and allow more sediment as sand and silt to fill up these lower insitu
BLPE storm drainage utility?

Will sediment be dumped onto MROP and into the agricultural ditch way
these developers for all three subdivisions are planning to using to direct and
- all storm run off however compromised chemically to outfall into the Marys
and hopefully to some degree this total outfall from these three
developments and the cemetery can be filtered through soils in MROP along
the way to the Marys River.

If too many chemicals run off into this ag ditchline and the ponds to the
ne containing rare threated state listed Western Pond Turtle, hopefully the
City Public Works Department in conjunction with USFWS funding and
Benton Soil and Water Conservation District advisement can responsibly
and sustainably note this problem overall is taking a environemental toll on
these native nature futures as assets to the community at large and over time
hopefully, can work with individual land owners or HOA’s in these
subdivisions to mitigate this damage associated with combined,
commingled extensive types of all sorts of man made water transporte
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chemical outfall to this openspace soil as floodplain hydric soiled wetland
which floods about every year.

I am concerned about area hydrology and would like the applicant to
better define the predicted total winter month pre and post development flow
volume and provide details to how this will be captured and taken off site.
The ponds construction and function is important and these are located in
highly erodable slopes. To store water to release normally at pre
development rates, would these two storage ponds have to store up tons of
water over time? How will the home owners associations maintain the
outfall areas as existing Storm Drain utility lines on Brooklane Park Estates
if they do become filled with eroding sediment as sand and clay particulate
build up? I guess it is unclear how or where the baysavers will be installed
or if they need to be upgraded from the existing baysavers in the stormwater

utility already in place at BLPE.

Discussion by the applicant for offsite deposit of this slopes surface and
subsurface water drainage suggests it will all outfall to the man made
agricultural developed ditch in MROP.

Historically, native surface and subsurface drainage water outfalls to this
area slowly over time and allows more water to remain on site in the lower
floodplain wetlands as hydric soils of MROP. The use of this agricultural
ditchline as a storm utility line will allow more water to run off faster into
the Marys River from this wetland and may cause these soils to dry faster
with loss of slower water table fluctuation from this undeveloped hillside.

Brooklane Park Estates (BLPE) is built on fill so this could retain water
under these lots and in the open undeveloped lot inside the upper western
portion of BLPE. The two stormwater holding/detention and release ponds
appear to be in the most landslide rated hazardous locations for slope failure.
With these added tons of water stored in these ponds how well will they
continue to function over the life of the development and will the home
owners association pay for the sites two ponds upkeep until the City takes
ownership of these man made stormwater utility? Generally roads are built
on fault Iines and here the ponds are built into the most hazardous landslide

areas.
Thanks, Rana Foster

Corvallis, Oregon.
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Richardson, Robert

From:

Sent: ﬁesday, January 20, 2zuu3 4:15 PM
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Brooklane Archaeological Sites Testimony

City Councilors,

Condition 7 of your approval of the proposed Brooklane development required substantive
evaluation of the site for historic and archaeological significance.
I applaud your wisdom in requiring an assessment for our cultural patrimony before it is

forever disturbed -- and conseguently destroyed -- by earth moving.

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) is unwilling to share the results of your
required evaluation. This tells us that the study revealed the presence of archaeological
resources on the Brooklane site. If no resources were found, the SHPO would say so. As
stewards of our state's historic and prehistoric resources, it is often necessary for the
SHPO to safeguard these sites by keeping their location unknown to the public. Their
reticence to share information, tells us that sites were indeed located.

Ideally these sites will remain undisturbed, and any development on this hillside above
the Marys River Natural area -- which is rich with abundant archaeological resources --
will not occur. Short of the ideal, it is desirable for any development on this hillside
to leave the known archeological resources undisturbed. That said, it is difficult,’
although not impossible, to leave undisturbed parts of the earth in a project of this
proposed scope. The opportunities for an "oops factor," inadvertent displacement of the

sites to occur, is unfortunately exceedingly high.

Regardless of the level of conservation you decide to require of the developer, I
respectfully request that you also require permanent educational interpretation of any and
all Brooklane archaeological sites to be provided, as part of any mitigation to these know
resources. I would suggest that the developer be required to install permanent pedestal
signs (perhaps like those along the River Front Park and trail system) to be included for

each Brooklane site. The developer would need to:
1. Collaborate with local and state historians who would need to approve the language and

content of any and all interpretive signs; 2. Underwrite the costs of research, editing,
graphic design, fabrication, installation, and ongoing maintenance of these signs, and 3.
Install the signs along trails or public rights-of-way as close as possible to actual

archeological sites.
These steps would assure us that any loss of our collective archaeological heritage would

be offset by a compensating educational program.

On behalf of Corvallis' preservation community, I encourage you to support education
regarding these exceedingly rare urban archaeological resources.

Thank you for your kind consideration,
Respectfully submitted,

BA Beierle
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January 20, 2009
LUBA Remand Hearing continuation
Brooklane Heights (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006)

Dear Corvallis City Council,
Home Owners Association (HOA) and care for and mg. of
openspace/commons:

I have questions about how the openspace-Tracts A,B,C will be
maintained if they need to be mowed to code or have this total number of
native trees conserved as stated in print, and cared for/protected from being
damaged by area landowners and managed over the life of the trees these
near all abutting lots.

Example: If a tree or many trees shade a out a lot, then this owner can
perhaps cut these trees down in an attempt to provide more time for sunlight
to reach this lot and this owner perhaps does not own the tree but it is part of
the overall commons as openspace, but that this resource as a wild living
native habitat area will be taken away along with perhaps many more trees
overtime due to various issues linked to an overall lack of a plan to protect
and care for these trees as a group for this view shed and hillslope coverage
from development eyesore views.

There are no discussion of Home Owners Association or code or covenant
to suggest a HOA will be created to keep these high quality openspaces/
Tracts A,B,C and existing native and infilled none native trees from damage
due to lack of management of them by the local area landowners once the
site 1s all sold to 45 owners.

Area openspaces may degrade with erosion, tons of lawn clippings
containing highly invasive seed and weeds not normally found in this upland
Oregon White Oak prairie. Landowners could abuse the openspace/Tract
A B and C by dumping all sorts of materials overtime into it if they do not
regard these places as part of their back yard and something to protect and
work to conserve by paying HOA dues to perform:

- - much needed fire reducing mowing in the upland prairie,

- weed management, dealing with erosion and perhaps working to
conserve area Oregon White Oaks which after development may have the
potential to be undamaged by hydrologic changes both at the surface and
subsurface and damages by area road building, development blasting,
trenching and use of irrigation lines and chemicals to maintain yards.

Oregon White Oak do not fair well with roots being trenched or irrigation
lines adding water to their roots. So perhaps many trees will decline after
development and need to be removed due to various assortment of impacts
and man made damages brought to these trees by this development.
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Site trees kept as conservation assets could become damaged due to
building pressures associated with:

-loss of area hydrology, increases in area hydrology due to changes in
native drainage patterns, individual lot irrigation systems, spray drift and
spray at base of the trees for weeds, ivy invasion and lack of control,
grading and filling changing water flow patterns from deeper in the hillside
and at the surface, bark chip yardscapes, trail building in root area, burial of
tree boles due to fill, mechanical damage during development, poor arborist
care leading to disease and fungal infestation from poor quality arborists
work, lack of protection for trees and lot owners cutting them down without
consultation with the entire neighborhood, problems with leaf deposition to
local area lots and thus case these trees to be eliminated just because leaf fall
problems for gutters of homes, infestation by infilled of required
landscaping to sidewalk areas by 172 nonnative street trees with potential for
x millions of trees seedlings to grow into all the openspace/Marys River
Open Space Park by wind and water seed transport, weeds and zero manage
of these new weedy nonnative invading trees species in the openspaces,
shading of trees by non native trees planted as landscape trees and shading
from rooflines, wind damage due to changes in how air moves on these
hillsides after build out, build out ontop of root wades creating problems for
trees in lots and near lot lines. .

How will these openspaces as Tracts A, B, C all be maintained as the
meadow grassy slope has been wonderfully mowed by the owner for years
and this mowing has increased and preserved the higher quality upland
prairie conditions we see today at this location.

The value for this parcel to be considered to be retained as a large
conservation easement could far exceed the value it would sell for as home
site. This significant view slope is closely connected hydolologically and
physically to the floodplain wetland of the MROP and Marys River corridor
and the Caldwell Openspace.

Amounts of area hillslope run off surface and subsurface flows being
released from this development may be at greater volume at a faster
rate(flashy) then normally are slowly intermittently and under natural soil
pressure gradients, being released to the lower slope of Brooklane Park:
Estates fill and then into MROP.

Oakmont Addition to the north also will be releasing all their stormwater
to the existing storm water drain which dumps into the existing NE pond
. system owned by Mr. W. Dilson and this flows to the Marys River by water
table and by a small surface ditch to this larger north south agricultural ditch
way.

Page 72-by
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So this ridge with all the grading, hardening and plumbing of surface and
subsurface water into curve and gutter utility and then to storm drain pipes
and native topographic draws, inset to this hill, and a unknown volume of
water will be directed to and stored somehow in two drainage catchment
basins to be, over time to be determined, released to existing lower elevation
drainage agricultural ditch as a stormwater outfall utility.

Oakmont Addition and Brooklane Heights along with Oakmont Cemetery
and BLPE and the development to the north will put run off into storm water
facility the lower Brooklane Drive ne ponds and the ditchline storm drain
lines in Brooklane Park Estates to direct and move water off this ridge line
quickly and perhaps not allow water as surface flow and as subsurface flow
to remain on site longer to contribute to flows being released at a normal
undeveloped rate to these lower floodplain, wetlands of the mainstem Marys
River-Marys River Openspace Park.

MROP is owned by the City of Corvalhis as a Federal Conservation
Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) site currently under funding from
USFWS grant to try to establish and maintain this site for use at some point
i archiving of rare native botanic species over time to if applicable
ecologically, contribute to mitigation of species listed in the Federally
funded and Endangered Species Act directed - Benton County Habitat
Conservation Plan- as a wet Prairie conservation area. ‘

Hopefully by development this area/ridgeline, these developments will not
add to depletion of water coming from this site over time into these

floodplain hydric soils.

So will this development together with the Oakmont Addition change the
way the MROP lower wetland/floodplain function in relation to vernal pool
hydrology, seasonal water flows to these hydric soil from upslope inputs
naturally from this ridge with its water tables storage inside this ridge
structure? I guess this is to be determined based on estimates of pre and post
development hydrology from surface and subsurface sources, and the ability
for these developments to best manage this resource after development.
Cultural Sites and mitigation of them due to development

How are the cultural sites being mitigated since lots appear overtop the one
listed site with the State Historic Preservation Office and perhaps a second
site nearby this first listed site is also going to be bulldozed and built upon.

How are these sites being cared for by the applicant? Hopefully the
applicant is able to work with a anthropologic consulting firm to best
manage and care for these sites in relation to their importance as culturally
significant to local indigenous tribal communities’ heritage.
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Oakmont Addition access to and thru BL.H.

In testimony the applicant stated this development would impair Oakmont
Addition development due to access. There 1is currently a right of way
established for a dedicated city collector stréet access right of way
established for Oakmont Addition up to Fairhaven Drive. Brooklane
Heights if it is not developed will not block Oakmont Additions
development as stated by the applicant.

I see only one land use hearing sign located at this site so hopefully this
sign totally one per this entire area is enough to alert the area residents who
are not informed by the developer/owner to find out about this sites
development and become involved in this hearing process as this hillslope
does have geologic hazards, is very wet naturally during the winter, does
have slope angle, does drain its watertable and surface water downslope to
garages and living rooms in Brooklane Park Estates.

The existing storm drain line at the toe of this parcel built into the west
access to BLPE hopefully is to code and is large enough to collect, move and
control new water flows coming from these storm drainlines set in the
hillslope in stormdrain pipes and from native drainageway openspaces used
to funnel water downslope in the three openspace Tracts.

In future after build out, how well will native drainage way sustain if they
could due to higher flow volumes at greater velocity (flashy) become deeply
eroded and allow more sediment as sand and silt to fill up these lower insitu
BLPE storm drainage utility?

Will sediment be dumped onto MROP and mto the agricultural ditch way
these developers for all three subdivisions are planning to using to direct and
all storm run off however compromised chemically to outfall into the Marys
and hopefully to some degree this total outfall from these three
developments and the cemetery can be filtered through soils m MROP along
the way to the Marys River.

If too many chemicals run off into this ag ditchline and the ponds to the
ne containing rare threated state listed Western Pond Turtle, hopefully the
City Public Works Department in conjunction with USFWS funding and
Benton Soil and Water Conservation District advisement can responsibly
and sustainably note this problem overall 1s taking a environemental toll on
these native nature futures as assets to the community at large and over time
hopefully, can work with individual land owners or HOA’s in these
subdivisions to mitigate this damage associated with combined,
commingled extensive types of all sorts of man made water transported
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chemical outfall to this openspace soil as floodplain hydric soiled wetland
which floods about every year.

I am concerned about area hydrology and would like the applicant to
better define the predicted total winter month pre and post development flow
volume and provide details to how this will be captured and taken off site.
The ponds construction and function 1s important and these are located in
highly erodable slopes. To store water to release normally at pre
development rates, would these two storage ponds have to store up tons of
water over time? How will the home owners associations maintain the
outfall areas as existing Storm Drain utility lines on Brooklane Park Estates
if they do become filled with eroding sediment as sand and clay particulate
build up? I guess it is unclear how or where the baysavers will be installed
or if they need to be upgraded from the existing baysavers in the stormwater

_utility already in place at BLPE.

Discussion by the applicant for offsite deposit of this slopes surface and
subsurface water drainage suggests it will all outfall to the man made
agricultural developed ditch in MROP.

Historically, native surface and subsurface drainage water outfalls to this
area slowly over time and allows more water to remain on site in the lower
floodplain wetlands as hydric soils of MROP. The use of this agricultural
ditchline as a storm utility line will allow more water to run off faster into
the Marys River from this wetland and may cause these soils to dry faster
with loss of slower water table fluctuation from this undeveloped hillside.

Brooklane Park Estates (BLPE) is built on fill so this could retain water
under these lots and in the open undeveloped lot inside the upper western
portion of BLPE. The two stormwater holding/detention and release ponds
appear to be in the most landslide rated hazardous locations for slope failure.
With these added tons of water stored in these ponds how well will they
continue to function over the life of the development and will the home
owners association pay for the sites two ponds upkeep until the City takes
ownership of these man made stormwater utility? Generally roads are built
on fault lines and here the ponds are built into the most hazardous landslide

areas. Az, 3 ,@Q‘\
Thanks, Rana Foster

T Il a

Corvallis, Oregon.
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January 20, 2009
To The Corvallis City Council
Testimony on Brooklane Heights development

Some thoughts on the CCP 4.6.7

Do you have any idea why eight feet was designated as the appropriate distance for cut and fill on Corvallis hill-
sides? Maybe it was because eight feet is a cool number, part of the binary geometric sequence. Maybe it is an
average of some factors. I don’t know why eight feet was selected for our land use code. However, before you
support variances from the eight foot cut and fill number I suggest you learn why our LUC sets a limit of eight -
feet. If it is a safety factor | have to ask why you would approve a variance. This time of year we regularly hear
of landslides and slippage on steep wet hillsides Oregon and Washington. After a slide people always wonder
why building was allowed on that site. The city council that approved the development and the developer are
long gone and the residents and city are left cleaning up the disaster.

In the geotechnical report it stated that “the presence of a thin soil mantle and shallow bedrock typically pre-
cludes the formation of deep rotational failures. Failures in these slope conditions are generally limited to shal-
low, surficial events known as debris flows.” Do you even want a debris flow caused by rain saturated soil flow-

ing down into the homes below? That is still a disaster for homeowners.

Before you approve the extreme twenty foot cut and fill requested I suggest you really look at what that means
on a steep soggy hillside. Do you want a debris slide on your conscience? This is your responsibility. Citizens
shouldn’t have to ask you to make safe decisions for the future of our community, You should follow our land

use code

Also, we have a very specific land use code. There happen to be two hearings tonight that involve cut and fill
variances. Will you apply our land use code consistently or will you make different decisions for each develop-

ment?

Louise Marquering

Corvallis, Oregon 97330

ATTACHMENT J
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Corvallis City Council
Testimony Jan 20" , 2009

RE: Brooklane Heights Planned Development (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006)

I am here as a member of the greater neighborhood in support of the proposed development. I moved to
SW 45" St two years ago with the knowledge that the subject property and much of the rest of the vacant
land within the adjacent Urban Growth Boundary would be developed. I was involved in the process of
updating our comprehensive plan the last go-around and know that it calls for this parcels’ development in
part, to further the overarching goals of making our urban area more dense instead of encouraging sprawl ,
providing enough housing supply to keep things affordable in the marketplace, and to encourage the
development of livable neighborhoods. I encourage you to consider the following in your deliberation:

First,
The choice to develop this land was made when the Comprehensive Plan was adopted with a map that
designated a certain density range. The desire by some for its maintenance as open space has no

standing.

Second,
With regard to our hillside standards, given the unique and variable nature of hillsides in general, each

project deserves a scrutiny that balances the competing values of a desire for density, affordability,
creation of livable neighborhoods, and minimizing impacts on the hillside and adjacent neighborhoods.
I believe that accommodation in these competing standards is inevitable if the goal of our overall plan
1s to be achieved. Adherence to narrow interpretations of our land development code as a means to
meet the non-development ambitions of some, ignores the overall objectives of our comprehensive
plan. Because of a more definitive regulatory environment, I would argue that the proposal that is
before you does a better job of finding this balance than was accomp!ished in much of the surrounding
area that has become one of the most desirable neighborhoods in the City.

I support staff recommendation #3 for the reasons cited in the report. I believe that, with the revised
conditions, the proposal that is on the table exceeds the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan and Land
Development Code, will lead to a neighborhood that will be a great asset, and is in the best interests of the

City as a whole.

Pat Lampton

Corvallis, Or 97333

ATTACHMENT K
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20 January 2009

To: Corvallis Mayor and City Council
From: Ms. Dianne Safford
Subject: Brooklane Heights Remain Hearing—Drainage Issues

I am coming before this Council once again to present the same drainage concerns that | have
presented twice before in writing, and in oral testimony. | draw your attention to my written
submissions of June 6, 2007 and August 27, 2007, which are already in the record.

In previous testimony, | explained that | live on the south side of Brooklane Dr., and that my
home is on landfill in the Marys River Natural Area wetlands. | explained that approximately
1/3 acre of each of our lots lies in the wetland plain itself, and that the water runoff from this
development would be released through Culverts under Brooklane Dr. directly into the
wetlands. | explained (and presented a diagram showing) that the water runoff from the

development would run directly through our lots.

| explained that | and my neighbors have concern about this additional water exposing us to
increased flood damage (we already worry about being in the flood plain). We expressed
concern regarding damage to our landscaping and structures. We expressed concern about
toxins and other impurities that will flow onto our properties. We expressed concerns about
the deleterious effects of additional water pooling, including insects.

When the City Council voted to overturn the Planning Commission decision to deny the
development application, thereby approving it, | was shocked to find that they were not only
ignoring our concerns about drainage, but they were not even bothering to explain why.

My neighbors and I have had to spend over $11,000 appealing the City Council decision to LUBA
because of the Council’s failure to address the issues that were raised by the Planning
Commission as well as individuals like myself in written and oral testimony—issues and
concerns that directly affect our lives and our property. $11,000 and hundreds of hours of work
later, LUBA remanded the Council’s decision, finding that the Council findings were inadequate
for determining if the drainage plan adequately addresses Comprehensive Plan policy 4.11.12,

which states:

“Development upslope of wetlands shall minimize interference with water patterns
discharging to the wetlands, and shall minimize detrimental changes in water quality for waters

discharging to the wetlands.”

I am requesting that the City Council address the drainage concerns repeated herein as well as

those raised in the testimony mentioned above that was previously submitted. 1 am also

requesting that the City Council both acknowledge and appropriately address the testimony

that is hereby presented below. ATTACHMENT L
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City’s December 24, 2008 Staff Report attempts to rewrite the findings to more clearly state
which parts of the two previous staff reports, Planning Commission findings, City Council
findings and public testimony support this development proposal. It has omitted previous
conclusions that the project does not comply with several codes, particularly CCP 4.6.7 hillside
standards and LDC 2.5.40.04 compatibility requirements. This forces the residents of this city to
state which parts of those same items support denying the development proposal, and which
codes are still not met, based on the new information provided by the applicant. Accordingly,

the following is presented.

Sixth Assignment of Error (LUBA Final Opinion and Order page 15 — 16)

Part B. Compliance with Drainage Criteria

[NOTE: LUBA concluded: Lack of engineered calculations demonstrating storm drainage
facilities will match pre- and post-development flows, fail to demonstrate compliance with
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan (CCP) 4.11.12.]

Quoting LUBA:
Petitioners argue that the city’s findings of compliance with CCP 4.11.12 are inadequate and are

not supported by substantial evidence. CCP 4.11.12 provides:

“Development upslope of wetlands shall minimize interference with water

patterns discharging to wetlands, and shall minimize detrimental changes in

water quality for waters discharging to wetlands.”
According to petitioners, due to the steep slopes on the subject property, drainage is especially
important due to the potential for flooding on downslope properties. Because the applicant did
not submit a drainage plan, petitioners argue there is no way to demonstrate that CCP 4.11.12
is satisfied. The city relies on the supplemental findings at Record 42-44
and conditions of approval imposed regarding drainage, including conditions 8, 18, 19, and 20.
In particular, condition 19 requires that the applicant submit engineered calculations
demonstrating that the storm drainage facilities will match pre-and post-development flows.
The problems with the city’s findings are similar to the problems identified by petitioners in the
first and third assignments of error. While there are a page and a half of supplemental findings
regarding drainage, it is difficult to tell which findings concern CCP 4.11.12. A greater problem is
that the supplemental findings also repeatedly reference the “incorporated findings” in which
the city attempted to incorporate the portions of staff reports and minutes that were favorable
to the application. As we discussed in the first assignment of error, that purported
incorporation was ineffective. Further, the city appears to have completely deferred
consideration of proposed drainage plans and facilities to a subsequent review process that
does not provide for notice or opportunity for public input. As we explained above in our
resolution of the fifth assignment of error, such a deferral is inadequate to justify a finding of
compliance with an applicable criterion. Because the supplemental findings themselves do not
adequately demonstrate that CCP 4.11.12 is satisfied, and the purportedly incorporated
findings cannot bolster the city’s determination, the city’s finding that CCP 4.11.12 is satisfied is
inadequate. This subassignment of error is sustained.
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From Metolius Report: {Pages 16 — 19) response to Sixth Assignment of Error, and pages 28 —
37 are six pages from the BaySaver manufacturer and four pages from Washington Department
of Ecology conditional use designation for the BaySaver for pretreatment of runoff, to be
installed ahead of infiltration treatment or other enhanced treatment device such as a sand or
media filter. My question: This is not being proposed as a pretreatment device ahead of
secondary treatment, so how do we know if will effectively address the concerns?

Page 16 Metolius report says “The existing drainage patterns for the project site are illustrated
in Drawing 1.9. This drawing shows the predominant overland drainage pattern is downhill into
an existing public storm drainage system along the north side of an existing private road. From
this public storm drainage system the water is routed under Brooklane Drive and has several
outfalls into a historic drainage ditch along the Marys River Natural Park. The historic drainage
ditch has been documented as a wetland and restoration around the drainage ditch has
focused on creating wet prairie that is most sensitive to water levels and not water quality.”
(NOT TRUE. On January 16, 2009, Susan Morre spoke with Dr. Tom Kaye whose Institute for
Applied Ecology is conducting the restoration of this locally significant wetland in conjunction
with US Fish and Wildlife’s Natural Resource Conservation Service and Benton County, and he
said “tell that to the pond turtles” and birds, salamanders, frogs....)

Page 17 Metolius unsubstantiated claim: “The proposed project does not interfere with the
existing drainage patterns.” Justification: “The proposed development utilizes the existing
public storm drain system and maintains existing storm drain outfalls to the wetland area.”
This unsubstantiated claim fails to account for the dramatic changes in slope hydrology that will
be caused by the increase in impervious cover on steep slopes, large amounts of cuts and fills
(up to 23 feet in some parts, up to eight feet on all lots) and the diversion of runoff through
storm drains and over impervious surfaces to two detention ponds in the middle City-
documented drainageway (to be constructed over the site of the existing springs, pond, and
year-round small stream) and to a proposed new drainage swale in the easternmost drainage.

Quoting December 24, 2008 City Staff Report:
Page 23 - 24: “Use of detention ponds minimizes impacts to water discharge patterns. In fact,

the water patterns discharging into wetlands would remain the same.” “This Policy (CCP
4.11.12) does not provide a measurable standard by which to evaluate consistency with the
Policy. Lacking such a measurable standard, stormwater quality is considered acceptable , and
consistent with CCP 4.11.12, if it meets water quality standards in the Stormwater Master Plan,
which requires removal of 70% of Total Suspended Solids (TSS). The applicant proposes to
achieve this standard through the use of proprietary manhole-based water quality
facilities...typically not allowed through the King County standards. However, the slopes
associated with this site are too steep to feasibly implement the King County
Facilities....Proposed detention ponds will temporarily store, and release stormwater into the
wetlands through existing public facilities at the same locations and in the same rates as pre-
development scenarios. Water quality standards will be met through the use of proprietary
water quality facilities. By complying with City water quality and water quantity standards, the
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development will minimize interference with water patterns draining into wetlands, and will
minimize detrimental impacts to the water quality in wetlands, consistent with CCP 4.11.12.
Because the City’s water quality and quantity standards are clear and objective, no future
public review process is required. Development must comply with these standards or it will not
be permitted.” [The Stormwater Master Plan is based on King County (Washington) standards,
and EPA NPDES requirements. This is another justification that the slope on this portion of
Country Club Hill is too steep for development.]

Exhibit X-2 of this Staff Report (Applicable Water Quality Standards ) lists several of these “clear
and objective” standards, and the report states that the proposed BaySaver does not meet the
King County standards because the hill is too steep. According to the argument presented in
the staff report, the development does not comply and therefore must be denied. Applicable
provisions which are not met: Stormwater Master Plan Appendix F.K.3.a “Detention facilities
shall be designed in accordance with criteria as established in the King County, Washington
Surface Water Design Manual, September 1998 or the most recent final version.” The City
admits the slopes are too steep to comply with the standard.

Both the drainage pattern and water quality will change pre- and post-development, and the
hydrological connection from the uplands to the wetlands will be alterred. While it is true that
there are existing storm drain outfalls below the hill, the pattern of the runoff will be changed
in several ways. Currently the hillside is covered by upland prairie and oak woodland, and
much of the rainfall is absorbed by the vegetation covered soils before it reaches the bottom of
the slope. The topographic maps show four natural drainages (two of which are identified as
drainageways in previous City documents, but only the “eastern drainage” is now
acknowledged as a true drainageway exhibiting year-round water and riparian plants). As the
rain percolates through the well-draining hillside soils, it recharges the surficial aquifer and is
slowly released over the drier summer months. This sustains a year-round spring-fed pool and
stream lined with sedges and willows in the middle (“eastern”) drainageway and provides
important water for many species of wildlife that nest and seek cover in the woodland. This
upland year-round water source is a critical component of the habitat complex that connects
upland prairie, oak woodland, wetland, and riparian forest along the Marys River.

The new development proposes cuts into the hillside up to 23 feet deep, without retaining
walls, bringing in more compactable fill soil, and installing curbs and gutters to divert much of
the rainfall runoff into twelve inch drainage pipes. Much of it will be dumped out, unfiltered,
into the existing spring-fed stream, or through a large manhole and newly constructed drainage
swale on the northeastern portion of the site. No runoff channeling or detention is mentioned
for the drainage area which lies in between these two areas. A fourth drainage has already
been partially excavated by the developer and is shown on the plan as Wolverine Drive. It
appears from the plans that surface runoff will also flow down Wolverine to Brooklane Drive.
Dr. Wayne Huber, Civil Engineer at Oregon State University, expressed concern that such
extensive cuts into the slope will disturb the surficial aquifer, and that combined with diverting
runoff into storm drains, it will result in dewatering the slope. This will cause more ground
shrinkage in summer, which may cause damage to foundations and deep-rooted landscape
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plants of existing homes along the eastern side of Fairmont Drive. It can also lead to an
increase in summer landscape irrigation, putting an extra burden on our city’s water supply. An
increase in summer irrigation may also threaten the health of the Oregon white oaks, which are
adapted to our dry summers and rely on drawing water from deeper soil zones in summer. The
application of surface irrigation water in summer can cause the Oregon white oaks to develop

root rot and fall over.

The proposed development will increase the amount of impervious cover on the slope, and will
cause changes in the timing and volume of flows, peak flows and of release. Maps provided by
the applicant (1” = 100”) can be used to calculate the amount of impervious cover above the
site that drains toward this quadrant of the hill, and what amount of impervious cover is
proposed to be added if this development is approved. The contributing portions of Whiteside
Drive and Fairmont Drive (excluding last house at bottom of hill) total approximately 2200
linear feet of 16 foot wide paved roads constructed without sidewalks, curbs, gutters, or storm
drains. The current impervious cover is limited to this 35,200 square feet of asphalt and the
driveways and footprints of a total of 18 houses on the east side of Fairmont and on Whiteside.
The proposed development will add approximately 3300 linear feet of paved road mainly 28
feet wide plus 5 feet of sidewalks on either side, although a short section of road will be only 20
feet wide. This represents approximately 118,800 square feet of new impervious roads and
sidewalks, plus the impervious cover from driveways and footprints of 44 of the 45 houses
{(excluding lot 1, which is not contributing to the runoff in this hillside quadrant). This
represents a huge increase in impervious cover on the slope (Table 1).

Table 1. Estimates of increase in impervious cover associated with Brooklane Heights
development that will contributing to runoff on this southeast section of Country Club Hill.

Brooklane Heights EXISTING TOTAL | NEW RESULTING TOTAL PERCENT INCREASE

runoff calculations IMPERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS | IMPERVIOUS IN IMPERVIOUS
COVER COVER COVER COVER

Number of houses 18 {of 19) 44 (of 45) 62 244%

Road/sidewalk area (2200 X 16 ft) {3300 X 36

sq. ft. 35,200 | aver.) 118,800 154,000 338%

Average 2500 sq. ft.

footprint including

garage 45,000 110,000 155,000 244%

Average paved

driveway

1000 sg. ft. 18,000 44,000 62,000 244%

Total impervious

cover (approx. sq. ft.) 98,200 272,800 371,000 278%

(An aside: Land Development Code Chapter 2.5 Planned Development provision 2.5.50.02.c
states “After an application is accepted as complete, any revisions to it shall be regarded as a
new application requiring additional filing fees and rescheduling of the required public
hearing.” This appears to answer the question we asked the City Council at the appeal hearing:
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Significant changes have been made to the application presented to the Planning Commission —
3 new lots were added, the cul de sac was shortened, the bike path was widened, a different
grading plan was submitted. Doesn’t this mean they need to reapply, and then would be
subject to the 2006 Land Development Code provisions, including Natural Features Inventory
regulations? That question still has not been fully answered, but the hearing was allowed to
proceed. This needs to be addressed in similar situations in the future.)

Dianne M. Safford

Corvallis, OR 97333
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19 January 2009

To: Corvallis Mayor and City Council
From: Elizabeth Waldron __ _.  Corvallis, DR 97330
Subject: Brooklane Heights Remand Hearing (PLD06-00018, SUB06-00006)

Dear Mayor and Cournicil Members,

Within no more than a ten minuie drive of most of Corvallis, there is a blufl known as Brooklane
Heights, a place of precious historic, botanical, animal/bird habitat and scenic value which is in mortal

danger of being destroyed by “development.”

Brooklane Heights is a rare upland prairie habitat and oak woodland. It has both ecological and cultural
values. It is a stunningly beautiful 26-acre upland meadow with spectacular views of the valley & the
Western Cascades. It is immediately above the 74-acre Mary’s River Natural Area, a preserved wetland
with boardwalk located between Brooklane Drive and the Mary’s River in Southwest Corvallis

It drains into the Mary’s River Natural Area wetland, a locally significant wetland which is currently
being restored by the City of Corvallis, Benton County, and the Natural Resources Conservation
Service. The hillside has seeps, springs, and a year-round stream that are all hydrologically connected to
the significant wetland below. Al this provides an important water source for the wildlife that move
back and forth among these adjacent and varied habitat types throughout the year. This section of the
hiliside is designated as Significant Wildlife Habitat and its survey noted it would be an outstanding
restoration site due to its proximity to the Mary’s River (Natural Features Inventory Wildlife Vegetation
Map, 2003). Here are endangered pond turtles and \gKiﬂc id’s\lupine, important to rare Fender’s blue
butterflies.

It is a place upon which the Chepenafa people of the & L% 4 lived. There are documented Native
American archaeological sites on this part of the hillside ‘tha‘f are believed to be connected to the larger
documented site on the wetland.  Before 1850, the Chepenefa of the Kalapuya Indians gathered camas lilies
and tar weed beside the Mary’s River. They fished for salmon and hunted decr and elk. There is
confirmed archasological evidence of as yet unexplored burial mounds and mudden heaps of their
household waste. An exploratory effort uncovered, in the first shovel full, arrowheads. There is still
much to be learned about the Kalapuya tribe that lived here, and this upland/lowland complex could be a

valuable educational resource.

When one holds the title to property, there are both rights conferred and responsibilities incurred - to the
land, its inhabitants, both human and wild, and to the community that may be impacted by the owner’s
actions.

According to our own City Ceuncil Approved Corvallis Comprchensive Plan December 21, 1998:

“The natural environments included within the Urban Growth Boundary all have their own respective limitations
limitations can have profound eff

with regard to urbanization. Development pressure upon lands \/\.'uh such |
a given ecosystem. Erosion of steep slopes caused by inap pr(‘pr'"‘ dev ebpm(—’ut for instance, does not oceur as
ait isolated incident. Soil type, permeability, vegetation. and drainage all play major roles in and are affected by

effects of inappropriate development located within prime agricultural resource

such occurrences. Likewise, ilie
ues of such resource

lands do not stop at the edge of such dev C{Qpn ent. The social, cultural, and economic
lands could be reduced by the effects of urban development nearby. The limitations of the various
environments should be considered in reviewing new development within the Urban Growth Boundary.

k&l
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Findings

4.2.a Natural features are an Important asset to the visual and envirommiental characteristics of the
COMMUNILy.

1.2.b The Willamette and Mary's Rivers are vital open space and recreation features.

4.2.¢ When natural systems are altered, they may not recover or return to their original state and
ecological function. We do not vet fully understand the complex interactions between natural systems, or
the cumularive impacts of changes on such systems.

4.2.d Planning for specific areas of the comnumity is being used to supplement and coordinate efforts io
mainiain and enhance natural features within the community and befween comniunities.

4.2.¢ The Land Conservation and Development Commission Periodic Review Order No. 001-223 directs
the City to adopt a Comprehensive Plan policy "for completing inventories f 1 riparian corridors and
wetland resources, including schedules, budgets and enforceable provisions

Policies

4.2.1 Significant natural features within the Urban Growth Boundary shall be identified and inventoried
by the City or through the development process. These shall include: '

A. Seasonal and perennial streams and other satural drainage ways, wetlands, and flood plains,

B. Lands abutting the Willametie and Mary's Rivers;

C. Land with significant native vegetation as defined iv the Oregon Natural Heritage Plan (1998),
which may include certain v 'aodlmz( 5. grassiands, wetlands. riparicn vegetation. and plant species;
B, Eecologically and scientifically significant natural areas;

E. Significant hillsides;
F. Guistanding scenic views and sites; and

G. Lands that prov ide community identity and act as gateways and buffers
4£.2.2 Natural fearures and areas (’emi ined to be significant st m’ be pr W@m’r)a’ or have their losses
i of such lands,

mitigated, andfor reclaimed. // City may use conditions plac cz’upm; developme

private nonprofir efforts. and City, State, and Federal gm Trineni programs [o achieve this objective.
4.2.3 The City sk afl maintain an f’fj“ﬁ{"“j constraiids map that identifies potenticl
development constraints. This map shall be updated 'wrz@zfzw;’fj' as mew informeafion

{’)ecwﬁeg available.

£.2.4 The City shall develop methods to track information indicaiing biological or
archealogically sensitive sites for use in directing fuiure inveniory activities on thase sites.
1l

L5.e A manber of tools (e.g.. acquisition, design standards, perforimance standards, etc.) can be used in

ir

cornjunciion with density transfers 1o prevent development on significant resource sites and poteniiaiiv
hazardous locations. Different methads may be appropriaie for use In different situations.

Yes, there is a new 2006 LDC, but fortunately The Brookiane Heights Planned Development application
was submaifted prior to the adoption of the 2006 1.OC and is thercfore subject 1o the provisions of the
previous LDC and the 2000 Comp Plan approved by the State of Oregon's Land Conservation and
Development Commission on June 21, 2000. At the time of this application, Comp Plan policies 51.5.a and
51.5.bremained in effect. Therefore, the 1999 Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary Advisory Constraints
Map identifying the location of the proposed development as a “Significant Fillside” remains in effect,
and all relevant Comp Plan policies concerning development constraints on significant hillsides remain
in effect as review criteria. {See Corvallis UGB Advisory Constraints Map)

On May 30, 2008 the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) remanded to the City of Corvallis its decision {o
overturn the Planning Commission denial of the proposed Brooklane Heights Planned Devclopment (PLD06-
00018, SUB06-00006). Here follows several quotes from that remand:

“The subject property lies on the southeast side of a very steep hill. Accordingly. the slopes on the
subject property are exceedingly steep. In order to buz d hw& son the property. the ap Nicam would be
required to conduct excessive cutting and filling. just to create flat areas on which to buiid. The
challenged decision imposed a condition of approval { at tha_ applicant would be reguired to comply
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with rec mh adopted hillside developm
the revised grading p} an submitted by the a;:mi; 1t those S[&Fd&ldﬂ can be complied with. To

3
it does 1 z:’% e that finding. it is unsupported by substantial evidence. The development standar
prohibit mass grading on many of the lots that the revis d grading plan proposes to mass grade.”

ment standards. However, the city fails to determine that under
1

of the property is identified as having high landslide risks. Rec. 88. \' hTIe the applicant

“A portion « 1g
Qubmitted a m‘*”\*u:} wical report, thatxe; rt was not reviewed by DOGAMI, as required by ORS

1
95.260(1} (b}).” Due to the steep slopes r“’ hz'gh landshide pao >1satza; on the property, drainage is a
cr mccé concern, especially because there are homes down slope fron mhe property that are at risk of

landslides and flooding.”

“As diqcvsvr’ abave, the challenged decision does not adequately address the 1mpacts of the increase in
water flow over the propertv--to the stability of the slopes on the subject property. 1o downhill properties
that would E ¢ the mast likely to e\pmmnu: adverse impacts, and on significant resources such as the
significant wetlar 1d just below the subject property. The findings do not anywhere address how the
proposal will comply with the above-¢cited relevant criterion regarding the wildlife and habitat identified
in the biologists™ letters.”

pa

The Brooklane site is a stunmingly beautiful 26-acre upland meadow with spectacular views of the valley
& the Western Cascades. You, the community, & all our children will be thrilled to witness the valley
and mountains as did the Chepenefa people of the Kalapuya, who lived along the Mary's River near
present-day Corvallis. Brooklane Heights deserves to be preserved!

|
e sou
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January 5, 2009
Concerning the issues raised under the SIXTH ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR:

I was surprised on reading the Engineering Consultant’s materials, and that provided by
the City, that there were no quantitative estimates of rainfall volumes/time interval/area,
although 2, 5 and 10 year rainfalls were mentioned. It is important to have reliable
estimates of not only 2, 5 and 10 year rainfall volumes/time interval/area but also for 25
and 50 year rainfalls. If we ever get several weeks of truly steady, heavy downpour we
can expect that the proposed Wolverine Drive will turn into a sluiceway draining the
uphill sections of the proposed development. Should such an event(s) occur who will
bear the financial liability for the ensuing damage: Mr. Schaberg, the Developer, the City
which permitted this iffy project, the Consulting Engineers whose rosy conclusions
endorsed the project, the Contractors who built the homes, graded the area, paved the
sidewalks, driveways and streets that led to the rapid runoff, or the hapless homeowners?

Such a situation would provide a real field day for the lawyers!

January 20, 2009

In regard to the text of the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 4.6.2 for drainage and slope cut
and fill impacts, it is predictable that the deep cuts into the hillside at the northwest
corner of the property have the potential for serious damage to the foundations of
adjoining houses on the East side of Fairmont and the South side of Whiteside. The
Fairmont addresses are as follows: 2635, 2655, 2675, 2695, 2725, 2755, 2775, 2795
(slightly less concern for 2805 and 2835, closer to the bottom of the hill), and on
Whiteside: 2625, 2575, 2555, 2535, 2505. The deep cuts will permit the adjacent water
table uphill to dry out in the summer and then absorb water during our rainy season.
Over the period of several years repeated wetting and drying has the potential for
encouraging foundation damage to the adjacent homes, as well as requiring extra
watering of plants, especially trees and shrubs, during the dry season when soil water

will no longer be available. This type of damage has not been considered by the

developer or his engineering consultants.
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Jim Howland, one of the foﬁnders of the CHZM Hill engineering firm,
lived with his family in a house just above this proposed site for-
decades. In 2007, he submitted written testimony to the previous
hearing on this Brooklane Heights development application. He expressed
concern about the extensive amounts of cqtting and filling being
proposed, particularly right below his property, and the impact it would
likely have on the stability of the slope. Unfortunately, Jim died last
year. A more compatible plan for the site would be its preservation as
open space to be used by the community as a special ecological,

cultural, and low-impact recreational resource. We could name it

"Howland Meadows"” in honor of Jim and Ruth Howland, who enjoyed the view

out over this lovely hillside for decades.

“Rurban Boucot
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1) The city counsel has the responsibility to deny approval of the project if the
development plan does not adequately address citizen concerns for the quality of

the Marys River.

- Some problems are “best handled locally, such as by zoning or erosion
control ordinances.” —EPA website

- Storm Water Plan 5.4.1.7 QL7: “The City shall work to limit stormwater
pollutants from entering streams from sources such as agricultural waste,
pet waste, vehicle wash water, household and business chemicals, and
other community waste products.”

- Storm Water Plan 5.4.1.7 QL9: “The City shall develop guidelines for
public agencies, private property owners, and landscape maintenance
specialists that minimize the flow of chemical pesticides, herbicides, and
fertilizers into stream systems.”

2) This plan does not adequately address established concerns for the quality of the
Marys river.

- Non point-source pollution

- Definition: “Excess fertilizers, herbicides, insecticides from agricultural
lands and residential areas ... and oil, grease, and toxic chemicals.”
—EPA website

- “States report that NPS pollution is the leading remaining cause of water
quality problems.” ~-EPA website
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To: 'mayor@council.ci.corvallis.or.us'; 'ward1@council.ci.corvallis.or.us';
'ward2@council.ci.corvallis.or.us'; "Ward3@council.ci.corvallis.or.us';
'Ward4@council.ci.corvallis.or.us'; "Ward5@council.ci.corvallis.or.us';
'Ward6é@council.ci.corvallis.or.us'; "Ward7@council.ci.corvallis.or.us';
'Ward8@council.ci.corvallis.or.us'; "Ward9@council.ci.corvallis.or.us';
'Robert.Richardson@corvallis.ci.or.us'

Subject:

January 20, 2009
Dear Mayor and City Council Members,

Please deny the proposed Brooklane Heights Planned Development and uphold
the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) remand to the City of Corvallis regarding
its decision to overturn the Planning Commissions 2008 denial of this project.
The environmentally sensitive nature of this site with it's proximity to a wetland
area and its significant oak grove deserves to be protected. As a former
Archaeological Technician for the Oregon Museum of Anthropology Highway
Department | worked on many sensitive sites in Oregon and Idaho in the 1990’s
and many would consider this hillside to be of significance for future excavation
of cultural remains. Once development takes place there is so much disturbance
of a site that the information it could hold for science is lost forever.

| also ask that you please consider the beautiful nature of this hillside as one
feature of Corvallis worth saving. Your vote to deny this project will foster
community support due to the fact that the City Council of 2009 understands that
not every development plan is good for a community when it may damage

significant habitats.

[ live on De Armond Drive which runs parallel to SW Fairmont and have seen first
hand what largess past developments below us have been built. A recent home
there was listed for $800,000 dollars and | don’t forsee anything different at
Brooklane Heights. At this time of global financial uncertainty | ask you all to
consider if this project is good for the environment and for the whole of Corvallis.

Thank you for your consideration.

Theresa Hanover

Corvallis OR 97333
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Quote LUBA: Concerning Page 10: The 2006 LDC hillside development standards are
not applicable to the challenged decision. Rather, CCP 4.6.7 is applicable.” Pages 13-14
of the remand under the heading “D. Whether Grading Will Exceed Eight Feet”): “In
order to demonstrate compliance with CCP 4.6.7(D), the city found that the revised
grading plan “will generally limit cuts and fills to eight feet.” (Record 36). Petitioners
argue that that finding is not supported by substantial evidence. While petitioners appear
to be correct, the city will need to adopt new findings on remand that either explain
how the 2006 LDC hillside grading standards implement each of the CCP 4.6.7
provisions or find compliance with each of the provisions of CCP 4.6.7.” The revised
grading plan that was approved by the City Council uses 10 foot contour lines instead of
2 foot lines, and it shows grading up to 20 feet deep. The accompanying narrative in the
application mentions up to 23 feet in some spots. While both the Metolius report and the
new City Staff Report list each of the provisions of CCP 4.6.7, a careful reading of the
accompanying claims reveals that the proposal still fails to implement or comply with

eight of its nine provisions:

a. CCP 4.6.7.A. Plan development to fit the topography, soil, geology,
and hydrology of hillsides and to ensure hillside stability both during and
after development. (The massive cuts and fills proposed do not fit and do

not ensure hillside stability.)

b. CCP 4.6.7.B. Preserve the most visually significant slopes and
ridgelines in their natural state by utilizing techniques such as cluster
development and reduced densities. (This visually significant slope is not
preserved in its natural state.)

c. CCP4.6.7.C Preserve significant natural features such as tree
groves, woodlands, the tree-meadow interface, and specimen trees. (Other
examples of significant natural features on this site, acknowledged by the
City in previous documents. include upland prairie, significant wildlife
habitat and significant slope. none of which are preserved.)

d. CCP 4.6.7.D Align the built surface infrastructure, such as roads
and waterways, with the natural contours of terrain and minimize cutting
and filling in developments. (Cutting and filling are not minimized but
instead are up to two and a half times what is allowed, because the main
proposed road does not align with the natural contours for over half of its

length.)

e. CCP4.6.7.E Minimize soil disturbances and the removal of native
vegetation and avoid these activities during winter months unless impacts
can be mitigated. (Major soil disturbances are proposed, including mass
grading and deep cuts into the steep slope.)

ATTACHMENT S
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f. CCP 4.6.7.F Design developments and utilize construction
techniques that minimize erosion and surface water runoff. (Mass grading
construction techniques do not minimize erosion and surface water
runoff.)

g. CCP 4.6.7.G Demonstrate a concern for the view of the hills as well
as the view from the hills. (Views of and from the hills are both degraded
and obstructed by the number, scale, mass and design of the “typical
building elevations” recently provided by the applicant, and the proposed
new street trees that would further block views across the upland prairie ,
oak woodland wetland and river.)

h. CCP 4.6.7.H Provide landscaping that enhances the identified open
space resources. (The proposed tree-lined streets do not enhance the open
space resource of significant upland prairie, significant Oregon white oak
woodland, and the significant wildlife habitat they provide.)
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Anne C. Davies
Attorney at Law

January 20, 2009

Corvallis City Council

501 SW Madison Ave.

PO Box 1083

Corvallis, OR 97339-1083

Re: Brooklane Heights Remand Hearing——PLD06-0G018; SUB06-00006

I am representing the individuals who appealed the city council’s original decision on
this matter to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). As you are aware, the case was
remanded back to the city council. There were several assignments of error raised before
LUBA that LUBA sustained and sent back to the city--Assignments of Error Four, Five, Six

and Seven.
Introduction

The applicant and staff are correct that the city’s consideration at this point is limited
to the issues that LUBA remanded te the city for further consideration. However, the city is
also limited in its consideration to issues that were not and could not have been addressed in
the original appeal to LUBA. This doctrine is known as the law of the case.

When this issue was before the city last year, the city acknowledged that the
comprehensive plan policies were approval criteria, and the city treated them as such. In
petitioners’ reply brief, and at oral argument before LUBA, the issue came up whether
certain comprehensive plan provisions should be treated as mandatory approval criteria.
Petitioners explained that the city had treated those comp plar policies as approval criteria
and that the city could not, on appeal to LUBA. then contend that those policies were not
approval criteria. LUBA agreed that the policies were approval criteria, slip op. 6, n 2, and
its opinion was based on that holding. See also slipop. 10, n4. -~

The staff now contends again that certain comprehensive plan provisions are not
approval criteria. LUBA has already determined that they are, and the law of the case

prevents the city from raising this issue now.

Fourth Assignment of Error

LUBA’s decision remanding petitioners’ fourth assignment of error is rather
straightforward. Corvallis Land Development Code (L1DC) 2.5.50.61.a.3 requires an
applicant for Detailed Development Plan (DDP) approval to provide typical elevations of
buildings and structures. The applicant did not submit these typical elevations. Corvallis
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Comprehensive Plan policy 4.6.7(G) requires that development demonstrate a concern for
views both to and from the hillsides. Other policies, 9.2.5 and 9.2.1, require development to
reflect neighborhood characteristics. :

Petitioners argued in assignment of error four that because the applicant had not
submitted typical building elevations, the city could not conclude that the neighborhood
compatibility and view requirements were satistied. LUBA first concluded that the
comprehensive plan policies were approval criteria. It also agreed with petitioners that the
city could not make the necessary determinations without the typical elevations, or at least
some other evidence supporting its conclusion that the applicable criteria were satisfied.

Slip op. 8.

On remand, the applicant again declined to submit typical elevations.' The applicant
claims that the planning director can waive the requirement for typical elevations. It cannot.
The code contains two separate sections, one for the Conceptual Development Plan (2.5.40)
and the other for the Detailed Development Plan (2.5.50). LDC 2.5.40.01.a sets forth the
graphic application requirements for the CDP. That section includes a provision that allows
the planning director to waive certain graphic requirements that are deemed unnecessary.
The provision setting forth the graphic requirements for the DDP does not contain similar
language. Accordingly, there is no provision that allows the planning director to waive the
requirement for submittal of typical elevations.

Further, even if there were such a waiver available, the proposed findings and
evidence are not sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the applicable approval criteria.

Fifth Assienment of Error

In their fifth assignment of error, petitioners challenged the city’s findings regarding
the criteria applicable to hillside development. Specifically, Condition 27 was imposed, and
the city concluded that the requirement that applicant comply at some future date with the
2006 hillside standards, LDC Chapter 4.5 and LDC Chapter 4.10 (Pedestrian Oriented
Design Standards), was sufficient to demonstrate compliance with CCP 4.6.7. LUBA agreed
with petitioners—i.e., the requirement that the applicant later comply with LDC Chapters 4.5
and 4.10 was not sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the applicable approval criteria.

On remand, the applicant continues to rely on the same revised grading plan that was
submitted prior to the city council’s initial approval. The city chose to seek to adopt findings
demonstrating compliance with the applicable approval criteria. However, once again, those
findings are inadequate. The findings allege that the 2006 hillside development standards are
meant to implement the comprehensive plan policies, specifically CCP 4.6.7. However, as
petitioners pointed out in their brief before LUBA, the grading plan submitted by the
applicant does not comply with those hillside standards.

' The applicant refers to several photographs of nearby houses that “illustrate some typical building elevations
that could be built on the lots.” Attachment 111-6. These however. are not typical elevations. Attached with
this letter is an example of something that would qualify as a typical elevations as required by the code.
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LDC 4.5.60.03 requires, for properties containing areas of 15% slope or greater, a
topographic map showing 2-foot contours. See also LDC 4.5.40.b.7. The applicant’s
materials only show 10-foot contours.

LDC 4.5.80.04.c.3 prohibits mass grading on lots that are greater than or equal to
10,000 sq. ft. The grading plan does not make clear where the mass grading will
occur. To the extent one can even discern what area is proposed for mass grading,
see below, most of the proposed lots exceed 10,000 sq. ft. See Attachment III-23. It
is not clear that the development can be completed as proposed in the revised grading
plan and still comply with the hillside development standards.

Even where lots are less than 10,000 sq. ft., the hillside standards only allow grading
on a portion of the property; up to 6,500 sq. ft. LDC 4.5.80.04.c.3. The proposed
grading cut and fill analysis appears to propose mass grading of all of at least 14 of
the proposed lots.

LDC 4.5.80.04.d sets forth the maximum cut and fill standards on individual lots. It

adopts an 8-foot limitation unless there are extenuating conditions, in which case

larger cuts and fills may be justified.

The hillside standards allow cut and fill as great as 12 feet if there are extenuating
circumstances. LDC 4.5.80.04.d.1. However, the revised grading plan itself
proposes maximum cuts of 14 feet and maximum fills of 13 feet. See Attachment I-
12 of August 10, 2007 memo.

Further, the revised Condition 27 prohibits retaining walls, yet the proposal calls for
retaining walls. See staff report dated December 24, 2008 page 38; Geotech Report,

Attachment II-51; page 12 of August 10, 2007 memo.
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As was the case with the initial application, the staff report and the proposed revised
grading plan simply do not match up. Revised Condition 27 begins: “Mass grading shall be
limited to the areas shown on the grading plan identified as Attachments 1.7 and 1.8 of the
August 10, 2007, Staff Memorandum to the City Council.” First, the grading plan does not
indicate where mass grading will occur. The map depicting the cut and fill analysis
(Attachment 1.8) includes a legend that differentiates between 0° — 10’ cuts and 10° — 20’
cuts, and between 1’ — 10° fills and 10° — 20” fills. However, it does not make clear where
mass grading, as opposed to individual lot grading will occur. Second, the areas marked for
10° — 20’ cuts and fills violate the comprehensive plan criteria as well as the hillside

development standards.

In its first decision, the city contended that the 2006 hillside development standards
implemented the applicable comprehensive plan policies. Accordingly, it imposed a
condition that the applicant, prior to final plat approval, demonstrate compliance with those
standards. LUBA held that the city could not approve the application now, based on a
condition that would require satisfaction with those standards later. Although the applicant
has argued vociferously that the hillside development standards implement the comp plan
policies, and satisfaction of those standards demonstrates compliance with the comp plan
policies, the applicant now urges approval of a plan that does not meet those standards. The
cuts and fills proposed on the site do not satisty the hillside development standards, and they
do not comply with the applicable approval criteria.

Sixth Assienment of Error

In the sixth assignment of error, petitioners argued that the applicant’s failure to
include a drainage plan for the site made it impossible for the city to adopt findings of
compliance with applicable criteria related to drainage. Specifically, CCP 4.11.12 provides:

“Development upslope of wetlands shall minimize interference with water patterns
discharging to wetlands, and shall minimize detrimental changes in water quality for
waters discharging to wetlands.”

LUBA sustained this assignment of error. On remand, it appears that the applicant is now
relying on the utility plan prepared for the proposal. Exhibit N, Attachment 111-24. That is
not a drainage plan. Condition 26 of the original decision required submittal of a stormwater
drainage plan prior to final plat approval. Clearly. neither the applicant nor the city
considered Exhibit N to be a drainage plan.

I was unable to find local requirements for a drainage plan, but attached to this letter
are documents from other jurisdictions spelling out what information is required. In one, the
jurisdiction requires delineation and dimensions of the flowpath of stormwater through the
site- from the runoff management BMP’s, to conveyance BMP’s, to end-of-the line discharge
BMP’s. Needless to say, a very detailed analysis is required in order to make a determination
that excess water generated by increasing impervious surface will not negatively impact
water discharge patterns and water quality. The applicant’s cursory determination of
compliance is inadequate. LDC 2.5.50.01.a.5. requires submittal of detailed utilities plan
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indicating how sanitary sewer, storm sewer, a drainage, and water systems will function. In
order to satisfy that submittal requirement and provide adequate information to demonstrate
compliance with applicable approval criteria, the city must require the submittal of a drainage

plan.

Further, the condition of approval requiring submittal of a drainage plan in the future,
without opportunity for citizen participation, is inadequate for the reasons explained in

LUBA'’s final opinion.

Seventh Assignment of Error

Petitioners’ seventh assignment of error addressed the proposal’s impacts on
environmentally significant natural resources. LUBA remanded these issues.

The applicant has submitted nothing on remand that will allow the city to adopt
findings of compliance with the criteria sited by petitioners. The staff report, once again,
takes the position that the policies are not approval criteria. As discussed above, the
applicant has not provided a drainage plan or a sufficient grading plan. The grading plan that
the applicant relies on appears to violate the 2006 hillside development standards because it
proposes excessive cuts and fills. Without the necessary information regarding erosion and
drainage effects of the proposed development, the city cannot find compliance with the
applicable natural resources criteria relevant to the petitioners’ seventh assignment of error.

Conclusion

Much is made of the fact that the subject property is zoned for residential use.
However, when that zoning designation was imposed, the city had not studied the slope and
stability and approval criteria that would be applied at the time that a development
application was submitted. That is what the city council is being called upon to do at this
point. Despite the residential zoning, if the property is not appropriate for residential
development, then the application should be denied. And perhaps the appropriate legislative
. action is to zone it for something more in keeping with the character of the site.

Thank you for your careful consideration of this letter and the testimony of the
citizens who are fighting to protect other citizens, wildlife and natural resources from a short-

sighted development proposal.

Sincerely,

/é/l% (7 D LA
A Neg

Anne C. Davies
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Normandy Park Public Works Department
801 SW 174" Street Normandy Park WA, 98166
(206) 248-8269 fax (206) 439-8674

Small Project Drainage Plan Submittal

Information

Please print. Leave no blank lines.

Landowner Tax Parcel #
Phone Prepared By (Agent)
Address Address
City, ST ZIP Code City, ST ZIP Code
Nearest County Road Phone
Short Plat Name
Driveway: Not on public Road : Biock: Lot
Submitting permit now for driveway approach onto public road Volume Page:
- Existing driveway approach onto public road Acreage:  Soils:

Regarding pre-approval for additional/future structures: Locations and dimensions must be shown on
this site plan for future drainage review to be waived.

Signature of Owner/ Owner’s Agent Date

Requirements: The following are required as part of small project drainage plan submittal

[ Drainage Plan (must be plotted to scale, with all significant dimensions given. Use attached
sheet or attach a separate sheet, no smaller than 11x17. See checklist for required
information.

[0 Written Drainage Assessment

[J Recorded Declaration of Covenant — Private Stormwater System

Submit the completed forms to the Normandy Park Department of Planning and Community
Development. Incomplete information can delay processing of the drainage evaluation.
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DRAINAGE PLAN CHECKLIST:

The following information must be included on all small project drainage plans:

Identification
[0 Name, address, and phone number of applicant
[J Parcel number
[J Dimension of all property lines
[ Street names and existing or proposed property address
[0 North arrow
[ Legend if needed
[ Scale—use a scale that clearly illustrates drainage features and BMPs/measures
[J Slope details, show at least 5-foot contours for all slopes steeper than 15% .
Building and Site Development Features
O Footprint of all structures (existing and proposed)
[] Future Structures and Improvements planned.
® Ifyou wish to have drainage review waived for future structures/improvements on this parcel,
you must show them (with dimensions) on the site plan.
[ Parking, roads, and driveways (existing and proposed)
O Sport courts, patios, pools and any other paved or impervious surfaces (existing and proposed)
[ Total Impervious surface land cover (existing and proposed)
O Location of any retaining walls and rockeries (existing and proposed)
[J Existing or proposed septic system, including all system components and both primary and reserve
drainfields.
[ Utility structures (poles, fire hydrants, etc.)
[ Existing easements
[ Existing wells or wells to be abandoned.
] Newly created vegetated areas.
[] Remaining vegetated open space that will remain undisturbed.

Natural Features and Critical Areas
For a map detailing the critical areas on your site, visit the permit counter at the Department of Community

Development. Development within 200 feet of a critical area may require an engineered drainage plan.

O OO0

Existing natural features of the property (woods, pasture, brush).

Existing hydrology- Location of all existing and proposed ditches, swales, pipes, etc.

Delineation of all streams, wetlands, lakes, closed depressions, or other water features (including any
required buffer widths)

Delineation of all flood hazard areas, erosion hazard areas, steep slope hazard areas, landslide hazard
areas, and their buffers and building setback lines.
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Stormwater Management Information
In addition to the general information listed above, the following additional information is required on

drainage plans that include installation of stormwater BMPs:

[J Show delineation and dimensions of impervious surfaces and pervious surfaces, both existing and
new.

[J Show location and dimensions of runoff management BMP methods such as, detention ponds and
vaults, infiltration trenches, drywells, rain gardens, permeable pavements, rain water storage tanks for
managing stormwater from all impervious surfaces.

[] Show delineation and dimensions of the flowpath of stormwater through the site- from the runoff
management BMPs, to conveyance BMPs, to end-of-line discharge BMPs.

[] Show setback lengths between stormwater management BMPs and any property line, structure, well,

steep slope, stream, wetland, or septic system including drainfields.

The written drainage assessment is a supporting document of the small project drainage plan and includes the
following information:

[ Property and Project Description:

B Property Description: Describe the natural features of the parcel (i.e. woods, pasture, brush)
and give the approximate area covered by those features.

B Existing Structures/ Improvements: List any existing buildings, driveways (dirt, gravel,
etc.), sidewalks, etc. and their area size in square feet or acres.

#  New Structures/ Improvements: List new buildings and their sizes along with any size
changes in existing driveways, parking areas, landscaped areas, etc.

B Future Structures/ Improvements Planned: If you wish to have drainage review waived
for future structures/improvements on this parcel, you must list them (with dimensions) in
this section. Show their locations on the plot plan.

¥ Remaining Undisturbed Land: List and provide the size of the land (woods, pasture) not
covered by buildings or improvements.

1 Proposed Drainage Plan Narrative: A description of proposed stormwater management BMPs shown
on the drainage plan and how they were selected with rationale. Please include details on the
impervious surface draining to each BMP, and how each BMP was sized (by table or % coverage).
Also include information on the end-of-line discharge and conveyance BMPs used with rationale for
their selection.

A signed and notarized Declaration of Covenant for recording is requiréd for all projects requiring a drainage
plan.
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Drainage Plan for Cambria Page 2 of 4

Planning Department
Hearings

Planning Process
Guides

Property Uses and
Development

Servicios de Internet
y documentacioén en
Espaiiol

Zoning and Maps

Quicklinks

Applications & Forms
Community Advisory Councils
County Code & Ordinances

E-Services
O E-Permits
O Pay Fees Online
O On-Line Inspection Scheduling

O Permit Status Look-up
O Parcel & Zoning Look-up

Fees
Housing Programs

Inspection Information

Location and Hours

Maps
Meeting Calendar & Video Streaming

Permit Information

Staff Directory
Subdividing Property

> County Home Page > Planning and Building > Grading and Drainage > Drainage Plan for Cambria

Jrainage

B Printer Version

Allland use and building permit applications for new structures or additions to existing structures in
Cambria are required by county ordinance to have drainage plan approval before the permit can be
issued. The drainage plan must provide for the protection from storm water runoff. This requirement
applies to projects within the area shown on the attached map, unless the County Engineer determines
that the building site will neither experience nor create drainage problems. Drainage plans must be
prepared and will be processed as required by Section 23.05.040 through 23.05.050 of the Coastal
Zone Land Use Ordinance.
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Drainage Plan for Cambria Page 3 of 4

Developments Subject to Drainage Plan Requirements: As per CZLUO, Section 23.05.042, and
more specifically pertaining to the situation in Cambria, a drainage plan is required for a project that is
located in an area identified by the County Engineer as having a history of flooding or erosion that may
be further aggravated by or have a harmful effect on the project. VWWhen reviewing drainage plans
submitted by applicants, the Engineering Department will use the following guidelines for site

drainage:

Drainage Plan Requirements: Any new structure built should be safe from flooding.

Basic Drainage Plan Contents: All drainage plans shall include the following information about the
site:

(1) Flow lines of surface waters onto and off of the site.

(2) Existing and finished contours at two-foot intervals or other topographic information approved by
the County Engineer.

(3) Building pads, finished floor and street elevations, existing and proposed.
(4) Existing and proposed drainage channels including drainage swales, ditches and berms.

(5) Location and design of any proposed facilities for storage or for conveyance of runoff into indicated
drainage channels, including sumps, basins, channels, culverts, ponds, storm drains and drop inlets.

(6) Estimates of existing and increased runoff resulting from the proposed improvements.

(7) Proposed erosion and sedimentation control measures.
(8) Proposed flood proofing measures where determined to be necessary by the County Engineer.

Engineered Plan Content: Engineered drainage plans are to include an evaluation of the effects of
projected runoff on adjacent properties and existing drainage facilities and systems in addition to the
information required above. Most sites in the West Lodge Hill portion of Cambria will require an

engineered plan.

Drainage Plan Review and Approval: All drainage plans are subject to the approval of the County
Engineer, however, these plans are to be submitted first to the Department of Planning and Building
together with other plans required for a development permit. The Department of Planning and Building
transmits the drainage plan to the County Engineer for review and approval.

In some cases, where there are major drainage facilities affected or proposed, or the facilities are
being proposed as part of a development plan review, a plan check and inspection agreement is to be
entered into with the County Engineer and the drainage facilities inspected and approved before a
certificate of occupancy is issued. You will be notified at the time the initial plan check is made as to

whether or not a separate agreement is required.

Standards for Design and Construction: Drainage systems and facilities subject to drainage plan
review and approval that are fo be located in existing or future public rights-of-way are to be designed
and constructed as set forth in the County Engineering Department Standard Improvement
Specifications and Drawings. Other systems and facilities subject to drainage plan review and approval
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Drainage Plan for éambria Page 4 of 4

are to be designed in accordance with good engineering practices.

Site Grading: Final grading of lots shall be in conformance with Chapter 70 of the Uniform Building
Code and Sections 23.05.036 of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance.

The Public Works Department, Office Divisqion, can be contacted at (805) 781-5252 to answer
questions about drainage requirements.

Privacy and Conditions of Use Policies

Copyright © 2006 County of San Luis Obispo, California
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Community Development

éﬁ% Planning Division
501 SW Madison Averiue

Corvallis, OR 97333

CORVALLIS
Approved as corrected, January 21, 2009
CITY OF CORVALLIS
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
October 8, 2008
Present Staff
Karyn Bird, Chair (arrived 7:30 p.m.) Jim Brewer Deputy City Attorney
Jennifer Gervais, Vice Chair Ken Gibb, Community Development Director
Frank Hann Fred Towne, Planning Division Manager
Tony Howell Bob Richardson, Associate Planner
Steve Reese Sarah Johnson, Assistant Planner
Jim Ridlington Ted Reese, Development Review Engineer
Denise Saunders Jackie Rochefort, Parks Planner
Patricia Weber Terry Nix, Recorder

Jeanne Raymond, Council Liaison

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

information “‘Hk'eid for

Agenda Item Only Further | Recommendations
Review -
1. Visitors’ Propositions X
il Public Hearing X The hearing was continued to |

Land Development Code Text October 15, 2008, 5:30 p.m.
Amendments Package #1 :
(LDT08-00002)

ili. Public Hearing X The record was held open until
Urban Renewal Plan October 22, 2008, 5:00 p.m. for
additional written testimony.
Deliberations will be held on
October 29, 2008.

V. Deliberations Deny the request.
Evanite Willamette River
Greenway Setbacks (LLDT08-

00001)
V. Minutes: None for Consideration
VI, Old Business X
VIl. | New Business

A. Planning Manager’s Update

VIII | Adjournment - 11:00 p.m.

Planning Commission, October 8, 2008 . Page 1 of 15



CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

The Corvaliis Planning Commission was called to order by Vice Chair Jennifer Gervais at 7:05 p.m.
in the Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard.

VISITORS’ PROPOSITIONS: There were no propositions brought forward.

PUBLIC HEARING - Land Development Code Text Amendments Package #1 (LDT08-

00002):

A.

Opening and Procedures:

Vice Chair Gervais welcomed citizens and reviewed the public hearing procedures. There
will be a staff report and public testimony. The Commission may ask questions of staff,
engage in deliberations, and make a final decision. Any person interested in the agenda
may offer relevant oral or written testimony. Please try not to repeat testimony offered by
earlier speakers. It is sufficient to say you concur with earlier speakers without repeating
their testimony. For those testifying this evening, please keep your comments brief and
directed to the criteria upon which the decision is based.

Persons testifying either orally or in writing may request a continuance to address
additional documents or evidence submitted in favor of the application. If this request is
made, please identify the new document or evidence during your testimony. Persons
testifying may also request that the record remain open seven additional days to submit
additional written evidence. Requests for allowing the record to remain open should be
included within a person’s testimony.

The Chair opened the public hearing.

Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or
Obijections on Jurisdictional Grounds

No declarations were made by the Commissioners.

Staff Report:

Planning Division Manager Fred Towne presented the staff report. At the direction of the
City Council, staff has been keeping a running list of unintended consequences related to
the 2006 revision of the Land Development Code. Staff presented the City Council with
three packages of proposed changes, in order to address such issues. This public hearing
is being held to consider the first of those packages. Package #1 has a total of 26 issues,
most of which are housekeeping changes. Manager Towne briefly reviewed each issue,
as detailed in Attachment A to the staff report, noting that issues 5, 20, 25 and 26 are more
complex and may require more consideration than some of the other issues. To address
the identified issues, staff has proposed Land Development Code text amendments, which
are in Attachment C to the staff report. Staff anticipates that the Commission and the
public may have alternate language or additional suggestions to fine tune the text
amendments. Manager Towne suggested that the Commission consider a continuance
of the public hearing to allow the public additional time to review the proposed changes and
offer suggestions. He drew attention to written testimony at Commissioners’ places from
David Dodson related to issue 25.
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Commissioner Weber referred to the draft text addressing issue 5. She said there does
not appear to be a definition of attached housing when buildings are located on separate
jots. Manager Towne said he will make a note of it.

Commissioner Weber asked if criteria are proposed for the new Major Lot Development
Option. Manager Towne drew attention to proposed Land Development Code provisions
2.12.30.02.b.2. and 2.12.30.06.b. in Attachment C, Pages 45 and 53.

D. Public Testimony:

David Dodson, 311 SW Jefferson Avenue, referenced his eight-page written testimony
(Attachment A), dated October 8, 2008. He submitted an aerial map entitled “Properties
with an Area of 1.0 to 3.0 Acres South of SW West Hills Drive, North of SW Philomath
Boulevard, East of SW 53" Street, and West of SW Timian Street” (Attachment B). Mr.
Dodson said his client owns property of just over two acres in the referenced area. He
used the overhead projector to show graphics of a 2005 Minor Land Partition Approval and
a Partition Completed in 2006 on the subject property. He said his client subsequently
provided a 400-foot accessway with pervious paving. The accessway was intended to
serve the two lots that were partitioned, as well as two additional lots. When the owner
applied for a follow-up partition in 2007, he learned that staff could not approve it due to
new Land Deveiopment Code requirements that the front door be within 100 feet of the
street. Mr. Dodson referred to the aerial map, previously distributed, and noted that there
are 15 additional parcels affected by this provision. He noted that his written testimony
proposes two options for addressing this issue, both of which consider exceptions to allow
measurements to the front door from the accessway rather than from the street.

Commissioner Weber stated that the revised Land Development Code language was
drafted several years in advance of adoption and that the property owner could have
obtained four lots with a subdivision application. She asked why he chose to pursue two
partition applications. Mr. Dodson said the cost for the public street improvements
associated with a subdivision application would have been about $650,000. The applicant
discussed his options with staff and it was suggested that he consider a partition
application. Commissioner Weber stated that it may be possible for the property owner to
pay into a fund for future street development if a street is shown in the Transportation
Master Plan. She will discuss this with staff.

In response to further inquiry from Commissioner Weber, Mr. Dodson said the minimum
density on this two-acre property would be four units. The second partition would achieve
minimum density, but the owner cannot partition with the standards currently in place, and
the proposed text amendments do not go far enough to facilitate the partition.

Commissioner Howell discussed the need to balance flag lots and through-streets. He
invited Mr. Dodson to comment on ways of setting creative limits on flag lots, perhaps by
paying into a fund and/or through dedication of right-of-way. Mr. Dodson agreed that street
connectivity is critical for a well functioning neighborhood, but he said the current lotting
pattern in this area creates a difficult situation. He said it would be great if the City could
come up with a Conceptual Development pattern and funding mechanism for the area.

Liz Frenkel, 4954 SW Hollyhock Circle, expressed concern about the process. She said
this item was originally listed as a Planning Commission discussion and was later changed
to a public hearing. She doesn’t understand why there is a hurry to approve these text
‘amendments; there are not the time constraints that there would be with an application.
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Marilyn Koenitzer, 4240 SW Fairhaven Drive, submitted and reviewed written testimony
(Attachment C). She stated that issue 4, regarding the creation of a definition for
“fractions” in Chapter 1.6, is not a housekeeping issue, but that it qualifies as a policy
change which could have unintended consequences. The only notice she received on this
public hearing was on the agenda which she received via e-mail. The public has had too
little time to digest the proposed changes. Some of the other policies may also have
unintended consequences. Ms. Koenitzer requested that the Planning Commission not
consider the proposed changes at this time, that staff research all possible consequences,
and that the changes be examined by the public in an informational meeting well before
they are considered by the Planning Commission.

Mark Knapp, 131 NW 4" Street, #407, said he has requested to be notified of all land use
public hearings and the Planning Division has generally been good about doing so.
However, he did not receive notice of this public hearing. He has contacted the
Department of Land Conservation and Development regarding requirements on public
hearings for Land Development Code text amendments, but he has not yet received a
response. He requested a continuance of the public hearing.

Mr. Knapp said he had sent an e-mail to several Planning Commissioners. Commissioner
Howell said he received the e-mail and gave it to staff to make copies for the entire
Commission (Attachment D). Mr. Knapp said the area referenced in Mr. Dodson’s
testimony was annexed to the City under a Health Hazard Annexation. The land owners
are benefitting from City services, but seem to want exceptions to the Land Development
Code that would allow them to develop under county-like standards.

Mark Hommer, 4470 NW Apple Tree Place #4, referred to the discussion about flag lots
and said it might be good to consider 100-foot setbacks from access roads, as opposed
to main roads. He said he doesn’t know what the requirements are for roads in
subdivisions, but he suggested that thought be given to changing the standards so that
roads do not have to be so big, and to having provisions that allow for walk-in properties.
He said there may be a market for that type of unique village concept, and he doesn’t think
there is always a need for a big, hard-surface road.

Community Development Director Ken Gibb clarified that this is on the agenda at this time
because staff has made a commitment to get this package through the process by the end
of this Council term.

E. Continue the public hearing:

MOTION: Commissioner Weber moved to continue the public hearing to October 15,
2008, 5:30 p.m. Commissioner Reese seconded the motion.

Commissioner Saunders asked if there is an opportunity to more broadly inform the public
of the continued public hearing. Manager Towne said this hearing was noticed in the
newspaper and that information was sent to those on the interested parties list. Staff will
publish a notice of the continued hearing in the newspaper and will send a follow-up notice
to those on the interested parties list. City Council Liaison Jeanne Raymond asked that
sustainability land use planners also be notified.

The motion passed unanimously.
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HI. Planning Commission Discussion - Urban Renewal Plan:

A. Opening and Procedures:

Chair Karyn Bird welcomed citizens and reviewed the public hearing procedures. There will
be a staff report and public testimony. The Commission may ask questions of staff,
engage in deliberations, and make a final decision. Any person interested in the agenda
may offer relevant oral or written testimony. Please try not to repeat testimony offered by
earlier speakers. Itis sufficient to say you concur with earlier speakers without repeating
their testimony. For those testifying this evening, please keep your comments brief and
directed to the criteria upon which the decision is based.

Persons testifying either orally or in writing may request a continuance to address
additional documents or evidence submitted in favor of the application. If this request is
made, please identify the new document or evidence during your testimony. Persons
testifying may also request that the record remain open seven additional days to submit
additional written evidence. Requests for allowing the record to remain open should be
included within a person’s testimony.

The Chair opened the public hearing.

B. Staff Report:

Community Development Director Ken Gibb provided background information. Over the
past several years, the Downtown Corvallis Association Strategic Planning Committee led
a community-based effort to complete a Strategic Plan for the downtown area. A major
recommendation of the 2006 Strategic Plan is the creation of a Downtown Urban Renewal
District. The process included public meetings, periodic reports to the City Council, and
outreach to specific community groups. A recommendation was submitted to the City
Council on June 16, 2008. The recommendation included both-an Urban Renewal Plan
and an Urban Renewal Report, as required by State law (Attachment E). The City Council
conducted a series of work sessions, including two joint sessions with the Planning
Commission. Based on feedback, several changes were made before the City Council
forwarded the documents to the Planning Commission. The process established by
Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 457 calls for a recommendation from the Planning
Commission prior to a public hearing and final consideration by the City Council. There is
no requirement for a Planning Commission public hearing, but it was decided that a noticed
public hearing would be the best way for the Commission to receive public comment prior
to making a recommendation. Notice of the hearing was sent to downtown property
owners and interested community groups. Although this item was unfortunately described
as a discussion in the agenda, it is listed as a public hearing in the staff report. The staff
report includes a list of applicable Comprehensive Plan policies and a short discussion
related to consistency with applicable Land Development Code standards.

Assistant Planner Sarah Johnson provided a power point presentation of information
regarding the proposed Urban Renewal Plan. She reviewed the process to date and
showed a map of the Proposed Urban Renewal District Boundary. The 298 acres in the
proposed District comprises 3.28 percent of the total City area, and 4.28 percent of the
City’s assessed value.
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Planner Johnson reviewed changes made to the Plan since the joint Planning Commission
and City Council work sessions:

« Language was added that clearly establishes the City Council as the Urban Renewal
Agency governing body. Changing the governance would require a public vote.

« Language was added in several locations that calls out alternative transportation
facilities as potential Urban Renewal projects.

«  Acapwas established on the amount of tax increment revenue that could be collected
over the life of the District. The proposed cap is $35,559,157. A public vote would be
required to approve increasing this limit.

«  Processes for amending the Plan were clarified.

«  Procedures for property acquisition were clarified.

Planner Johnson said Councilors, Commissioners, and the public requested additional
specificity regarding projects to be funded. The challenge is to provide specificity while
maintaining a flexible program. ltis anticipated that public improvements will comprise 65
percent of the proposed budget; public and private development will comprise 15 percent,
rehabilitation and historic preservation will comprise 10 percent; and plan administration
will comprise 10 percent. The first five years of the Plan will not generate funding sufficient
for major expenditures, but the anticipated revenue of roughly $3 million can fund several
smaller projects identified in the City’s long term planning documents. The foilowing
projects have been identified for the first five years of the Plan:

« Riverfront Path Improvement Project: Up to $350,000 for a 12-foot path to extend
from the Crystal Lake ballfields, across the Millrace, to South Downtown.

«  Public Parking Investment Fund: $200,000 for the first five years ($50,000 per year
beginning in year 2). Intended as seed money to fund potential parking projects;
respond to opportunities such as purchasing existing parking for public use;
purchasing land; public-private partnerships; construction of surface or structured
facilities; and parking for alternative transportation modes.

«  Downtown Signage and Locator Project: $250,000 to provide access to information
with highly visible and consistent signage.

e Structural Improvement Program: $400,000 in a revolving loan fund. This would
require matching funds and is intended to assist building owners with structural
improvements to enhance building use and viability.

»  Historic Restoration/Renovation Program: $100,000 in a revolving loan fund. This
would require matching funds and is intended to assist property owners with
renovations to enhance viability and aesthetics of historic buildings.

Planner Johnsoh said the Strategic Planning Committee spoke with the taxing districts
about several considerations, including the following:

«  Projects in the District benefit property assessed value in and around the District;

. The School District is not affected;

«  Levies and bonds issued after 2001 are not affected,;

»  Properties will be placed back on the tax role after the District ends, when they are
anticipated to have gained significant assessed value;

«  Districts are generaily 20-year programs but can end early; and

«  Funds remaining at the end of the District will be distributed back to the taxing bodies.

Planner Johnson reviewed other considerations, including the following:
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+  The Plan does not establish new tax but diverts tax revenue within the District into an
account for use within the District;

«  The District will not affect or change land use regulations;

+  Flexibility is important in order to address projects and proposals that may come along
as the District progresses;

. The maximum the Plan can generate from tax increment financing is $35,559,157;
and,

*  The Plan provides certainty for investors.

Director Gibb added that staff found the District to be consistent with applicable areas of
the Comprehensive Plan and that each project or program will be required to meet the
standards and requirements of the Land Development Code. Staff concludes that the
proposed Urban Renewal Plan meets the applicable Comprehensive Plan policies and
Land Development Code standards, and that it is in compliance with the goals of the City.

Commissioner Weber asked how eligibility is defined for the proposed revolving loan fund
for historic restoration/renovation. Planner Johnson said she anticipates the proposed
advisory body will determine eligibility.

C. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or
Objections on Jurisdictionai Grounds

Conflicts of Interest: Commissioner Howell said he owns property at the northern end of
the proposed Urban Renewal District, but this will not prevent him from making a fair and
impartial recommendation to the City Council.

D. Public Testimony:

Pat Lampton, 234 SW Third Street, submitted and read written testimony on behalf of the
Downtown Strategic Planning Committee (Attachment F). He said the Plan grew out of
a process which began four years ago and has involved dozens of meetings and hundreds
of people. The Plan was designed to give direction for the downtown that embraces the
Vision 2020 and the Downtown Vision statements. The City Council has accepted the
Plan, including strategies establishing a Downtown Commission and adopting an Urban
Renewal Plan. Urban Renewal has been used as a financing tool in more than 65 Oregon
communities. The Plan would help in restoration of existing structures, bring certainty
regarding the community’s commitment to the downtown, encourage investment in
maintenance and rehabilitation of buildings, and put commitment behind a sustainability
effort for an underutilized area that is already dedicated for commercial, professional and
housing uses. He referenced the success of the Riverfront Park project, noted that the
Urban Renewal Plan would not affect current land use processes, and said the District
would have long-term beneficial effects.

Kirk Bailey, P. O. Box 1702, said most of his points have been covered by Planner Johnson
and Mr. Lampton. He said he applauds the inclusion of alternative transportation facilities
as potential projects. The community has seen the impact of the riverfront improvements
on Second and Third Streets. This proposal is for a funding mechanism to help improve
the rest of the downtown area. He has heard feedback from various groups that the
connection between the riverfront and South Corvallis is important. Mr. Bailey clarified that
the historic revolving loan program would be for a property that is either listed as a historic
resource or for which the work being funded would allow it to become listed.
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Marvin Gloege, 1500 NW 13" Street, said he was present at the request of the Director of
the Board of the Benton County Historical Society (BCHS), although the Board has not
taken any action with regard to this project. He said he has been involved in the Horner
Museum process for more than 10 years. The BCHS participated in one of the public
meetings for the Urban Renewal Plan early in the process, but has not received notification
for additional meetings. He said he was present to indicate that the BCHS has a desire to
participate in the process and partnerships.

Barbara Ross, 460 SW Jefferson, said she lives within the boundaries of the proposed
District. She enjoys being part of the downtown and living in a historical house, and she
wants the downtown to be an attractive place. From a community perspective, she said,
it is important to take a long view and consider the quality of the downtown as the heart of
the community. She is proud of the Urban Renewal Plan because it provides a way to
continue to invest in this treasure and to help keep the downtown something that is of
benefit to the entire community. She expressed appreciation to the Planning
Commissioners for their good work.

Susan Morre, 2775 SW Fairmont, said she is a spokesperson for the Whiteside Theater
Foundation (WTF). She said the WTF has not been involved in discussions on the Urban
Renewal Plan so far, but it is interested in the potential for a partnership on this project.
She stated that, after being ciosed for six years and through the hard work of many people,
the Whiteside Theater has been donated to the WTF by Regal Cinemas for the benefit of
the community. The WTF supports the Urban Renewal Plan and hopes to be on the list
of potential projects. ’

David Dodson; 311 SW Jefferson, submitted a list of “Links to DCA Documents”
(Attachment G) including the Vision for Downtown Corvallis, the Downtown Corvallis
Strategic Plan, and Implementation Strategies. He said the Urban Renewal Plan is a key
funding mechanism for implementing a number of measures outlined in the Downtown
Strategic Plan. He stated that the downtown area:

encompasses sustainable activities;

is an environment where people can live and work;

has a high concentration of merchants who sell locally-produced products; and,
presents opportunities if the City decides to move into alternate sources of energy.

Mr. Dodson said there are many reasons why the downtown is a great place and why it is
important to make sure it stays that way.

Mark Knapp, 131 NW 4" Street #407, said he learned that this was a public hearing about
two hours ago. He would like to have been more prepared, but will make some brief
comments. What strikes him about the boundaries, he said, is that Evanite and the First
Alternative Co-op are not part of downtown. He said he opposes financing downtown
parking for motor vehicles and suggested that parking for cars may be solved by declining
driving in the future. He said the timing of this proposal is horrible. Today was another
terrible day in the financial markets, yet this proposal is premised on property values going
up. Since the life of the District is based on tax increment financing, he predicts that the
District will outlive current residents. He said there are a lot of good ideas embedded in
the proposal, but he thinks improvements should be budgeted outright. He questioned why
there is not widespread support from those who do not stand to benefit financially from this
proposal. He referred to previous comments that there is widespread support for the trail
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connection, but he has heard a lot of testimony against it. He requested that the record
be held open for additional written testimony.

Commissioner Weber commented that the mechanism for alternative transportation
facilities was added to the Plan because some decision-makers shared the concern about
funding for parking downtown, when it is not known if vehicle driving may decline.

Close the Public Hearing:

MOTION: Commissioner Reese moved to hold the record open until October 22, 2008,
at 5:00 p.m., for additional written testimony. Deliberations will be held on October 29,
2008. Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

MOTION: Commissioner Weber moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner
Gervais seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

IV. DELIBERATIONS - Evanite Willamette River Greenway (WRG) Setbacks (LDT08-00001):

Chair Karyn Bird welcomed citizens and stated that the Public Hearing on this item was held on
September 24, 2008. By request, the record was held open for seven days for additional written
public testimony. The applicant’s final written comments were received on October 8, 2008.
Planning Commissioners have received both the additional testimony and the applicant’s final
written comments. Deliberations will be held this evening.

A

Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or
Obijections on Jurisdictional Grounds

1. Conflicts of Interest: Commissioner Weber said she has worked with David Dodson
on a number of projects. She does not consider that this professional relationship will
result in an inability to be impartial.

1. ExParte Contacts: None.

2. Site Visits: None.

3. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds: None.

Commissioners Gervais and Weber advised that they have listened to tapes of the
previous hearings in order to be able to participate in deliberations this evening.

Staff Update:

Associate Planner Bob Richardson reviewed the request for approval of two Land
Development Code text amendments that would apply only to the Evanite property. The
applicant proposes: 1) to reduce the WRG building setback from 100 feet from the top of
the bank to 32 feet from the top of the bank for all nonindustrial uses; and 2) a new
exemption that would preclude the WRG Conditional Development Permit review process
for all portions of the site 200 feet west of the ordinary low water line of the Willamette
River. He noted that staff recommended that the first request be approved with a revision
allowing a 42-foot setback from the top of the bank for nonindustrial uses, and that the
second request be approved as presented.

Planner Richardson showed an aerial photograph of the subject site (Attachment H), a
graphic of the north section of the site plan with setback lines (Attachment I), the proposed
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WRG compatibility review area (Attachment), and a section of the site plan (Attachment
J). He called attention to the written testimony submitted after the public hearing was
closed on September 24, but before the record was closed on October 1, 2008
(Attachment K}, and to the applicant’s final written response (Attachment L).

In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Howell, Planner Richardson clarified that
development within the WRG currently requires Conditional Development review based on
Chapter 2.3, as well as criteria in the WRG Chapter of the Land Development Code.
Under the proposal, areas in the exempt area would still be evaluated under Chapter 2.3,
but would not be evaluated based on the WRG criteria. Commissioner Howell said there
are areas of the staff report where he thinks this is not made clear.

In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Gervais, Planner Richardson clarified that
the MUT Zone permits new industrial uses and, if Evanite’s buildings on the riverbank were
sold to another owner, existing uses could continue. A process would be required to
change buildings on the riverbank to another use.

In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Saunders, Planner Richardson reviewed
language under the MUT Zone dealing with expansions or intensification of industrial uses.

Commissioner Saunders asked for staff input on how the Planning Commission can make
a decision on this case that is not inconsistent with the decision made last week, especially
with regard to the establishment of an 82-foot right-of-way or easement along the riverbank
and a trail location that varies from 50 feet to 25 feet from the top of the bank. Manager
Towne said last week’s decision was a land use decision which could expire in two years
if it is not acted upon in some way. The Planning Commission could establish a setback
line through this process that encroaches into the previously approved right-of-way or
easement area. Commissioner Weber added that the previous decision gives permission
for a trail location that would not require subsequent review. There is nothing stopping a
property owner from asking for a different trail location through a process. Manager Towne
said that was correct. :

In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Hann, Planner Richardson clarified that, if
the request is approved, the review criteria for the WRG would no longer apply in the
‘exempt area of the subject site. WRG development standards, MUT Zone development
standards, and all other applicable Land Development Code standards would still apply.
The design standards of the MUT Zone would control aesthetics in terms of a unifying
vision.

Commissioner Howell said he understands that the Conditional Development review criteria
apply to compatibility and do not give as much guidance on greenway resources. Planner
Richardson said that was correct; the WRG criteria are geared toward the river, greenway,
habitat, etc. Staff considered that, given the conditions of the site and the distance from
the river, application of the WRG criteria would not add much in the way of protections.
Commissioner Howell said his concern is that the intent of the WRG criteria is also for
enhancement, with the thought that protections would help to build back the riverbank over
time.

Commissioner Gervais said she understands that 200 feet from the River’s ordinary low
water line translates to about 140 feet from the top of the bank. Staff agreed.
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Commissioner Weber said she e-mailed several questions to Planner Richardson in
advance of the meeting, many of which were related to environmental protections. At the
last meeting, the Deputy City Attorney clarified that mechanisms are in place for
environmental remediation with either a right-of-way or an easement, so that line of
questioning no longer needs a response. She asked staff to respond to the remaining
guestions in her e-mail.

Planner Richardson referred to Commissioner Weber’s question regarding whether City
standards conflict with the 100-foot buffer for water quality preferred by the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ). Planner Richardson said the DEQ does not have a specific
standard, but indicated that a 100-foot buffer was preferred. The DCLD and DEQ had a
conversation and concluded that the City has standards to protect natural features and
riparian corridors and that, if the City wants to provide further protections, the suggestion
was to do so through local regulations. One possibility mentioned was Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL). Manager Towne added that the City plan has been approved by the
DEQ.

Planner Richardson referred to Commissioner Weber’'s question about standards for
bicycle and pedestrian connectivity. He referenced Page 70 of the staff report, which
outlines Land Development Code Chapter 4.0 standards which could result (based on a

possibly construction of a public trail.

Commissioner Howell stated that, if the City has an accepted TMDL plan with the DEQ and
the City is being asked to change the Land Development Code in a way that could change
the TMDL, that needs to be taken into consideration. Development Review Engineer Ted
Reese said most of the best management practices are not in the Land Development
Code, but in the City’s master plans. Commissioner Howell said the Land Development
Code and the City’s master plans assumed certain WRG criteria were in place. There are
a lot of interrelated things and he is not convinced that there would be adequate
protections with removal of the WRG protections.

Commissioner Ridlington asked for clarification on what the City and the applicant would
gain and/or lose through approval of this application. Manager Towne said the concept is
that the WRG review criteria would go away in the area that is more than 200 feet west of
the River’s ordinary low water line. The assumption is that the impact would be minimal.
The applicant could gain a little bit of development area.

Commissioner Howell said he thinks the request requires a balancing of the benefit of
having more developable acreage and perhaps development in the nearer future with a
reduction in natural resources protection. Planner Richardson agreed and said these were
the questions that staff considered and provided analysis on in the staff report. Briefly,
staff looked at the criteria and found that reducing the setback would facilitate efficient use
of land and facilitate the desire to transition to less intensive uses, which is the purpose of
the MUT Zone, while still requiring more intensive industrial uses to be further from the
river.

Commissioner Weber said she disagrees that the reduced setback would result in efficient
use of land. She said redevelopment in this area would include streets, sidewalks, planter
strips, a multi-use path, and 20 percent green area. The suggestion that not granting this
setback could result in dead space is not supported, as there would be no interest on the
part of the developer to not use that space.
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Commissioner Howell said the staff report reasons that approval of the request would
enhance transition to less intensive uses. He thinks it is just as likely that the area would
maintain industrial uses and that any inhibitions the current property owners have had to
redevelop the property as a result of Greenway regulations would be removed with
approval of this application.

Commissioner Hann asked if staff considered ways to condition this request in order to
provide additional protections in place of the WRG criteria; to protect sensitive property
with the hope that it can be reclaimed; and to move forward with more sensitive uses.
Planner Richardson said conditions of approval cannot be applied to text amendments.

C. Discussion and Action by the Commission:

MOTION: Commissioner Howell moved to recommend that the City Council deny the text
amendment to Land Development Code Table 3.30-1, reducing the WRG building setback
for non-industrial uses on the subject site from 100 feet to 32 feet from the Willamette
River's top of the bank. This motion is based on the discussion of the Planning
Commission at its meeting on October 8, 2008. Commissioner Weber seconded the
motion.

in response to a request from Commissioner Howell, Manager Towne said staff will ensure
that Table 3.30-1 indicates that the setback for industrial uses permitted in MUT Zone
would remain at 100 feet from the top of the bank regardless of the final decision on this
request.

Commissioner Howell said this request does not meet the requirements of State-wide
Planning Goal (SPG) 15, the City’s Willamette River Greenway policies, or the Land
Development Code implementation of those policies. He referenced WRG criteria, Section
3.30.40 of the Land Development Code. The proposalis in conflict with Section 3.30.40.c.
and would allow for views to be diminished by structures closer to the river. The proposal
is for development much closer to the river than the Renaissance Building, which was only
acceptable because of its downtown location. The proposal is in conflict with Section
3.30.40.d. and would allow for impervious surfaces closer to the river, reducing water
quality. The proposal is in conflict with Section 3.30.40.e. and would significantly reduce
the ability to protect and enhance riparian vegetation, wildlife habitat, and fish habitat, as
well as protect scenic qualities of the riverbank. The building setback requirement should
reflect the potential for restoring habitat. Due to potential areas of slope instability,
structures close to the bank set the stage for needing bank stabilizing interventions that do
damage to the bank habitat. The proposal is in conflict with Section 3.30.40.j. and k. and
would clearly not maximize the distance from the river to the greatest extent practicable,
and this is a deep site so there is a lot of room for development.

Commissioner Howell said the applicant made a nhumber of arguments in favor, which he
did not believe were supported.

« The applicant said the reduced setback would yield buildings that are more
pedestrian-oriented, but Commissioner Howell believes it is more appropriate for a
pedestrian-oriented proposal to come forward with a requested exception to the
setback.
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*  The applicant said the current setbacks will separate new development too far from
the bank, but other buildings with similar or greater setbacks are interacting well with
the bike path and pedestrian activity, including the Renaissance Building, the Fox and
Firkin, Cloud Nine, and Big River.

«  Theapplicant stated that a reduced setback would accommodate a multi-use path, but
would not allow a multi-use path meeting the general standards of the Parks and
Recreation Facility Plan.

»  The applicant asserted that a reduced setback would be consistent with Stormwater
Master Plan, Goal 5 ESEE Analysis, as long as all Land Development Code standards
were met, but the 100-foot setback is part of those standards.

*  The applicant said the 100-foot setback was only in place due to industrial uses on the
site; however, there is also a 100-foot setback between SW “B” Street and Marys
River; between Willamette Park and Willamette Landing; and there is a 50-foot
setback between NW Harrison Boulevard and the North Riverfront Boat Ramp. These
are determined more by the depth of the lot than by the existing use.

*  The applicant said the MUT Zone purposes will be impaired without a reduced
setback; however, the MUT purpose is to reduce intensity of uses.

Commissioner Howell stated the following:

»  Public necessity, convenience, and general welfare are better served by the existing
standard;

*  Economic development policies will be met with the current setback;

*  There has been no change of condition necessitating the change; and,

« There is adequate flexibility in the Land Development Code to request a setback
variance on a case-by-case basis.

Commissioner Weber agreed with Commissioner Howell and stated that the proposal is
“nuts.” She said the Planning Commission does not have to justify or defend the status
quo. She does not see how public necessity, convenience, or general welfare is bettered
by moving the setback to 32 feet. Allowing a building closer to the river would increase the
property value, but keeping the setback at 100 feet sets up that space to be used for other
necessary elements such as streets, sidewalks, pedestrian amenities, a multi-use path
and/or green space, which would serve to benefit the public much more than a private
building.

Commissioner Weber said the question was raised about whether or not these standards
will be examined by staff throughout the entire City. She understands that the 100-foot
setback extends from Marys River all the way to the southern end of the City limits. Staff's
work load is very heavy, but the City Council requested that this property be examined
because the applicant paid for an application. Itis her understanding that every argument
for reducing the setback could also be applied to all of the properties south. She does not
agree with the arguments, but she absolutely does not agree with the procedure of
examining the Land Development Code for those property owners who can pay to have
them revisited while ignoring other properties to which the same standards are applicable.

Commissioner Gervais said she agrees with Commissioners Howell and Weber. She
stated that a 32-foot setback from the top of the bank would not be adequate for wildlife
resources, based on her expertise as a professional wildlife ecologist. A strip of shorttrees
will not maintain the habitat necessary for riparian wildlife, and it will not be possible to
bring the bank back with tall trees when there are buildings 32 feet from the top of the
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bank. No property owner would risk having a cottonwood tree fall on their structure, but
it is precisely those types of trees that would help to enhance the riverbank and restore
ecological function.

The motion passed unanimously.

MOTION: Commissioner Howell moved to recommend that the City Council deny the
proposed text amendment to Land Development Code Section 3.30.30 removing the
requirement that development further than 200 feet from the ordinary low water line of the
Willamette River be subject to WRG Conditional Development approval.  This
recommendation is based on discussion of the Planning Commission at its meeting on
October 8, 2008. Commissicner Gervais seconded the motion.

Commissioner Howell said the proposal conflicts with Comprehensive Plan Policy 6.6.2.,
and it would take significant balancing to show that deviation from the policy could be
accomplished. Current WRG Land Development Code language was developed to be
consistent with this and other Comprehensive Plan policies. Contrary to the applicant’s
argument, there is no change in conditions that would warrant deviating this much from the
policy. The WRG Chapter was updated at the same time the MUT Chapter was
developed, and they were expected to work together on this site. The property has not
been up for sale, so it cannot be said that it can’t be developed under current standards.
Other site factors, such as brownfield issues, are probably more salient as being barriers
to development than are Land Development Code standards. There is an undeveloped
industrial property across the street that has been for sale. Itis within the MUT but outside
of the Greenway, so there is some evidence that WRG criteria are not the deciding factor.
The applicant said that SPG 15 only requires a public review process for 150 feet from the
river, but thatis stated in SPG 15 as a minimum. SPG 15 also requires the Greenway area
outside of the review area to meet the objectives of the Greenway. This is implemented
through the WRG review criteria, and only to a limited extent through the WRG
development standards that would remain within the exemption area. Toreduce the review
area and still comply with SPG 15 Comprehensive Plan policies, the City would need to
adopt clear and objective development standards, which are not offered as part of this
proposal.

Commissioner Howell said development of portions of the Greenway outside of the
proposed 200-foot line still have an impact on Willamette River resources, including
providing public access, protection of air quality, protection of water quality, and scenic
qualities. Conditional Development review criteria, Natural Features and Hazards
standards, MUT standards, and other Land Development Code standards do not
adequately implement SPG 15 or the WRG review criteria. The applicant says that all uses
within the MUT are compatible with each other and surrounding uses, but this is
contradicted in the MUT purpose statement and in Comprehensive Plan Policy 13.11.17.
The WRG review process was part of the strategy for ensuring compatibility. The applicant
says Land Development Code standards fully implement the Comprehensive Plan, but
those standards include the WRG standards. The applicant says industrial uses in the
exempt area would get WRG Conditional Development review, but they would really only
get the generic Conditional Development review, which would not address many of the
Greenway issues. The applicant says the MUT contains standards that are similar to
Pedestrian Oriented Design standards, but these MUT standards are not applied to
industrial uses. The applicant asserts that the requirements in the WRG development
standards cover all the WRG criteria, but only Section 3.30.40.b is covered. The applicant
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says the site has uses similar to downtown so it should have a review area similar to
downtown. However, downtown has a different development pattern with limited lot sizes
and blocks. The Evanite site has deeper lots with the potential to better meet Greenway
goals, and there are more risks in terms of development patterns that would create
conflicts with the Greenway. Downtown has had problems in terms of its impact on the
Greenway so that bank stabilizing structures have been required. The applicant says the
boundary has been set because these are industrial uses, but there are similar Greenway
boundaries between SW “B” Street and Marys River and in Willamette Park that appear
to be based more on property lines and the ability to maximize distance from the river. The
site would still allow industrial uses. The applicant says the WRG review inhibits
implementation of the MUT transition; however, the South Corvallis Area Refinement Plan
includes a goal of better protecting the Greenway in this area. There has been no change
in conditions since the standards were implemented or updated. There is no evidence of
a need for a change to meet public necessity, convenience, or public welfare. Retention
of current standards is more likely to provide for general welfare.

Commissioner Weber said she agreed with Commissioner Howell. She reiterated that the
Planning Commission does not have to justify maintaining the status quo. She said this
is a prime piece of real estate, the redevelopment of which would potentially have
tremendous impact on the local economy and quality of life for residents throughout the
City. She does not see how the public welfare, necessity, or convenience are in any way
served by relinquishing any level of public input or public process that would accompany
the redevelopment of this site.

Commissioner Hann said he thinks the applicant failed to demonstrate that the WRG
prohibits or prevents them from developing this property. The WRG standards offer an
overriding theme and regulations that protect the environment and the riverfront, and in
many ways enhance the property and its capability for being developed.

The motion passed unanimously.

V. MINUTES: None for consideration.

VL

OLD BUSINESS:

Vil. NEW BUSINESS:

Planning Division Manager Towne called attention to the new meeting schedule on the back of
the agenda.

Commissioner Hann said he continues to see an increase in graffiti. He asked if this falls under
the purview of the Code Enforcement Officer. City Attorney Brewer said graffiti is a Police
Department matter. City Council Liaison Raymond said she will relay this concern to the City
Council.

VIll. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 11:00 p.m.
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

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

I. PUBLIC HEARING (Cont’d) - L.and Development Code Text Amendment Council-initiated

Package #1 (LDT08-00002)

A

Opening and Procedures:

Chair Bird welcomed citizens to the continuation of the public hearing and reviewed the
public hearing procedures. Staff pointed out that there would not be a need to close the
public hearing prior to asking questions of staff and preliminarily deliberating on certain
issues. Planning Division Manager Fred Towne pointed out an additional piece of
testimony submitted by John Foster (Attachment A).

Declarations by the Commission: None

Public Testimony:

David Dodson, Willamette Valley Planning, gave an update on the predicament of one of
his clients who did a land development partition in 2005. The property is located south of
West Hills road, just east of 53™ Street. Two new lots were created, with a remaining
larger parcel for which he planned a future partition. He putin a 400-foot-long private drive
to provide access to the lots, all consistent with development standards for partitions at the
time. In 2007, he came in again to apply for the partition of the larger lot, only to find that
the Land Development Code had changed and, under the new requirements, front doors
must be within either 100 feet or 200 feet (depending on development type) of an adjacent
street.

Mr. Dodson showed a map of the area that illustrated the development pattern for this area
of town, which had been developed in the county but was then annexed into the city as a
health hazard. He said the City has looked at the issue of providing transportation and
circulation in West Corvallis, but not specifically in this area. He said the lots have a
fractured pattern, with some of the lots being so narrow and long that it is not possible to
put in roads without removing existing houses. He said it is very challenging to develop
property in this area and that, ideally, it would be good to have a backbone road system
extended through the larger site.

Mr. Dodson said that what they are proposing is, for situations in which access drives have
already been provided, to essentially have the access drive be considered the measuring
point to the front door, as opposed to measuring to the street. He said the intent would be
to use the shared driveway as the pedestrian network, or to provide a separate sidewalk
that would extend out to the street. He said that, as properties in this area come forward
to urbanize, it will be important that the easements which have been established for access
should go all the way through the property, which might allow opportunities to make
connections and establish an accessway network.

Mr. Dodson expressed hope that the Planning Commission would consider the text
amendment language change that they had previously submitted in this regard.
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In response to a question from Commissioner Weber, Mr. Dodson said that there appear
to be some landlocked parcels in the middle of the area in question.

Commissioner Ridlington brought up his experience in Santa Barbara, California, where
access can be amaze. He said that in some cases, residents have to walk a long distance
from where they park to their homes. Mr. Dodson said that the Land Development Code
and the need for fire access would preclude that from happening here. Additionally,
Oregon’s weather creates a greater need for protection, and homeowners want to be able
to drive or ride their bikes right up to their dwelling.

D. Questions of staff:

Commissioner Howell suggested pursuing the issue raised by Mr. Dodson first. He asked
if there were limitations now in place on flag lots, since the lots described by Mr. Dodson
had been approved prior to the last Land Development Code update. Manager Towne said
that the provisions now in place would limit lot creation so that it could meet the access
requirement of 100 feet from the front door of a home to the street. He said the provisions
being proposed would allow some variations to the Land Development Code standards
allowing the creation of flag lots only under limited specific circumstances. He referred to
Item #25 in the packet, which states the proposed changes to Land Development Code
Section 4.4.20.03. Manager Towne said that, unfortunately, the lot sizes and shapes in the
area in question, to the east of 53" Street and south of West Hills Road, would make it
difficult to meet these standards. He said the requirement is that each partitioned lot not
exceed 175 percent of the zone’s minimum lot size for a single-family, detached dwelling.
He said the intent is to be as consistent with the Pedestrian-Oriented Design (POD)
standards as possible. He said the options for these properties would be to join forces and
approach it as a subdivision or planned development.

The proposed language would allow for Mr. Dodson’s client to develop the three parcels
that have already been partitioned, but the large parcel could not be approved for further
division.

Commissioner Howell asked about situations in South Corvallis where itis common to have
200-foot lot depths, but difficult to get an accessway to the back of the property. He also
discussed the possibilities of having duplexes or triplexes be detached structures on a
single lot and meet the access requirements. Commissioner Weber said that those lots
would still be subject to meeting minimum lot sizes. She further expressed her concern
that the 100-foot and 200-foot distances were somewhat arbitrary. She would not have
problems with tweaking that requirement so that good, functional decisions could be made
with some of the problematic lots.

Manager Towne reminded the Commissioners that the Land Development Code used to
require “front to street,” and that this is now already a significantly greater allowance.

Commissioner Howell referred to page 22 of Attachment C and asked how this language
would apply to the new concept under consideration, which would allow for two detached
single-family units on a lot. He suggested that staff look at new language to address this
issue; i.e. would both units have to be within 100 feet of the street or could one of the two
be within 200 feet of the street? Manager Towne said that staff would look at this, but first
there needs to be support for the two dwelling units per lot change.
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Commissioner Ridlington said he lives on Hayes Street and the lots there are 100 feet by
200 feet. Some flag lots have been put in already, and he is wondering if these changes
would have an impact on more flag lot development. Manager Towne said it would depend
on the zoning. He said that prior to the 2006 Land Development Code changes, it was
permissible. Now, uniess the front door of a house located in the back of the lot can meet
the 100 feet from the street requirement, it cannot be done. He said the proposed changes
would allow for some flexibility to this.

Commissioner Weber referred to Iltem #16 and suggested that wherever the language
“distance measured along the centerline of the path” occurs, the phrase “to the nearest
public street right-of-way” be added after it.

In response to a general question from Commissioner Weber relating to ltem #25 and the
lack of adequate access in the area to which Mr. Dodson referred, Manager Towne said
staff would have to be tasked with looking at how to get a street network in, and it would
have to be prioritized by the City Council along with all the other tasks on the list. He said
there is no real straight-forward solution. Commissioner Weber said her concern is that
the 2006 Land Development Code update resulted in some unintended consequences, and
there are standards in place that existing lots can not meet. That means these lots are
undevelopable until someone with enough resources can get enough lots together to put
in a coherent transportation plan. Manager Towne said that, as part of their
recommendation, the Commissioners could recognize this as a problem and suggest that
further effort be made to figure out a solution to address this deficiency. The City Council
could then look at it as part of Planning’s work program. There is not a lot of vacant land
within the community, and it will be difficult to develop this land at the preferred densities
without attention being paid to this issue.

Commissioner Weber expressed concern that making a change to accommodate Mr.
Dodson’s dilemma might have unintended consequences of allowing for less than optimal
development on similar lots in other parts of the community, where better planning options
might have been available. Manager Towne agreed and said that is why staff had
proposed just a limited amount of flexibility and did not necessarily address all of the
individual problems with individual lots. Commissioner Howell agreed that they did not
want to create language that loosened it up to the point that good development could not
occur where it might be possible to apply other access options.

Commissioner Howell then asked about the width of the accessways listed in Attachment
C, page 36. He asked if the increase to 34 feet in width was driven by fire codes; staff said
there were other considerations, but not necessarily the fire code.

Commissioner Ridlington asked, if the Planning Commission approves staff's
recommendation, if Mr. Dodson’s client would be precluded from developing the back part
of his property unless he got together with neighboring property owners to put in a
roadway. Manager Towne said that was correct, though the Commission could make
specific allowances for lots that have already undergone a partition with the intent of a
future serial partition. He said that situation would probably pertain to five or six lots
around town.

In response to a question from Commissioner Bird, Manager Towne said that the West

Corvallis Plan has chosen arterial and coliector road locations, but a local street network
has not been done for this area.
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Commissioner Saunders asked how development of a local street network would be
funded, whether through taxes or the Capital Improvement Plan. Manager Towne said that
the only way it would happen now is if the developers themselves built the street; the City
would not front money for something like this. He said It has been years since Local
Improvement Districts have been used for this purpose, due to the defaulting that occurred.

Commissioner Reese explored further the opportunity for “grandfathering” in the lots for
which this is an issue. Manager Towne reiterated that it would take a change in Land
Development Code language. He also suggested that a Major Lot Development Option
could be pursued, wherein the Land Development Hearings Board would hear a proposal
to vary the standards.

Commissioner Howell said he believes requesting a Major Lot Development Option might
be the better approach, rather than staff proposing new language to create an exception.

Commissioner Weber asked if there is some kind of mechanism, such as a miniature
Systems Development Charge, that could be set up so owners of properties surrounding
an area identified as a potential right-of-way could pay into a fund that eventually would be
used to purchase that property for the right-of-way. Manager Towne said the Planning
Commissioners could recommend that the City Council consider some mechanism for
dealing with this issue.

Chair Bird then switched topics to Item #4, relating to fractions. Manager Towne explained
that staff’s current practice is not an absolute. He does not think the change is an absolute
necessity, but it would make it easier for everyone involved to have a certain expectation.
Parking has very specific requirements already, so the change would apply mostly to
density calculations, and could also be used for green space.

Commissioner Weber noted that public testimony about density had indicated that instead
of rounding, the least permissive amount should be used. She said she could not
understand how the least permissive amount could be determined, as it would depend on
the situation. She said that if an applicant were trying to maximize the number of lots, then
having it be the lower number would be the least permissive. But, if the site is heavily
constrained, it would be hard to meet minimum density, and setting the number as the
higher one is less permissive. She does not believe they can take that approach.

Commissioner Howell said another concept that either Mr. Foster or Mr. Knapp had
expressed was to define those items that can be rounded and those that cannot. He asked
if, when calculating the number of units required on a 0.4-acre lot, one would first round
up the acreage amount. Manager Towne said that the intent is to round the result and not
to round the absolute amounts, such as the amount of acreage.

Commissioner Weber suggested that the number of decimal places also enters into the
rounding discussion.

Commissioner Ridlington suggested that the word “final” be placed into the definition, as
follows: “When a calculated total results in a “final” number that contains....... ”

Commissioner Saunders suggested that staff walk through the Land Development Code
and identify where fractions are specified, to ensure that there are no unintended
consequences with making this change. She said staff might even specify those instances
in which rounding would be used.
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Commissioner Reese asked for éexamples where rounding should not be applied. Parking
was cited as an example of this, and staff might identify others as they go through the Land
Development Code.

Commissioner Saunders asked if, in the case of a half street improvement being required,
it would necessitate rounding up to a full street improvement. Manager Towne explained
that the requirements for level of street improvement were already explicit; it was not the
intent to apply rounding in cases like that.

Commissioner Howell referred to Item #1 and said that the word “persons” in the second
line should be replaced by the word “children.”

Chair Bird said that they were approaching the time for the next public hearing. Since they
had received all of the public testimony that seemed to be forthcoming, she would entertain
a motion to close the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Saunders moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner
Gervais seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

Deliberations will be held on October 28, 2008.

VISITORS’ PROPOSITIONS:

Leslie Bishop, 827 SW 10" Street, asked the Chair if Commissioner Weber was going to be
presenting on behalf of the applicant for the upcoming public hearing. Chair Bird said that was
her understanding. Ms. Bishop said she had problems with that situation, even though she
knows Commissioner Weber will recuse herself from decision-making. She said the fact that
Ms. Weber is a lead presenter for Devco, the developer of Western Station, at a Planning
Commission meeting seems to cross the line. She believes it is similar to inside trading and
should not be tolerated. She had decided not to submit her written testimony early since she
knew that Commissioner Weber would then be privy to her information. She believes that this
is a conflict of interest on behalf of Commissioner Weber. She said the City of Corvallis has a
policy stating that “a public official shall not represent a client for a fee before the governing body
of a public body of which the person is a member.”

Aronda Beagle, 750 SW C Street Apt. 35, said that she was hard of seeing and would like to
know why the businesses across from Denson’s do not provide a sidewalk in front of their
businesses. She said she has to walk out in the street and when she does, there are many
college students who yell at her. She said there is also a pop machine by the taxicab company
that gets in the way of her walking. She said has to walk this way a lot in order to get to different
busses. Councilor Raymond said she would take note of Ms. Beagle’s complaint and take it to
Council.

Ruby Moon, 608 SW 7" Street, said that she agreed with Ms. Bishop’s statement about
Commissioner Weber leading on behalf of Devco during the upcoming public hearing.

Commissioner Saunders asked if it was appropriate at this time for Deputy City Attorney
Coulombe to address the issue raised by Ms. Bishop. Commissioner Howell suggested that the
issue be addressed after the public hearing is opened, so that it would be on record.
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lll. PUBLIC HEARING - Western Station (PLD08-00009, SUB08-00005, PCR08-00002)

A. Opening and Procedures:

The Chair welcomed citizens and reviewed the public hearing procedures. Staff will
present an overview followed by the applicant’s presentation. There will be a staff report
and public testimony, followed by rebuttal by the applicant, limited in scope to issues raised
in opposition and sur-rebuttal by opponents, limited in scope to issues raised on rebuttal.
The Commission may ask questions of staff, engage in deliberations, and make a final
decision. Any person interested in the agenda may offer relevant oral or written testimony.
Please try not to repeat testimony offered by earlier speakers. It is sufficient to say you
concur with earlier speakers without repeating their testimony. For those testifying this
evening, please keep your comments brief and directed to the criteria upon which the
decision is based.

Land use decisions are evaluated against applicable criteria from the Land Development
Code and Comprehensive Plan. A list of the applicable criteria for this case is available
as a handout at the back of the room.

Persons testifying either orally or in writing may request a continuance to address
additional documents or evidence submitted in favor of the application. If this request is
made, please identify the new document or evidence during your testimony. Persons
testifying may also request that the record remain open seven additional days to submit
additional written evidence. Requests for allowing the record to remain open should be

included within a person’s testimony.
The Chair opened the public hearing.

B. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacis, Site visits, or
Obijections on Jurisdictional Grounds

1. Conflicts of Interest
. Chair 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. ExParte 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.
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3. Rebuttals to declarations

° Matthew Bolduc, 1020 SW 10™ Street, said, for the record, that he is an
employee of the City of Corvallis. He said that Ms. Bishop’s testimony referred
to City of Corvallis Administrative Policy 92-3.08 Code of Ethics. Section
3.08.032(f) reads, “A public official shall not represent a client for a fee before
the governing body of a public body of which the person is a member.” He
believes the language is clear.

. Ruby Moon asked Attorney Coulombe to address the issue of Commissioner
Weber being privy to written testimony submitted early in the hearing process,
because that gives the developer the benefit of knowing what is going to be
presented.

Attorney Coulombe noted that staff attempt to maintain transparency with all
correspondence and testimony submitted by any participant. Withholding information from
any of the participants would violate the principle of transparency.

Manager Towne said that every piece of information that hits their desks is considered as
public information. At some point, the applicant is able to respond to the information, even
if it is part of the final written argument. Transparency is what the City aims for.

° Alan Bakalinsky, 750 SW C, said that this particular case flies in the face of
the conflict of interest considerations. He understands that Commissioners
can recuse themselves and not vote. But the Commissioner should be
recused from being privy to any discussion relating to a case, and not receive
the information related to it. Either you are recused or you are not recused.
Transparency is misleading in this case.

Chair Bird reiterated that any information submitted relating to a case becomes public
testimony and is available to the public. The applicant is part of the public.

Commissioner Howell said that the status of the applicant’s presenter as a Planning
Commissioner does not give them access to any additional information over what any
applicant would get. All applicants have available to them copies of all testimony. All of
the applicant’s submitted material is made available to the public. If new information gets
brought up during the public hearing, then the public has the right to ask for a continuance
in order to look at it, or to have an additional seven days to respond to the new information.
The applicant also has this right of access and response to new information.

o 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
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Commission. Certainly there have been good comments offered on this issue, and there
have been training sessions with respect to these issues. Public confidence is important
but, under State law, there is no actual conflict of interest. There is nothing to prohibit a
Planning Commissioner from recusing himself or herself and actively participating in a
planning process, whether as a presenter, an opponent, or a proponent of an application.
The Administrative policy technically applies to the City Council and not to this body.

Commissioner Howell said that there have been other instances where Planning
Commissioners have recused themselves in order to speak in opposition to a proposal.
There have not been any applicants who questioned the ability for the remaining Planning
Commissioners to make fair and impartial decisions, in light of this. It really comes down
to the Planning Commissioners making their own declarations about their ability to
withstand the “aura of credibility” that Commissioner Weber might have, as well as the
relationships that many of the Planning Commissioners might have with others in the
audience who are testifying tonight. Part of their role is to put those relationships aside and
listen to the facts of the argument.

Councilor Raymond said that there are other City commissions before which similar
instances have occurred.

. John Foster, 1205 NW Fernwood, said he is willing to accept that the
remaining Planning Commissioners will do their best not to let personal
relationships overcome their judgement. But, it still gives the appearance of
a conflict of interest, which the City should try to avoid at all costs. It also
establishes a precedent that Planning Commissioners, City Councilors and
others can recuse themselves and represent a client. He believes this is
different than just speaking in opposition to something.

4. Site Visits: Visits to the site were made by all except Commissioners Gervais and
Saunders

5. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds: None

C. Staff Overview:

Senior Planner Kevin Young said the case under consideration, Western Station, is a
request for 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, 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 0.64-acre site is located on the south side of Western Boulevard, between 6" and 7
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.
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D. Leqal Declaration:

Deputy City Attorney Coulombe said the Commission will consider the applicable criteria
as outlined in the staff report, and he asked that citizens direct their testimony to the criteria
in the staff report or other criteria that they believe are applicable. It is necessary at this
time to raise all issues that are germane to this request. Failure to raise anissue, or failure
to provide sufficient specificity to afford the decision-makers an opportunity to respond;
precludes an appeal to the State Land Use Board of Appeals on that issue.

The failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed
conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond
to the issue precludes an action for damages in Circuit Court.

E. Applicant’s Presentation:

Lyle Hutchens, Devco Engineering, introduced Linda Howard of his firm and said that they
would be presenting on behalf of the applicant, Western Station LLC. He had just come
from a hearing in Lebanon, and fortunately got to this meeting in time to be the presenter.
Initially, he did not think he would be able to be at this public hearing in time, which is why
Ms. Weber was asked to make the presentation.

Mr. Hutchens explained that the Western Station property is a small, triangular piece of
land that is currently undeveloped, located on SW Western Boulevard between 6™ and 7"
Streets. The location is notable due to its close proximity to both downtown and to OSU,
something that is highly unusual for undeveloped land in Corvallis. [t is this proximity that
makes it highly conducive to pedestrian- and bicycle-oriented activity. He showed a
photograph of the property as it looks now. He pointed out that, in its vacant state, it looks
rather grim and does not contribute much in the way of value to the community. It has also
been used for storage for aggregate associated with the last train derailment.

Mr. Hutchens explained that one major contributing factor as to why this property remains
vacant despite its desirable location near downtown and OSU, is the presence of severe
physical constraints in place on the property in the form of railroad tracks to the south, west
and east. They limit access to the site and present non-developable portions of land in the
form of easements, and serve to create an oddly shaped lot with a narrow wedged tail in
the southeast corner that is extremely difficult to effectively develop.

Mr. Hutchens said that, as staff explained, this property is zoned MUC, and is one of only
two pieces remaining in the City with this zoning under the present Land Development
Code. The Detailed Development Plan is presented in Attachment A-1 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.
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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
proposal in 2007. That application was in many ways similar to the one being presented
this evening. It also proposed four live-work units fronting Western Boulevard with
associated parking located in the back. The Planning Commission and City Council denied
the application based on the lack of compliance with requirements for Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) and on-site parking provisions. The application being presented this evening is a
revised version of that original application, with some crucial revisions. The commercial
floor area in each of the units has been increased to meet the minimum required FAR for
the zoning. Commercial uses will be limited to only those which require one parking space
per 400 square feet or less of floor area, so that the on-site parking provision requirements
are also met. The commercial FAR was met in two ways: by limiting the residential uses
to the upper two floors, and by adding a mezzanine level. The buildings proposed by the
applicant comply with all applicable development standards in Land Development Code
section 4.10 relating to Pedestrian-Oriented Design standards. Three different types of
building materials are proposed, with window glazing area in excess of the minimum
requirements. A weather-protection canopy will be installed along the west, north and east
frontages, which will also serve to provide visual delineation between the commercial
spaces below and the residential spaces above. All of these features will combine to form
amixed use building that will be visually attractive; pedestrian-friendly in orientation, design
and scale; and wili serve as a conveniently-located vibrant centerpiece of a revitalized
neighborhood.

Mr. Hutchens explained that the applicant is requesting some Land Development Code
variations. He cited Comprehensive Plan Policy 14.3.1, which states, “in-fill and
redevelopment within urban areas shall be preferable to annexations.” This site qualifies
as an in-fill site; thus, development of it to its potential is inherently desirable prior to
annexing more land from the urban fringe in order to serve the same commercial and/or
residential needs. Given the physical constraints on the site, several variances are being
requested. The variances are solely for the purpose of being able to develop the site
based on its zoning while meeting most of the required standards, especially those that
have been deemed most important by the City and the public (on-site parking and FAR).
In addition, with respect to commercial development, Comprehensive Plan Policy 8.10.4
states: “New commercial development shall be concentrated in designated Mixed Use
districts which are located to maximize access by transit and pedestrians.” This Mixed Use
district is located near downtown and OSU, with a transit stop nearby on SW Western
Boulevard. The development of live-work units on this site is an excellent way to achieve
this particular policy.

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, height limitations, and Pedestrian-Oriented Design
Standards. The applicant’s proposed design meets most of the development standards,
especially those that were emphasized in previous hearings. Specifically, parking and the
commercial FAR are being met by this proposal. However, in order to meet the most
number of standards, the design has reduced the width of the access drive to 20 feet at
the southwest corner of the building. A 20-foot drive is sufficient for car bypass and meets
Fire Department standards. At that same corner, the applicant is requesting a reduction
in the width of the sidewalk from 5 feet to 4.5 feet. This width would also meet ADA
requirements for a sidewalk width. Also, the frontage lies within the maximum setback for
41% of the entire site though, if the railroad easement area is discounted, it meets the 50%
requirement.

Mr. Hutchens then said that the second group of variances requested deal with landscape
issues. The applicantis proposing that, rather than providing the requisite 10-foot planting
area around trees, the trees be installed using special planting techniques allowing them
to be planted in a 5-foot-wide landscaping area. The applicant also proposes that the
required 20-foot landscape buffer between residential uses and industrial uses on the east
side of the property be reduced to a 9-foot buffer. As compensation, the applicant is
proposing to construct the east wall of the residential building with additional sound-
proofing materials and methods to reduce the impact of any train noise on any future
residents of that building. Mr. Hutchens said that, as noted in the staff report, the only
industrial use that will ever be present to the east of the site is the intermittent train traffic.
These variances are all being requested for the sole purpose of attempting to fit the
development onto a narrow, oddly-shaped lot without sacrificing density, parking, green
area or FAR. The last variance, for the location of the access drive, is also a function of
the constraints of the site. The request is to allow the access drive to be located
approximately 100 feet from 7" Street, rather than the required 150 feet. Currently, there
are two gravel drives onto Western Boulevard and they would be consolidated into one,
resulting in a situation that is safer and more desirable on the site than what now exists.
This access configuration has been reviewed by ODOT-Rail and found to be acceptable.

Mr. Hutchens said the applicant has reviewed the staff report, and is in agreement with the
Conditions of Approval, and asks for the Planning Commission’s approval of the
application.

Questions of the Applicant:

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 reminded the Commission that there are three separate applications before
them for consideration. The Planned Development aspect is the most elaborate, and staff
reviewed the five categories of compatibility factors. He said that, in terms of Land Use
and Purposes, the uses are all permitted outright for this zone. The Condition of Approval
limiting commercial uses to those that meet the 1 space per 400 square feet parking
standard will ensure that only appropriate commercial uses are allowed. The proposed
development is consistent with the purposes for Planned Developments. It allows flexibility
in the design and locatio