
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor and City Council I 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development 

DATE: February 20,2009 

The applicant, First Presbyterian Church, has submitted an application seeking approval of 
a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan and Major Replat. The applicant proposes 
to consolidate multiple legal lots on the subject site into a single parcel, construct a 6,444 
sq. ft., single-story addition to the existing church building, and make associated changes 
to the site. Proposed site changes include reconfiguring existing vehicle parking areas, 
reducing the amount of available on-site parking, reconfiguring accessways, and adding 
sidewalks, landscaping, and a bicycle parking shelter. The applicant also requests to vary 
from certain Land Development Code (LDC) standards, inciuding reducing on-site vehicle 
parking to less than the LDC minimum standard. 

On January 7,2009, the Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the 
request. During that hearing, the Planning Commission honored a request to hold the 
record open. The record was held open for one week, following which, the applicant was 
allowed one weekto submit afinal written argument. The Planning Commission reconvened 
on January 21, 2009, deliberated, and voted unanimously to approve the applicant's 
request. The Planning Commission Chair signed the Notice of Disposition from that 
decision on January 22, 2009, (Exhibit 11). On January 29, 2009, the Planning 
Commission's decision was appealed (Exhibit I). A City Council public hearing has been 
scheduled for March 2,2009, to consider the appeal of the Planning Commission's decision 
to approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, and Major Replat. 

II. BACKGROUND and DISCUSSION 

Site and Vicinity 
The First Presbyterian Church owns the City block bordered on the north bv NW Monroe 
Avenue, on thesouth by SW Madison   venue, on the west by SW gth street, and on the 
east by SW 8th Street. This block contains 12 legal lots and six tax lots. The First 
Presbyterian Church is a Designated Historic Resource listed in the Corvallis register of 
Historic Landmarks and Districts. The church buildings are located along SW 8th Street and 
at the corner of NW Monroe and SW 8th Street. The Church consists of three buildings: the 
1909 Sanctuary on the corner of NW Monroe Ave and SW 8th Street, the 1928 Education 
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Hall attached to the south Sanctuary elevation, and the 1969 Jones Wings, attached to the 
south elevation of Education Hall. The existing Church buildings are on legal lots identified 
as numbers 2-6 on Benton County Assessor's Map 11-5-35 CC. The proposed addition 
would be placed on legal lots 7-9 as identified on Map 11-5-35 CC (Exhibit V1.55,56). The 
lots where the addition would be constructed are vacant except for paved and gravel parking 
areas that can accommodate approximately 44 vehicles. The Jeffreys-Porter House, a 
Designated Historic Resource on the Local Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts is 
located on the lot at the corner of SW Madison Avenue and SW 81h Street. The lot 
immediately west of the Jeffreys-Porter House, on the corner of SW Madison Ave and SW 
91h Street, contains a single family residence. 

The First Presbyterian Church overlooks Central Park to the east. The area north of the 
subject site is developed primarily with multi-family residential structures, the First Baptist 
Church of Corvallis is northwest of the site, and the Corvallis Benton County Library is 
northeast of the site. Oregon State University ownsrthe land immediately west of the site, 
and lots directly south of the site (south of SW Madison Ave) are developed primarily with 
single family-detached houses; however, some of these contain professional offices. Other 
notable uses south and southeast of the site are the office uses in the historic First 
Congregationalist Church, the Artcenter, and the historic First Christian Church, which is 
used for Religious Assembly. 

The Comprehensive Plan Map desigpates the site and areas directly south of the site as 
Medium Density Residential. Central Park is designated as Open Space Conservation, 
areas north of the site are designated for Medium Density and High Density Residential 
development, and the OSU property west of the site is designated as Public Institutional. 
Corresponding with the Comprehensive Plan Map designations, the lots south of the site are 
zoned Medium Density Residential (RS-12), Central Park is zoned Agriculture-Open Space 
(AG-OS), lots north of the site are zoned Medium Density Residential - University (RS-9(U)), 
and High Density Residential (RS-20) and are within the North Campus Area. The lots 
owned by OSU west of the site carry the OSU zone. 

In addition to the base zones, the First Presbyterian Church is a Designated Historic 
Resource listed in the Local Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts, and the lots 
containing the existing church buildings are under a Historic Preservation Overlay (HPO). 
In November, 2008, the Historic Resources Commission approved an application to expand 
the HPO to the area west of the Church buildings, contingent upon Major Replat approval 
(Exhibit V1.57). The First Presbyterian Church and site are also within the Downtown 
Residential Area, which is defined in Article 50 of the Comprehensive Plan as, 

Downtown Residential Neighborhood - T h e  area generally bounded by 6th Street on the east, 9th Street 
on the west ,  the Marys River on the south, and Fillmore Avenue o n  the north (see map following finding 
i3.J.aj. Tnis area is iniended i o  provide housing in ciose proximity to ihe Cenirai Eusiness Disirici. 

There are no significant trees or inventoried Natural Resources or Natural Hazards on the 
subject site. 
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Proposal 
The aoolicant has submitted a Conce~tuai and Detailed Develo~ment Plan aoolication to 
constiict a 6,444 sq. fi., single-story addition to the west side oi the 1928 ~ d i k a t i o n  Hall 
The addition contains a 3,000 sq. ft. fellowship hall, kitchen, and bathrooms. The parking 
areas and driveways are proposed to be reconfigured. The existing driveway on NW Monroe 
is proposed to be closed, and a new driveway on SW 9Ih Street is added. The parking area, 
which can hold approximately 44 vehicle parking spaces (some spaces are not paved or 
striped), would be reduced and would be able to accommodate 21 parked vehicles. A 
bicycle parking shelter is proposed on the south side of the addition that will cover 16 
bicycles. Sidewalks are proposed to connect the addition to NW Monroe Ave and SW 9Ih 
Street, and four new parking lot trees, seven new street trees, and site landscaping are 
proposed (Exhibit V1.141). 

Buildings may not be constructed over lot lines, so to construct the proposed addition, the 
applicant has proposed to consolidate lots through a Major Replat application (SUBO8- 
00006). As proposed, lots on the subject blockwould be consolidated into three parcels. The 
legal lots containing the Jeffreys-Porter House and the house located along SW Madison 
Avenue would not be affected, but the other legal lots would be unified (ExhibitVI.140). The 
existing Church buildings and the proposed addition would be located on Parcel 1. 

The applicant has requested to vary from a number of Land Development Code standards 
as summarized in Table 1. below: 

Table 1: .... Summary . o f  Re uested . . . Variations to  Development Standards 
1 

~ 

1 

4.120.9; 
4.1.30.b.4, "8" 
; and 
4.1.30.c.l 

LDC 
Standard 

4.0.30.a.2 

4.0.60.e.l 

Water quality features shall be 
consistent with the Corvallis Des~gn 
Criteria Manual. 

On-site parking spaces shall be 
provided consistent with the LDC 
standards 

~~~~~~ -- 

Use of water quality manholes to treat 
water rather than above ground 
facilities. 

The subject site does not contain the 
minimum amount of LDC required 
vehicle parking, and this amount is 
proposed to be reduced further 
through the Planned Development 
aoolication. 

Standard Summary 

12 ft planter strip along collector 
streets 

Sub-standard street must be 
imoroved with abuttino develooment. 

Proposed Variation 

Retain 6 ft planter strip on NW Monroe 
Ave to retain street parking spaces. 

Retain 6 ft planter strip on NW Monroe 1 
Ave to retain on-street oarkina soaces. I 



LDC 
Standard 

Standard Summary 

A minimum of 60 percent of the 
length and 25 percent of the first 12 
ft. in height from the adjacent grade 
of any street-facing facade shall 
contain windows and/or glass doors. 

Proposed Variation 
I 

49% of the NW Monroe facing 
elevation would be comprised of 
w~ndows and/or glass doors. 

4.2.50 and 
4.4.20.03 

"Through-lots" shall be avoided. If 
created a 20 ft planting screen 
easement is required, vehicle 
access is prohibited through the 
easement, and required front yards 
shall be provided on each street. 

1 Off-Street Commercial access drives should 
I Parking and 
; Access 
.~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p ~ - - p  .. ~ 

The Major Replat would create a 
Through-lot. The applicant requests 
to vary from Through-lot standards. 

The applicant proposes the two 
driveway entrances on SW 9'h Street 
to be 20 feet wide. 
-- 1 

Planned Developments provide an avenue to request variations from development 
standards while remaining consistent with other purposes of Planned Development and 
meeting the compatibility criteria in LDC Section 2.5.40.04. The proposal's consistency with 
the purposes and compatibility criteria of Planned Developments is evaluated in detail in the 
December 31, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Exhibit VI). 

P l a n n i n ~  Commission Action 
As reflected in the December 31,2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission, and draR 
minutes from the January 7 and January21,2009, Planning Commission meetings (Exhibit 
V), City Staff recommended thatthe Planning Commission approvethe applicant's requests, 
with conditions. The Planning Commission reviewed the application, heard publictestimony, 
and voted to approve the application with conditions (Exhibit 11). 

Appeal Issues 
Land Develo~ment Code section 2.19.30.02(d) - Hearincls Authority states that ap~ea ls  of 
Planning   oh mission decisions shall be revikhed by thecity council. Land ~ e v k i o ~ m e n t  
Code section 2.19.30.01(c) states that all hearings on Appeals shall be held de novo (as a 
new public hearing), and the Council's decision is not limited to the stated grounds for 
appeal. Under the terms of LDC 2.19.30.01(c), the Council is charged with reviewing the 
application for consistency with the relevant criteria, and the Council is charged with 
reviewing the decision of the Planning Commission for errors. 

TL-.. ---- 
t IIC dpp~l lai i t  cites a nuriibei of reasons that the City Council should rev'eise the Planning 
Commission's decision to approve the proposed development. Following is an analysis of 
each of the appellant's arguments and concerns, shown in italics, followed by Staff's 
analysis, in plain text. 



Issue 1 
"The loss of 23 parking spaces violates the Land Deveiopiment Code (LDC) 
standards for the above development." 

The applicant has submitted a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan (Planned 
Development) application, with a request to provide 21 on-site parking spaces. If approved, 
this number of spaces would become the new off-street parking standard forthe subject site. 
The December 31, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission provides a detailed 
analysis of the proposal's compliance with LDC Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading and Access 
Requirements (Exhibit VI. 8-21). In most circumstances new development is required to 
provide off-street parking. In the subject application, a number of factors figured into the 
Planning Commission's decision not to require off-street parking associated with the 
proposed 6,444 sq ft building addition, and approve 21 off-street parking spaces as the new 
standard. 

. First, the subject site does not have, and has never had, on-site vehicle parking 
consistent with current or recent LDC standards. This is because the original First 
Presbyterian Church was constructed in 1909, Education Hall was added in 1928, 
and the Jones Wing was added in 1969. During the earliest times, there were no 
vehicle parking requirements, and as recently as the mid 1980's the lots where 
parking is now located, were developed with single-family detached homes. As a 
result of this development pattern the First Presbyterian Church historically relied on 
street parking to accommodate parking needs. 

The Planning Commission echoed this point when deliberating on the application. 
The Planning Commission noted that the Church purchased the adjacent lots to the 
west of the Church buildings, and removed the structures built on them, to achieve 
their long term goal of adding a new structure. This is evidenced by the Historic 
Preservation Permit application submitted in 2002 (Exhibit VIII), which requested 
approval to construct an addition on the adjacent lots. In purchasing the adjacent lots, 
temporary off-street parking was provided to a use that historically had no off-street 
parking. Consequently, any permanent parking associated with the proposal could 
be considered as an increase in parking spaces, ratherthan as a reduction to them. 

Second, because the uses within the church have evolved in a legally nonconforming 
manner, prior to the current Code's minimum on-site parking requirements, the 
current 44 on-site parking spaces satisfy the parking requirements for the current 
church facilities per LDC Section 4.1.20.d. This section requires new parking 
proportional to the intensification of uses, but not for the original Use. Because the 
Church has never had any off-street parking except that provided on adjacent lots 
since the mid 1980's, and these parking spaces have not been formalized through 
any land use or building permit approval, the actual amount of approved, City 
standard off-street parking is zero. Additionally, the Church is not required to provide 
the amount required by current standards if the use is not expanded or intensified. 



In reality, the adjacent lots provide approxirnateiy 44 vehicle parking spaces that are 
used exclusively by visitors and employees of the First Presbyterian Church. As 
discussed in more detail in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Exhibit VI. 
8-21), it is the displacement 23 of the 44 parking spaces that is most pertinent to the 
compatibility of the project with surrounding uses, relative to parking. 

Third, the application states on page 28 of the application (Exhibit V1.97), 

"...the intent of the proposed addition is to relocate activities from an existing space within 
the 1928 addition to the new building. An increase in overall capacity of the church is not the 
motivating force behind the subject proposal, and the applicant intends to maintain current 
activity levels at the church." 

More detail regarding uses of the new addition is given on page 9 (Exhibit V1.78) of the 
application, which states, 

"...The fellowship hall is used for a wide variety of functions, including bible study classes, after-service 
coffee hour, leckures, wedding receptions, and memorial services .... As a result of relocating the 
fellowship hall, the existing second floor facility will be converted to a practice room for the church's 
choir and also used for adult education classes; activities that currently take place in other portions of 
the church." 

These statements clarify that the primary purpose of the addition is not to expand or add 
uses, but to relocate existing uses to a more suitable facility. Land Development Code 
Section 4.1.20.g requires the total required vehicle and bicycle parking to be based on the 
sum of requirements of each individual use. However, in determining the sum of 
requirements for religious assembly uses, it is common to base the required parking on the 
floor area or number of fixed seats where weekly services are held. This is because weekly 
services typically generate the largest parking demand. In the case of the First Presbyterian 
Church, weekly services are held on Sundays in the Sanctuary. Other uses, such as 
Sunday school, may occur during Sunday services but don't actually generate a need for 
additional parking. Likewise, office uses or meetings may occur within a religious assembly 
facility throughout the week, but additional parking would not be required if these activities 
generated less parking demand than weekly services and would not occur synchronously 
with those weekly services. 

In summarv, the applicant is requesting to create a new standard for this facility's required 
off-street parking through the Planned Development process. The proposed standard is 21 
vehicle parking spaces, and these spaces would be located in the general area where 
approximately 44 spaces are now provided. Provision of 21 parking spaces is not within the 
range of spaces required by the LDC for the given uses of the Church. However, based on 
the December 31, 2008, Staff Report, and findings made during January 21, 2009, 
deliberations, the Planning Commission found: 



That the Church has never had off-street parking, so it is not possible, nor required 
to meet current LDC parking standards; 

The proposed addition would not result in an intensification of uses requiring new 
parking; 

Existing parking problems identified by testimony in opposition to the proposal are not 
created only by the First Presbyterian Church, but by all other uses in the vicinity that 
also do not provide the LDC standard amount of vehicle parking. These conditions 
result in extensive use of streets to meet parking demands. As such, the onus for 
addressing any parking problems in the area is on all surrounding uses, not just the 
applicant. 

The Planning Commission found that any negative impacts resulting from the proposed 
standard of 21 on-site parking spaces would be off-set by a number of compensating 
benefits. Benefits identified in the December31,2008, Staff Report include (Exhibit Vl.15): 

. An efficient use of land through shared on-street parking; . Facilitation of infill development in the Central City, which helps maintain a 
compact urban form; . Prevention of new pollution-generating and impervious surfaces; 

F Facilitation of civic and religious assembly uses in the Downtown Residential 
Neighborhood and Central City; 

F Support for uses in a historic building, which facilitates its continued viability; . Continuation of existing and desired neighborhood characteristicswhich would 
potentially be damaged through requirements for a 1 acre parking lot, or on- 
site parking structure. . Location of uses near transit services and bicycle lanes, which can promote 
alternative modes of transportation and potentially alleviate vehicle parking 
demands. 

The Planning Commission also noted that, though the site is within the Central City and 
Downtown Residential Neighborhood, unlike nearby uses in the Central Business District, 
it is not eligible to pay fees in lieu of providing LDC standard parking. However, the Planning 
Commission noted that the site is in a location that, to achieve a successful mixed use area, 
should rely on street parking to make the broader downtown area compact and walkable. 
Additionally, the Planning Commission modified Condition 4 to require eight additional 
bicycle parking spaces, for a total of 32 spaces, 16 of which would be covered. In applying 
this condition, the Planning Commission strengthened the finding that the uses and location 
of the site support alternative modes of transportation, alleviating impacts that may be 
created by providing less than the LDC standard amount of vehicle parking. 

Issue 2 
"The parking study by Devco is invalid because of significant conflict of interest, since 
they are involved in the development of this project and therefore had a financial 



interest in seeing the project go through. Other parking studies (see city's 2003 
parking study) were not given adequate weight in planning committee discussion. 
The majorparking problem for the local residents and business community is during 
weekdays and not weekends." 

In the above statement, the appellant is referring to the fact that Lyle Hutchins, a member 
of the applicant team, is employed with Devco Engineering, Inc., one of the firms that 
completed a parking analysis for the applicant. The Devco study was stamped by Steven 
C. P. Hattori, a Registered Professional Engineer in the State of Oregon. It is very common 
for applicants to hire professional experts to prepare application materials. There is no 
reason to believe that the data provided in the Devco parking analysis is not reasonably 
accurate. If the City Council finds that the Devco study is not sufficient, Council may choose 
not to rely on it to make findings, or may find that its inadequacy is an example of the 
proposal's failure to demonstrate compliance with applicable review. 

The appellant argues that other parking studies, such the City's Downtown Parking Study, 
were not given adequate weight when evaluating the parking demands and needs of the 
area surrounding the First Presbyterian Church site. These studies were not referenced in 
the LDC or Comprehensive Plan, and thus, were not considered in Staff analysis of the 
subject application. Additionally, the referenced Downtown Parking Study did not include the 
areas surrounding the First Presbyterian Church that were analyzed by the applicant's 
parking study, thus, the information in the 2003 parking study is not directly relevant to the 
subject application (Exhibit IX). 

The appellant also notes that the greatest parking on the streets surrounding the First 
Presbyterian Church occurs during weekdays, and not during weekends. The applicant's 
parking studies support the appellant's assertion, and the parking studies account for this 
fact by providing figures for parking availability during the times when the Church 
experiences the greatestweekday use: Tuesday evenings, and Wednesday mornings. The 
table below compares the uses to the LDC parking requirements for each during the 
Church's peak use times on Tuesday evenings and Wednesday mornings. 

~~. 

No. Of Participants 

I Kids Choir I 290 I 162 I 
I Weekly Meeting 1 I 10 I 13 I 

Total I 
I 

345 I 190 
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When considering the above table, it is importantto note that LDC parking requirements are 
based on the size of rooms in which uses occur, andlor the number of fixed seats or linear 
footage of pews. For example, the LDC would require 50 parking spaces for 25 quilters (1 
parking space per 50 sq ft) meeting in the 2,505 sq. ft. room in Education Hall, and 112 
parking spaces would be required forthe 12 members of the handbells group because they 
meet in the sanctuary. Additionally, some uses like the children's choir have a large number 
of participants, most of whom cannot legally drive and are dropped-off and picked-up from 
the church. As such, the actual parking demand at these times is much less than anticipated 
by the LDC. 

The applicant employed Devco Engineering to conduct a parking study to provide 
information regarding parking availability during peak weekday and weeknight use times at 
the Church (Exhibit V1.154). This study was based on the proposed 21 on-site parking 
spaces and1 55 street spaces. These 176 spaces were monitored in 30-minute intervals on 
two Tuesday evenings and two Wednesday mornings in November, 2008. 

As summarized in Table 2, below, the Devco study found that on the Tuesday evenings 
studied there were between 25 and 39 on-site and on-street parking spaces available during 
the most intensive period of Church use. This information indicates that even with an on-site 
parking reduction of 23 spaces, there would be sufficient parking to accommodate existing 
uses within the First Presbyterian Church site and surrounding area. 

Table 2: Parking - use . ..... .. . compared . 
~~~ to ~ ~~ -~ LDC ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ p  requirements . . within . . . sfudy-area ~~~ 

I Morning* I I 

I 
Most 

intensive 
Days 

1 Sundav 
information I 

Most 
Intensive 

Times 

8:15 

Available on-street and 
on-site parking 

(Two-day study worst 
case scenario) 

105 

Two-day 
average of 
available 
spaces 

No 

LDC 
Required 
Parking 

112 



Most 
Intensive 1 Days 

Most 
lntensive 

Times 

LDC 1 
Parking Required ~ Available on-street and 

on-site parking 
(Two-day study worst 

Two-day 
average of 
available 

Wednesday 
Morninge* 

I 
I 

Tuesday 
Evening** 

I 

1 ... ... ~ ~~~ ~ -~... .~ 
* Sunday PTV study based on 155-space area 
**TuesdayandWodnesdayDevcostudybasedon 176spacearea 

188 
Multiple 
rooms 
used at 
once. 

6 30 
7.00 
7:30 

The Wednesday morning study monitored on-site parking and 155 on-street spaces around 
the church in half hour intervals between 7:00 AM and 11:OO AM. Based on current uses 
and room sizes, LDC standards would require a minimum of 188 on-site parking spaces 
during the most parking- intensive time (10:OO - 11 :00AM). The applicant's study shows that 
between 7:00 and 11:OO AM there were vacant parking spaces at all times within the 
monitored area, except the hour between 1O:OB and 11:OO AM. During this hourthere was 
a "deficit" of three spaces at 10:OO and 10:30 AM, and a deficit of one space at 11 :00 AM. 
The applicant's two-day study also finds, on average, there were 2 - 4 vacant spaces during 
this period, indicating that on the other day studied vacant spaces were available. Assuming 
a 3 space parking deficit, it is not expected to adversely affect on-street parking in the 
subject area because the three parking spaces would likely be accommodated in the larger 
on-street parking area identified in the parking study site map (Exhibit VI.154). Additionally, 
the average parking 'demand for Wednesday morning shows up to 4 on-street vacant 
spaces, indicating that a deficit would not always occur. 

Given the above, and based on LDC parking standards, the First Presbyterian Church 
generates the greatest weekday parking demand on Tuesday evening and Wednesday 
morning. Tuesday evening would require 190 parking spaces per the LDC, but the Devco 
study shows that the actual demand can be satisfied using a combination of 176 on-site and 
on-street spaces, while sti!l !eaving vacant parking spaces. Wednesday morning usesvvould 
require 188 spaces per the LDC, but the study shows that on average, the actual demand 
can be satisfied with 176 parking spaces. This study indicates that the actual weekday 
parking demand is less than LDC minimum requirements, and can be satisfied with a 
combination of 176 on-site and on-street parking spaces, a number which accounts forthe 

case scenario) 

39 
34 
25 
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65 
6 1 
59 

190 
Multiple 
rooms 
used at 
once. 



proposed reduction of 23 on-site spaces. A more complete analysis of weekday parking 
demand is found in Exhibits Vf.8 - 21. and V1.147 - 155. 

Related Issues Raised in Testimony 
In addition to the issues raised on appeal, the appellant submitted testimony to the Planning 
Commission raising other parking related concerns. These concerns are summarized 
below, followed by a staff response. The appellant's testimony to the Planning Commission 
is included in Exhibits IV. l l ,  V, and V1.155. 

The appellant's earlier test~mony questioned the dates of the parking studies, noting that if 
they occurred when OSU was not in session, or during OSU Dead Week, the results would 
not be accurate. The appellant suggested that the parking studies were not accurate 
because they included parking spaces that would be removed, and counted spaces that 
should not be included. More specifically, the appellant counted six parking spaces along 
SW gth Street likely to be removed to accommodate the installation of bicycle lanes, two 
parking spaces in front of a bus stop, and one space that simply does not exist. The 
appellant also asserts that 26 two-hour parking spaces were included in the inventory, and 
these spaces should not be counted, presumably because they would not provide all day 
parking for employees of surrounding businesses. According to the appellant these 35 
parking spaces should not be counted as available. Accordingly, the Devco study, which 
identified a total of 176 spaces should have been based on 141 spaces, and the PTV 
America study, which identified 155 parking spaces, should only have considered 105 on- 
street spaces (134 minus 29 2-hr spaces = 105). Given these figures, and the current LDC 
standards, the appellant argues that there will be a deficit of 89 available parking spaces on 
Sunday mornings (29 2-hr spaces + 6 in future bike lane = 35. 134 street spaces minus 35 
= 99. LDC standards would typically require a minimum of 188 on-site spaces, 188 minus 
99 = 89). The appellant suggests that a similar deficit would occur on Wednesday mornings, 
which would "present an impossible situation" for surrounding uses relative to parking 
availability. Such uses include cultural attractions such as Central Park and the ArtsCenter, 
which, according to the appellant, would be more difficult to access as a result of the 
displacement of 23 vehicles from the subject site to adjacent streets. The appellant argues 
that the risk of negative impacts to nearby public, cultural, and office uses are not off-set by 
compensating benefits. 

Staff Response 
The PTV America study was undertaken on the Sundays of June 1 and June 8,2008. The 
Devco study was undertaken on the Tuesdays of ~ovember  4, and I I, 2008, and the 
Wednesdays of November 5 and 12,2008. Spring term classes were in session during June 
when the PTV studies were performed (Dead Week and Finals Week). Fall term classes 
were in session during November, when Devco completed its study. No actual evidence has 
been submitted demonstrating that the OSU population decreases during Dead Week and 
Finals Week. Unless, other evidence is provided, anecdotal or otherwise, the fact that both 
studies occurred while OSU was in session indicates to Staff that a majority of students 
would be in town for class, or preparing for and taking finals. As such, the submitted studies 
are not flawed by the dates they were performed. 
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The appellant states that two identified spaces are in front of a bus stop. Exhibit V1.135 
shows that the bus stop is on the south side of the proposed south accessway to SW 9'" 
Street. Exhibit V1.154, the Devco parking study, shows that no parking spaces were 
identified in this location. The appellant notes that 26 spaces are signed as 2-hour parking 
spaces, and cannot be used for full day parking by local business tenants and their 
employees. This is true, however, the 2 hour spaces result in a continual turn-overof parking 
spaces, making it easier for short term visitors to nearby business to find a place to park. 
Because the streets are used for both short and long term parking, Staff believe it is 
appropriate to include 2-hour parking spaces in parking evaluations. 

The appellant notes that the six parking spaces along SW gth Street may be removed in the 
future to accommodate the installation of bike lanes. Though likely, the loss of these spaces 
is not certain, nor is the time when they would be removed. The application was reviewed 
based on existing conditions; however, the potential removal of the six spaces was 
acknowledged in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, and considered by the 
Planning Commission when reaching a decision on the application (Exhibit V1.16 and 
Exhibit V. ). 

If it is assumed that the 6 spaces on SW gth Street will be removed in the near future, and 
the applicant miscounted the parking spaces by 1 space, 7 spaces could bediscounted from 
the parking studies. Based on the worst case scenarios this would result in ranges of 
between 1 and 105 available parking spaces on Sunday mornings, 18 and 32 spaces on 
Tuesday evenings, and -10 to 112 spaces on Wednesday mornings. As discussed above 
the "deficit" could occur on Wednesdays between 10:OO and 11:30 AM, according to the 
Devco study. In all instances, except for Wednesday mornings, vacant on-street parking 
spaces would be available within the area monitored by the Devco study to serve the Church 
and surrounding uses. 

Based on the above discussion, including Table 2, the LDC would typically require 112 on- 
site vehicle parking spaces on Sunday mornings, 190 spaces on Tuesday evenings, and 
188 spaces on Wednesday mornings based on the uselfloor area ratio that establishes 
minimum parking requirements. The parking studies submitted by the applicant considered 
a total of 155 parking spaces in the Sunday study done by PTV America, and monitored 155 
of a total of 176 spaces in the weekday study done by Devco Engineering. In each case, the 
monitored number of spaces was fewer than the minimum number of off-street spaces 
typically required by the LDC for the existinglproposed use types. The ability of the streets, 
plus 21 on-site parking spaces to accommodate the parking demand at all times except for 
a short period on Wednesday mornings, indicates that the demand is less than anticipated 
by the LDC. The Planning Commission also applied a condition of approval requiring 
additional bicycle parking to encourage this form of transportation to the site. Per LDC 
Section 4.1.20.q: 

A reduction of up to 10% of required vehicle parking may be obtained through the provision of bicycle 
parking based on the following: 
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a. For every eight required bicycle parking spaces, required vehicle parking may be reduced by 
one space, up to the maximum of a 10 percent vehicle parking reduction; or 

b. For every four additional bicycle parking spaces provided over the minimum requirement, 
required vehicle paring may be reduced by one space, up to the maximum of a 10 percent 
vehicle parking reduction. Fifty percent of these additional bicycle parking spaces shall be 
covered. 

Based on 190 vehicle parking spaces (the typical greatest minimum LDC required for the 
proposed uses), 19 bicycle spaces, or 10% of the total vehicle spaces would be required. 
The applicant proposed to provide a total of 24 bicycle parking spaces, including I 6  new, 
covered spaces. The Planning Commission applied Condition of Approval 4, which required 
8 additional bicycle parking spaces, for a total of 32. Per LDC Section 4.1.20.q, the 
provision of 32 bicycle parking spaces is 13 more than would be required based on 190 
vehicle parking spaces, which would permit the reduction of 3 vehicle parking spaces. Off- 
street parking has already been requested to be reduced through the Planned Development 
application, and the purpose of Condition 4 was not to reduce it further. However, LDC 
Section 4.1.20.q demonstrates that the provision of extra bicycle parking is an acceptable 
form of mitigation when less than LDC standard off-street parking is provided. Provision of 
extra bicycle parking spaces as conditioned, is viewed as a method to help off-set parking 
deficits that may be caused by the proposal. 

Another mechanism to off-set potential parking deficits is proximity to transit services. The 
Corvallis Transit System currently serves the site with Routes 1,2,3,5,7,8,C1 ,C3, & P C. 
There is an existing transit shelter on SW gth Street at the SW corner of the site. Additionally 
the site is located 4 blocks west of the Corvallis Transit Center. 

The proximity to transit services, the provision of extra bicycle parking, and the easy access 
to the site and surrounding area via bicycle lanes will mitigate for the potential deficit of 
available street parking during Wednesday mornings. At all other times, even assuming the 
the additional absence of 7 parking spaces suggested by the appellant, the submitted 
parking studies indicate there would be sufficient parking to accommodate vehicles 
displaced to streets by the proposed addition. The Planning Commission also noted that 
areas near the site, such as Madison Avenue north of SW gth Street, provide street parking 
that were not included in either study. Areas such as this will likely be able to provide some 
spaces in the event none could be found in the areas identified in the submitted studies. 

The appellant argues, that there is a risk the proposal will negatively impact surrounding 
uses and adequate compensating benefits will not be provided. Compensating benefits 
provided by the application are discussed under Issue One of this memorandum, and in 
more detail in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Exhibit V1.15). In reaching a 
decision to approve the application, the Planning Commission found that the benefits 
provided by the proposal did compensate for potential negative impacts, and that negative 
impacts related to parking were not wholly caused by the applicant's proposal, but by other 
surrounding uses that do not provide LDC standard amounts of off-street parking. 
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Issue 3 
The information about the parking problem was not made clear fo the involved 
residents and local business people until the holiday season, and did not give those 
concerned enough time to respond appropriately. The public must be given 
adequate notice and time to respond and this was not accomplished. See also 
Strands Lab, lnc.'s concerns with regards to notification." 

Land Development Code Section 2.0.50.03 requires pre-notification of pending land use 
decisions be mailed to property owners and residents, neighborhood associations, and 
organizations on file with the City as requesting this information for all land use cases, and 
for organizations and persons whose property boundaries include or border the subject 
property. On December2,2008, a Pre-Notification was mailed announcing the proposal and 
tentative Planning Commission hearing date (Exhibit V11.20). Neither the appellant, nor 
those who testified in opposition to the application, are on the "interested parties list", orown 
property bordering the subject site. As such, they did not receive the December 2, 2008, 
Pre-Notification. 

Land Development Code Sections 2.0.50.04.b and "c" require notice of hearings for quasi- 
iudicial land use decisions be mailed to uropertv owners and residents within 300 feet of the . . 
subject site. Such a public notice was mailed on December 16, 2008, to the appellant 
(Exhibit VII.l). The application was available for public review beginning on July 24,2008, 
when it was submitted. As stated in the Public Notice, the Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission was made available to the public in hard copy, and on the City's website, on 
December 31,2008, seven days before the January 7,2009, Planning Commission hearing 
date. 

The appellant and Strands, Inc. asked forthe record to be held open, and for a continuance 
of the public hearing in order to have additional time to respond to the information in the 
application and Staff Report. The Planning Commission granted the request to hold the 
record open, and did so for one additional week. During this time both the appellant, and 
Strands Inc. submitted additional testimony. However, the Planning Commission decided 
not to continue the public hearing. Planning Commission Chair, Karyn Bird, explained 
during the January 21, 2009, meeting that holding the record open is an accepted method 
of giving the public time to respond to issues that may have come up during the public 
hearing, and that if a continuance is granted, it is always done to a time certain (Exhibit 
V.2). This is because land use decisions must be made within 120 days of the date the 
application is deemed complete, which in this case was December 'l7, 2008. A public 
hearing is typically continued if new information is submitted in favor of the application. In 
this case no new information was submitted, and the Planning Commission chose not to 
continue the hearing. It should also be noted that it is the discretion of the Planning 
Commission, or quasi-!udicial body, to continue a public hearing. 
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lssue 4 
"This local communitv is u n i ~ u e  and crifical to the Citv of Cowallis. 'We are talkina 
about a small area that conf'ains Central Park, the library, many local businesses: 
churches, the Art Museum, and individual homes as well as apartment (rental) 
residents. The City Council must realize the importance of this area to the city and 
allow more time and detailed discussion of the problems that will be created by 
dumping 23 addifional parking spaces (29 if one considers the future gth street bike 
path) into this unique community. Railroading this project through without proper 
regard to the needs of these above citizens is in violation of the LDC and is not in the 
best interests of the City of Con/allis." 

The potential impacts of the proposal relative to parking have been addressed previously 
in this memorandum and in detail in the December 31, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission. In summary, the construction of the proposed 6,444 sq ft addition will remove 
23 parking spaces on the subject site, and those vehicles will likely be parked on 
surrounding streets. The applicant submitted two parking studies showing the ability of 
surrounding streets to accommodate 23 additional vehicles. The proposal has been 
analyzed by City Staff and the Planning Commission, and has now been appealed to the 
City Council for their consideration and final decision. The City Council is required by State 
law to make a final decision on the application by May 29, 2009 (120 days from December 
17, 2008, plus a 45 day extension granted by the applicant). If the Council believes that 
insufficient evidence has been provided by the applicant to approve the application, the 
Council may deny it. The Council cannot place a decision regarding the application on hold 
indefinitely. 

lssue 5 
"Please review the amount of citizen concern expressed in the time permitted in the 
records of the Planning Commission." 

Public testimony regarding the application is found in Exhibits Ill, IV, V, and V1.155: 

Conclusion 
The appellant raised a number of concerns regarding the subject application arguing that 
the proposed reduction of on-site parking is in violation of the LDC, the parking studies were 
flawed, and that adequate time was not given to comment on the application. Each of these 
concerns has been addressed in this memorandum, andlor in the December31,2008, Staff 
Report to the Planning Commission. In summary, the First Presbyterian Church has never 
had Code standard amounts of off-street parking, and the subject application seeks to 
establish a new standard for the site. This can be achieved through the Planned 
Development process, and, if approved, deviations from the LDC that may result are not 
considered as violations of the LDC. Staff found the parking studies submitted by the 
applicant to be reasonably accurate, and further analysis of parking impacts based on 
assumptions made by the appellant were considered in this memorandum. The appellant, 
and those testifying in opposition, were notified of the land use application according to the 
provisions of the LDC, and the Planning Commission held the record open for one week to 
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provide them additional time to respond to issues raised during the Planning Commission 
public hearing. 

After considering testimony both in favor and in opposition, on January 21, 2009, the 
Planning Commission deliberated on the matter and unanimously decided to approve the 
application. After consideration of the issues raised on appeal, Staff recommend that the 
Planning Commission decisions to approve the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, 
and Major Replat be upheld. 

Ill. REQUESTED ACTIONS 

Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan 
With respect to the appeal of the Planning Commission decision to approve the First 
Presbyterian Church Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan (PLD08-00012), the City 
Council has the following options: 

OPTION #I : Approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan, subject to conditions from the January22,2008, Planning 
Commission Notice of Disposition (Exhibit II), thereby upholding 
the Planning Commission's decision and denying the appeal; or 

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

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

From the facts presented in the December 31, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission (Exhibit VI), as well as the facts presented in this February 20, 2009, 
Memorandum, Staff recommend that the City Council pursue Option # I ,  approving the 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan request, subject to conditions, and direct Staff 
to prepare Formal Findings in support of the City Council's decision. 

Consistent with Option # I ,  the motion below is based upon the facts in the December 31, 
2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission that support the Planning Commission's 
decision to approve the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan. This motion is also 
based on the criteria, discussions, and conclusions contained within the February 20,2009, 
Memorandum to the Mayor and City Council from the Community Development Director; 
and the reasons given by the City Council, as reflected in the meeting minutes, during their 
deliberations on this matter. 
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MOTION: I move to approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, 
subject to conditions from the January22,2009, Planning Commission Notice 
of Disposition (Order #2009-004), subject to the adoption of Formal Findings 
and Conclusions. 

Maior Replat Plat 
With respect to the appeal of the Planning Commission decision to approve the First 
Presbyterian Church Major Replat (SUB08-00006), the City Council has the following 
options: 

OPTION #I : Approve the proposed Major Replat, subject to conditions from the 
January22,2009, Planning Commission Notice of Disposition (Exhibit 
II), thereby upholding the Planning Commission's decision and denying 
the appeal; or 

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

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

From the facts presented in the December 31, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission (Exhibit VI), as well as the facts presented in this February 20, 2009, 
Memorandum, Staff recommend that the City Council pursue Option#?, approving the Major 
Replat application, subject to conditions, and direct Staff to prepare Formal Findings in 
support of the City Council's decision. 

Consistent with Option # I ,  the motion below is based upon the facts in the December 31, 
2009, Staff Report to the Planning Commission that support the Planning Commission's 
decision to approve the Major Replat. This motion is also based on the criteria, discussions, 
and conclusions contained within the February 20, 2009, Memorandum to the Mayor and 
City Council from the Community Development Director; and the reasons given by the City 
Council, as reflected in the meeting minutes, during their deliberations on this matter. 

MOTION: I move to approve the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat, subject to 
conditions from the January 22, 2009, Planning Commission Notice of 
Disposition (Order #2008-004), subject to the adoption of Formal Findings and 
Conclusions. 
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IV. EXHIBITS 

Exhibit I - Appeal Letter, received January 29, 2009 

Exhibit ll - Planning Commission Notice of Disposition (Order) regarding the First 
Presbyterian Church Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, and 
Major Replat (PLD08-00012, SUB08-00006). 

Exhibit 111 - 
Exhibit IV - 

Exhibit V - 

Exhibit V I- 

Exhibit VII - 
Exhibit Vlll - 

Exhibit IX - 

Applicant's Final Written Response 

Written testimony received after release of the December 31, 2008, 
Staff Report to the Planning Commission and before 5:00 PM on 
January, 14,2009. 

Draft minutes of the January 21,2009, Planning Commission minutes 
and approved minutes of the January 7 ,2009, Planning Commission 
meeting. 

December 31, 2008, Staff Report to the Planning Commission 
regarding the First Presbyterian Church Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan, and Major Replat (PLD08-00012, SUB08-00006). 

December 2,2008, Pre-Notice, and December 16,2008, Public Notice 

Director Disposition for First Presbyterian Church (HPP02-00026, 
Order 2002-127) regarding proposal to construct an addition. 

Excerpt of Downtown Corvallis Parking Study, showing study area. 

Review and Concur: 

Manager 
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EXHIBITS 
February 20, 2009, Staff Memorandum to the City Council;

First Presbyterian Church (PLD08-00012, SUB08-00006)



To: Corvallis City Recordcr - Appeal to hearing with City Council 
as per Filing Requirements - 2.19.30.05 -T 

a. Appellant: pisjcr ~3. a vED 
Stanley Nudelman 5-'f+/-642- .349/ 
2842 NW Larltsl~ur Place 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330 - 

b. Subject development: 
First Presbyterian Church 
PLD08-00012, SUB08-00006 

c. Grounds for Appeal: 

JAM 2 9 20'009 

C o m v n i p  D~velcprnenl 
Piaxling Division 

0 \\:'3Saw $g./. 
1) The loss of 23 parlting spaces violates the Land Development Code (LDC) standards 

for the above development. 
2) The parking study by Devco is invalid because of significant co~lflict of i~ltcrest since 

they are involved in the development of this project and therefore had a financial interest in 
seeing !he project go through. Other parlting studies (see city's 2003 parking study) were not 
given adequate weight in planning committee discussion. The major parlting problem for the 
local resident and business comlnni~ity is during weeltdays and not weekends. 

3) The information about the parlting problem was not made clear to the involved 
residents and local business people until the holiday season and did not give those concerned 
enough time to respond appropriately. The public must be given adequate notice and time to 7 - 
respond and illis was not accomplisl~ed. See also Strands I.,ab, Inc.'s concerns regards = 

.- notification. c 
4) This local colnlnunity is unique and critical to the City of Corvallis. We are talking X 

W 
about a small area that contains Central Park, the library, ~nany local businesses, churches, the 
Art Museum, and individual homes as well as apartment (rental) residents. The City Council 
must realize the importance of this area to the city and allow more time and detailed discussion 
of the problems that will be created by dumping 23 additional parlting spaces (29 isone considers 
the future 9th street bike path) into this nniq~le con~munity. Railroading illis project through 
without proper regard to the needs of these above citizens in violation ol:LIlC is not in the bcsl 
interests of the City of Corvallis. 

5) Please review the amount of citizcn concern expressed in the time permitlcd in the 
records of the planning commission. 
d. Appellant's standing to appeal: 

I am the owner of two buildings in the community which have both resident and business 
tenants. These buildings are Central Park South at 760 SW Madison, the former Municipal 
Buildiilg and 219 and 223 SW 8th Street. 1 have worlted hard to renovate these buildings and 
their grounds to lnalte them worthy of this unique area of Corvallis. Over the years 1 have 
increased my onsite parlting by over 50% and helped procure additional on-street parlting in the 
neighborhood. (The First Presbyterian Ch~~c11 is on the other hand decreasing onsite parking by 
over 50% and is adding to an already overloaded on-strcet parking problem.) 
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Cowallis, OR 97333 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
PLANNING COMMlSSlON MINUTES 

January 21,2009 

Present 
Karyn Bird, Chair 
Frank Hann 
Tony Howell 
Steve Reese 
Jim Ridlington 
Denise Saunders 
Patricia Weber 
Joel Hirsch, Council Liaison 

Staff 
David Coulombe, Deputy City Attorney 
Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 
Fred Towne, Planning Division Manager 
Matt Grassel, Development Review Engineer 
Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 
Kelly Schlesener, Senior Planner 
Jacqueline Rochefort, Parks Planner 
Greg Gescher, Public Works Engineering Sup. 
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 

Excused 
Jennifer Gervais 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

Motion passed unanimously to 
First Presbyterian Church, approve the application as 
(PLD08-00012, SUB08-00006) conditioned by the staff report; 

with new Condition #4. 
Motion passed unanimously to 
approve the major replat 

Motion passed unanimously to 
Annual Capital Improvement send the Planning Commission 
Program (CIP) Review 

Planning Commission, January 21, 2009 
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A. October 8, 2008 Weber seconded to approve the 
minutes of October 8, 2008; 
October 15, 2008; and 
November 19, 2008, as 
corrected; and the October 29, 
2008; November 5, 2008; and 

A draft Planning Division work 
A. Planning Division Update task list will be forwarded to the 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair Karyn Bird at 7:02 p.m. in the 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 

I. VISITOR'S PROPOSITIONS: There were no propositions brought forward. 

11. DELIBERATIONS - First Presbvterian Church (PLD08-00012, SUB08-000061: 

Chair Karyn Bird welcomed citizens and stated that the Public Hearing on this item was held 
on January 7, 2009. By request, the record was held open for 7 days for additional written 
public testimony. The applicant's final written comments were received on January 20, 
2009. Planning Commissioners have received both the additional testimony (Attachment 
A) and the applicant's final written comments (Attachment B). Deliberations will proceed 
this evening. 

A. Discussion and Action bv the Commission: 

Chair Bird asked whether Commissioners had any declarations to make since the 
previous meeting. Commissioners expressed no conflicts of interest, ex parte contacts, 
or site visits, and no members of the public rebutted the declarations. 

Commissioner Bird highlighted a letter from Mary Beth Hughes (Attachment A-35), 
saying it brought up some issues that have recurred over the years. One of these is 
that the public didn't have adequate time to respond. Commissioner Bird stated that 
even though the full staff report may not be available until a week before the public 
hearing, as soon as the public is notified of the public hearing (usually about twenty 
days), the application is available from Planning Division staff and thus the public can 
be fully aware of what the applicant has proposed to do. 
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Another issue cited was the request to have a continuance. Ms. Hughes contended 
that leaving the record open didn't give her time to respond. Commissioner Bird 
responded that leaving the written record open is an accepted method of having the 
public respond to issues that may have come up during the public hearing that they 
would like further time to respond to, and also gives the applicant time to develop a 
final response to those issues. 

Regarding Ms. Hughes' request for the continuance's length to be "as long as it takes", 
Commissioner Bird noted that continuances are always to a time certain. She noted 
that participants unhappy with a Commission decision can always appeal a decision to 
the City Council and have additional time to make their case there. 

Commissioner Bird highlighted Ms. Hughes' contention that staff advocated for the 
applicant; she said that staff does not do so, it advocates for the Land Development 
Code. Staff works with the applicant, looks at how the Code applies to that application, 
and makes sure that if the applicant wants to vary from the Code, that the applicant 
has made some offer of benefit to the public to make that variance worthwhile. Staff 
works for the public, not the applicant, seeks to make the best compromise for 
everyone concerned, and tries to give their best advice on the interpretation of the 
Code. 

Regarding Ms. Hughes' claim that the Historic Resources Commission (HRC) decision 
affected that of the Planning Commission, Commissioner Bird stated that it was a 
completely separate hearing. The HRC strictly operates from Land Development Code 
Chapter 2.9; it does not work from the entire Code, which is why the application had to 
then come to the Planning Commission for further consideration. The HRC's granting 
of a Historic Preservation Overlay to the parking lot was contingent on the Planning 
Commission's passing everything else in order to make it a unified property, with the 
same Overlay. 

Regarding Ms. Hughes' reference to the Planning Commission having made decisions 
on this case, Commissioner Bird stated that the Commission only decided to hold the 
record open, not to grant the continuance, and to close the public hearing. Any other 
decisions will be made tonight. All the questions the Commissioners asked at the 
public hearing were regarding clarifications of the Land Development Code and the 
applicant's process. 

Questions from the Commission: 

MOTION: Commissioner Saunders moved to approve the First Presbyterian Church's 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan (PLD08-00012) as conditioned in the 
December 31, 2008, staff report to the Planning Commission. This motion is based on 
findings in support of the application presented in the December 31, 2008, staff report 
and on findings in support of the application that will be made by the Commission in 
support of the request. Commissioner Howell seconded the motion. 

In discussion, Commissioner Ridlington asked how the issue regarding the swifts in 
the chimney cracks had been resolved. Planner Richardson replied that he understood 
the chimney is not proposed to be impacted by the development. 
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Commissioner Howell highlighted the testimony of Mr. Knapp regarding adding bicycle 
spaces as a substitute for the loss of some parking spaces, since the proposal is for 
less than the Land Development Code requirement in terms of the number of parking 
spaces. Manager Towne replied that a substitution could work. There is an opportunity 
to provide additional parking in some location; the issue would be figuring out the site 
for the parking. The Planning Commission would need to do that as a response to a 
review criterion of some sort. Deputy Attorney Coulombe cautioned that any additional 
structures built would likely have issues with the HRC and could force the applicant to 
go back before the HRC to ensure compatibility with those review criteria. 
Commissioner Howell noted that there is a requirement for a certain number of parking 
spaces, and there is a request for variance for reduction, with on-street parking 
substituting for off-street parking (the different parking studies dispute whether the full 
capacity is there). Attorney Coulombe said that it would not be unusual for the 
Commission to consider figuring in alternate modes of transportation. 

Commissioner Howell asked whether staff had figured in a typical reduction for 
location near transit. Planner Richardson replied that that was considered to a degree; 
the applicant's proposal discussed reductions in parking as a result of proximity to 
transit, as well as providing more bicycle parking than required by the Land 
Development Code. However, the applicant used different numbers than staff used. 
The staff analysis found that if uses were occurring at different times and they were 
incidental uses, then the real parking issue is based on the displacement of parking. 
Therefore, staff did not do an evaluation of the reduction of parking from transit or 
biking. 

Commissioner Howell asked whether the tables comparing the Land Development 
Code requirements with the parking study was the applicants' analysis; He wondered if 
staff looked just at the 23-space reduction in regard to Code requirements in relation to 
estimates of 112 spaces on Sunday, 190 on Tuesday evening, and 188 on 
Wednesday morning. Planner Richardson replied that staff did look at Code standards, 
but didn't include a reduction in parking as a result of proximity to transit or extra 
bicycle spaces; the number is simply the Code minimum. Commissioner Howell 
related that staff believes the capacity of on-street parking can absorb the difference 
between that and the provided off-street parking. 

In response to Commissioner Howell's query, Planner Richardson answered that if a 
site is within 300 feet of transit, parking can be reduced by 10%. He recollected that 
parking can also be reduced to up to 10% for every eight extra bicycle spaces 
provided. He said the applicants' number of 222 parking spaces is based on the 
premise of all religious uses occurring at the same time, which is probably an inflated 
number. If that number is used, 22 bicycle spaces would have to be provided, with half 
covered. Since 16 covered bicycle parking spaces are proposed, the required number 
is exceeded by five. 

Commissioner Howell stated that 190 was the highest number. He asked whether the 
bicycle numbers were typically calculated before any transit reductions were figured in. 
Manager Towne replied that each was calculated in regard to the total number, without 
any fractions. He stated that for every four bicycle spaces over the minimum 
requirement, vehicle parking may be reduced by one space, up to the maximum of a 
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10% vehicle parking reduction, and added that 50% of these additional bicycle parking 
spaces shall be covered, consistent with 4.1.70.d.l. 

Commissioner Howell noted Mr. Knapp's suggestion that the applicant provide an 
additional 20 bicycle parking spaces, which would reduce the number of required car 
parking spaces by five. He asked whether, given the conflicting testimony regarding 
capacity, if the potential of improving off-street capacity by another five spaces was 
warranted and if there was enough in the record to require Planner Richardson to 
relate that the applicant had proposed locating the new bicycle spaces just south of the 
new addition in a covered area; Attachment 71 shows what the structure would look 
like. Commissioner Howell noted that the structure as proposed might accommodate 
another five covered spaces. 

Commissioner Howell noted that if the number of bicycle spaces was increased to 32, 
half (16) would be covered, as proposed. The additional spaces could be placed near 
entrances. He noted the application would still be relying on on-street parking, with the 
Planning Commission varying from the Land Development Code requirement to 
request an additional amount of uncovered bike parking. Manager Towne concurred 
that it was a possibility. 

Commissioner Saunders asked staff if existing bike parking spaces were fully utilized. 
Planner Richardson replied that staff has no information about that. 

Commissioner Hann stated that the new structure proposed to replace activities of the 
1928 addition, which had most of its activities on the second floor. This should allow 
some flexibility for the applicant to shift some internal uses in order to allow additional 
bike parking. He asked staff to address Mr. Knapp's assertion that the bicycle parking 
is already required, so that the Planning Commission should not consider that parking 
as a compensating benefit to offset the motor vehicle parking. Planner Richardson 
replied that the staff's rationale in the staff report was that the new structure, on its 
own, did not require new parking, since it didn't represent an intensification or 
expansion of use. Therefore, if no vehicle parking was required, then no new bicycle 
parking was required. The displacement of existing parking will have an impact, and 
one way to offset the impact would be to make it easier for people to bike. 

Commissioner Saunders stated she would be willing to hear an amendment for 
additional bicycle parking as an offset to the negative impact on car parking. Manager 
Towne clarified that adding eight hoops would generate 32 total bike parking spaces, 
half of which are covered. Commissioner Ridlington noted that he prefers to use the 
covered spaces when biking, but availability of covered parking never determines 
whether he bikes or not. He believes covered parking spaces are overrated. 

Commissioner Ridlington asked whether church members could be asked to pledge to 
walk, bicycle or take transit in order to compensate for the lost spots. Manager Towne 
replied that such a pledge would be difficult to enforce. He related that previously, a 
religious assembly had agreed to manage its parking lot in a manner that would not 
require its members to park in adjoining neighborhoods; however, there were 
subsequent complaints about such parking, and staff was able to monitor and enforce 
that. 
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Commissioner Howell moved to add a new Condition of Approval #4: 

Standards for Bicycle Parking Access- Prior to issuance of bui/ding permits, the 
applicants shall submit construction details of the bicycle parking facility, for 
review and approval of Development Services Division staff. No less than 32 bike 
parking spaces shall be provided, with no less than 16 covered spaces, consistent 
with standards of bicycle access and parking in LDC section 4. I. 70. 

Commissioner Reese seconded the motion. Commissioner Saunders asked whether 
this would require that the application go back to the HRC. Planner Richardson replied 
that it could be done as a Director-level decision. Commissioner Bird added that if the 
application did have to go back before the HRC, it would be at no cost for the 
applicant, though it would take additional time. Motion passed unanimously. 

Commissioner Saunders noted the applicant had testified that they were exploring 
whether they could expand their use of their shuttle van service, and asked if that 
could be conditioned. Manager Towne replied that he didn't see any way to monitor 
the situation. 

Commissioner Howell, citing the main motion, commented that the addition was nicely 
designed and that the goal of putting more of the activities on ground level was good 
for an aging population. The site is part of the larger downtown district, so it is not 
eligible for in-lieu-of fees; however, it is in a location that the community has decided 
that, for a successful mixed use area, should make primary use of on-street parking; 
and have enough off-street parking to serve customers, but not an excessive amount, 
in order to make the downtown compact and walkable. Over the long term, the area 
should look to parking structures and other designs, transit, and making it bicycle and 
pedestrian friendly in order to maintain a compact form. 

Commissioner Howell related that the church, in evaluating its needs for long-term 
expansion, purchased two properties, moved the structures off-site, and donated them 
for low-income housing. Temporary off-street parking was created, but with the long- 
term goal of adding a new structure. The Planning Commission must evaluate the 
temporary long-term parking area that is now being proposed as the site for their initial 
building goal. The church is faced with being told that the building plan results in a 
reduction of their off-street parking. Commissioner Howell said that it could be argued 
that the church acquired half a block for an additional structure and any parking that 
comes along with it is new parking. 

Commissioner Howell also said that the current on-street parking situation is impacted 
as much by many of the other businesses that testified as it is by the applicant. Many 
other businesses and institutions in the area must decide whether to designate parkin 
spaces for employees or customers. Professional businesses in residences on 8 # 
Streets are probably even more impacted; they clearly don't have enough on-site 
parking to serve their customers, prompting their letters of concern regarding access. 
All businesses downtown don't have parking capacity on-site by design. This situation 
surrounding the church is an extension of the downtown, where that is allowed and 
strategies are struggled with to deal with it. Long-term, the city could be required to 
place restrictions on where city employees park, or for the university, under a new 
master plan, to provide free parking on campus for those who are registered. The 
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area's parking problems are not the problem of any one applicant. This applicant is 
providing the standard of parking set for the area, and it is legitimate to approve their 
request. 

Commissioner Hann agreed that the building plan was beautiful, but said he regretted 
that there was apparently no consideration given to placing some parking under the 
new addition, or of pulling back the footprint in order to put some of the uses into a 
basement under the addition. He concurred that the onus of the problems created by 
everyone in the neighborhood should not be placed only on the applicant. He 
suggested that in the future, an impact fee could be charged on such projects (or even 
existing businesses) to offset the costs of building parking structures. 

Commissioner Ridlington related he had observed trash cans being placed in parking 
areas, blocking parking on the street, and he suggested the cans be placed within 
yellow zones instead. Manager Towne replied that a permit is required to place the 
garbage bins in the street; where a bin is placed depends on how a permit is being 
used. 

Commissioner Ridlington suggested that with growing pressure for parking, perhaps 
the Planning Commission should ask the city to take another look at parking in this 
neighborhood (maybe including neighborhood parking permits). Manager Towne 
replied that it would not be helpful during this Planned Development hearing, but 
Commissioners will be hearing a discussion on the Capital Improvements Program 
later in this meeting. Also, the Planning Division's Work Program discussion on 
February 4 could be another opportunity to look at whether the concept fits into 
identified projects, or whether to suggest another work task for staff. 

Chair Bird thanked Mr. Nudelman for coming forward and being a great advocate for 
parking in the area. 

The main motion passed unanimously. 

Commissioner Saunders moved to approve the First Presbyterian Church Major 
Replat application (SUB08-00006) as conditioned in the December 31, 2008, staff 
report to the Planning Commission. This motion is based on findings in support of the 
application presented in the December 31, 2008, staff report and findings in support of 
the application made by the Planning Commission during deliberations on the request. 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Howell and passed unanimously. 

B. Appeal Period: 

The Chair explained that the decision will be effective 12 days from when the Notice of 
Disposition is signed, unless an appeal is filed with the City Recorder. 

Ill. Annual Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Review 

Commissioner Weber joined the Commission, having recused herself during the First 
Presbyterian Church deliberations. Manager Towne introduced Greg Gescher, Public Works 
Engineering Supervisor, stating that Mr. Gescher has worked on a series of meetings to 
develop the CIP and will request that the Commission recommend approval of the CIP to 
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Approved as corrected, February 4, 2009. 
  CITY OF CORVALLIS 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
January 7, 2009 

 
Present 
Karyn Bird, Chair 
Frank Hann 
Tony Howell 
Steve Reese 
Jim Ridlington 
Denise Saunders 
Patricia Weber 
Joel Hirsch, Council Liaison 
 
Excused 
Jennifer Gervais

Staff 
David Coulombe, Deputy City Attorney 
Fred Towne, Planning Division Manager 
Jeff McConnell, Development Engineering Supervisor 
Matt Grassel, Development Review Engineer 
Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 
Brian Latta, Assistant Planner 
Terry Nix, Recorder 
 
 
 

 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

  
Agenda Item 

Information 
Only 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

 
Recommendations 

I. Visitors’ Propositions X   

II. Public Hearing 
Storage Depot  
(PLD08-00008, LLA08-00006) 

  Approved as conditioned. 

III. Public Hearing 
First Presbyterian Church 
(PLD08-00012, SUB08-00006) 

 X The record was held open until 
January 14, 2009, 5:00 p.m. for 
additional written testimony. 
Deliberations will be held on 
January 21, 2009. 

IV. Planning Commission Minutes: 
None for consideration  

X   

V. Old Business  X   

VI. New Business 
A. Planning Division Update 

X   

VII. Adjournment – 11:00 p.m.    
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III. PUBLIC HEARING – First Presbyterian Church (PLD08-00012, SUB08-00006):  
 

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.  There has been a request to hold the record open, so the 
Commission will not engage in deliberations or make a final decision this evening.  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 Contacts, Site visits, or 

Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds 
 

1. Conflicts of Interest:  Commissioner Weber said she will recuse herself based 
upon the involvement of herself and her employer in this project.  She left the 
meeting. 

  2. Ex Parte Contacts:  None. 
  3. Site Visits:  Commissioners Howell, Reese, and Ridlington declared site visits.  
  4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds:  None. 
 
 C. Staff Overview: 
 

Associate Planner Bob Richardson reviewed the Site and Vicinity, Comprehensive 
Plan Map designations, and Zoning Map designations of the subject site and 
surrounding properties.  He advised that the church was listed in the Local Register of 
Historic Landmarks and Districts in 1989.  In November 2008, the Historic Resources 
Commission (HRC) approved an application to apply a Historic Preservation Overlay 
to the lots west of the church contingent upon Replat approval.  The HRC also 
reviewed the proposed addition for consistency with Land Development Code Chapter 
2.9 and found the building design to be historically compatible. 
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Planner Richardson reviewed the applicant’s request for approval of a Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan and a Major Replat.  The applicant proposes to 
consolidate multiple legal lots on the subject site into a single parcel, construct a 6,444 
sq. ft. single-story addition to the existing church building, and make associated 
changes to the site, including reducing, improving, and reconfiguring vehicle parking 
areas, reconfiguring access ways, and adding sidewalks, landscaping, and a bicycle 
parking shelter.  The applicant requests to vary from certain Land Development Code 
(LDC) standards, including reducing on-site vehicle parking to less than the LDC 
minimum standard. 

 
 D. Legal Declaration: 
 

Deputy City Attorney Coulombe said the Commission will consider the applicable 
criteria as outlined in the staff report, and he asked that citizens direct their testimony 
to the criteria in the staff report or other criteria that they believe are applicable.  It is 
necessary at this time to raise all issues that are germane to this request.  Failure to 
raise an issue, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford the decision-makers 
an opportunity to respond, precludes an appeal to the State Land Use Board of 
Appeals on that issue. 

 
The failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed 
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: 
 

David Dodson, Willamette Valley Planning, introduced himself, Kurt Schultz of SERA 
Architects, Lyle Hutchens of Devco Engineering, and church member Tony VanVliet, 
all of whom will be available to answer questions.  Mr. Dodson said the purpose of the 
proposed addition is to relocate the main fellowship hall from the second level to the 
ground floor, making it more convenient for elderly members of the church.  The new 
fellowship hall will be used for church events, and the second floor area will be 
converted into a choir rehearsal room and education space.  The proposed addition is 
not intended to increase church membership, but to provide a more accessible 
gathering area.  Mr. Dodson reviewed the requested Detailed Development Plan.  The 
parking area will be modified to accommodate 21 parking spaces with a new exit lane 
onto Ninth Street.  A new covered bicycle shelter will provide parking for 16 bicycles.  
Although the church has owned and used 44 parking spaces west of the church since 
the 1980’s, this parking has never been required.  SERA Architects has designed the 
addition to closely mirror the prominent architectural features of the existing church, 
using building materials and architectural elements similar to those on the existing 
building.  The design and materials of the proposed addition work in concert with the 
1928 addition to frame the sanctuary when viewed from the intersection at NW Monroe 
Avenue and SW 8th Street.   
 
Mr. Dodson said the request includes several variations from standards, the most 
significant of which is for vehicle parking.  He reviewed the results of parking surveys 
done during times that the church is in use, which concluded that the proposed 
development, along with the reduction of 23 onsite spaces, resulted in 8 to 105 
available parking spaces during Sunday services and 25 to 39 parking spaces 
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available on Tuesday evenings.  On Wednesday mornings between 7:00 and 11:00 
a.m. there were vacant parking spaces at all times except between the 10:00 and 
11:00 a.m., during which analysis found a worst case finding of a one to three space 
deficit.  The analysis reflected an average surplus of vacant spaces.  The alternative to 
allowing on-street parking is for the church to acquire and demolish neighboring 
structures to provide a paved parking lot.  The compensating benefits of using on-
street parking include an efficient use of land through shared on-street parking, 
facilitation of infill development near the downtown and other civic uses, prevention of 
new pollution generating impervious surfaces, preservation of a civic use in a 
centralized location, and preservation of the neighborhood by avoiding demolition to 
construct a parking lot.  If the existing gravel parking area west of the church were 
paved to City standards, it would only accommodate 15 vehicles as opposed to the 
current 23. The Major Replat request to consolidate 12 lots into one would allow the 
HPO designation to be expanded and the new addition to comply with setbacks.  Mr. 
Dodson said the applicant concurs with the staff recommendation to approve both 
requests. 

 
 F. Staff Report: 
 

Planner Richardson briefly reviewed the requested variations from Land Development 
Code standards, as detailed in the staff report.  He noted that the applicant proposes 
to reduce the parking onsite from 44 spaces to 21, displacing 23 spaces onto the 
street.  The current situation is a legal nonconforming circumstance and the applicant 
does not propose to expand any uses.  The applicant’s parking analysis studied 155 
spaces – 21 onsite and 134 on the street.  On Sunday mornings, there were between 
8 and 105 available spaces.  As conditioned and as proposed, because uses would 
not occur in the addition at the same time as Sunday services, there would not be a 
change in condition with the exception of the loss of onsite parking.  A second parking 
study was done on Tuesday and Wednesday.  There were found to be 25 to 39 
available spaces on Tuesday evenings and negative one to 119 spaces on 
Wednesday mornings.  On average, there were spaces available on Wednesday 
mornings.  Compensating benefits include efficient use of land through shared on-
street parking, infill development in the Central City, prevention of pollution generating 
and impervious surfaces, proximity to transit and bicycle facilities, facilitation of civic 
and religious assembly uses in the Downtown Residential Neighborhood and Central 
City, support for uses in a historic building, and prevention of the demolition of 
adjacent structures for parking.   
 
Planner Richardson highlighted the proposed conditions related to landscaping.  He 
said the PODS require that 60 percent of street facing facades be composed of 
windows.  The application requests to reduce the requirement to 49 percent.  The 
compensating benefit is a more historically compatible building.  The proposed right-
out-only driveway is less than 150 feet from the intersection, and the City Engineer 
granted an exception based on an evaluation that it would not create safety hazards.  
The applicant is requesting to reduce the driveway from 24 feet to 20 feet.  If that were 
to occur, there is a proposed Condition of Approval to require the driveway to be 
designed to meet current City standards.  He reviewed the compatibility criteria from 
LDC Chapter 2.5, noting that the HRC found the design to be historically compatible 
and that staff did not find any problems with the design. 
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Regarding the Major Replat, Planner Richardson stated that consolidation of the lots 
would create a through-lot.  The LDC requires that a 20-foot wide, six-foot tall, 80 
percent opaque screen be provided.   Staff supports a variation because there are no 
unsightly views or visual conflicts, and because a screen would prevent “eyes on the 
street” and would detract from a pedestrian friendly environment.  Staff finds that, as 
conditioned, the proposal complies with applicable LDC standards.       
 
In response to inquiries from Commissioner Hann, Planner Richardson stated that the 
parking studies counted cars on the street, not making any distinction between those 
associated with the church and those associated with other uses.  He further 
responded that the applicant has indicated that there is some level of van pooling, but 
it is not extensive. 
 
Commissioner Reese asked if there is some irony in that the compensating benefit for 
not having parking is the reduction of impervious areas; i.e., not having parking.  
Manager Towne responded that the compensating benefit is not having the negative 
aspects of the impervious surface. 

 
G. Public Testimony in favor of the application: 

 
Lyle Hutchens advised that 16 citizens present have asked John Fenner to represent 
them this evening. 

 
John Fenner, 910 NW Elizabeth Way, said he has been a member of the church since 
1931.  He said it is important to keep the community benefit of this church in mind; it is 
an old building with beautiful windows which has been in the same location for many 
years and which has helped to raise a lot of people.  The change will help older people 
who can’t walk very well.  It will be good for Corvallis, good for the church, and good 
for both old and young people. 
 
Mark Knapp, 131 NW 4th Street, noted that the proposal would reduce onsite parking 
by 23 spaces and that compensating public benefits are required.  His perspective is 
that of a bicyclist who believes that society needs to drive much less.  Global warming 
is real and about 20 percent of carbon emissions come from motor vehicles. He said 
he is fundamentally in favor the application.  In keeping with the negotiating purpose of 
a PD, he proposes that the application do a better job of providing compensating 
benefits.  Covered bicycle parking is a great incentive to get people out of their cars.  
He thinks the reduction of motor vehicle spaces would be nicely offset by covered 
bicycle spaces in excess of the 16 proposed, perhaps 32.  He added that this 
application is for a space that would likely be used for public meetings, which is a 
public benefit. 

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

 
Stan Nudelman, 2842 NW Larkspur Place, said he owns property at 760 Madison and 
223 SW 8th Street, near the subject site.  He stated that the current 44 parking spaces 
are not adequate and the proposal would make the situation even more inadequate.  
He said the church is important, but so is the community of business people and 
professionals, of which there are many near this building.  He said he has been a 
member of the Downtown Parking Commission for about five years and he is very 
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concerned about parking in the area of the church.  He summarized a chronology of 
letters and action he has taken since 2002 in an effort to address parking problems in 
the area.  He recently took several photographs in the area between 3:00 and 3:30 
p.m. and found only one parking space available.  He said the parking studies done by 
the applicant are not adequate to address the needs of the area, which includes the 
Art Center, Central Park, the Corvallis Public Library, several churches, businesses 
and professionals and their clients, some of whom have disabilities that make it difficult 
to walk any distance.  He is mainly concerned about weekdays between the hours of 8 
a.m. and 5 p.m. when the area is inundated by employees from the downtown area 
and students from the university looking for free parking.  He said parking problems in 
this area have been around a long time and the loss of another 23 spaces is 
unconscionable.  He requested a continuance of the public hearing in order to do an 
adequate parking study.  He said he just recently heard about this application and he 
knows of many other people who would like the opportunity to testify. 
 
Mr. Nudelman submitted written testimony from Strands Labs, Inc. (Attachment B), 
which he offered to read for the record.  The Chair advised that the Planning 
Commission has received copies of the written testimony from Strands Labs, Inc.  Mr. 
Nudelman noted that Strands Labs, Inc. also requests a continuance of the public 
hearing within the written testimony. 

 
Chair Bird asked if Mr. Nudelman has pursued local permitting to prevent people from 
using the area for free parking.  Mr. Nudelman said he has not pursued this option, but 
he appreciates the suggestion. 
 
Commissioner Hann asked if Mr. Nudelman had considered contacting the Corvallis 
Public Library about the possibility of a leasing arrangement for parking on Sundays.  
Mr. Nudelman said he has not.  He reiterated that his main concern is the lack of 
parking on weekdays.  
 
Commissioner Saunders asked if Mr. Nudelman provides covered bike facilities for his 
tenants.  He stated that he provides a total of 10 uncovered bicycle spaces.  He said 
he has talked to bicyclists who believe that covered bicycle parking is not that helpful 
in that bikes get wet while they are riding and that they get wet under the covered 
spaces.  He acknowledged that some bicyclists would argue against that reasoning. 

 
 I. Neutral testimony:  None. 
 
  The Chair reminded people that speaking neutrally removes rebuttal rights. 

 
Questions of Staff: 

 
Commissioner Howell noted that the Central Business District has a system which 
allows for contributions in lieu of providing parking.  He asked if that applies to this 
area.  Manager Towne said that only applies to the Central Business District and 
Riverfront Zones at this time.  In response to further inquiries, Manager Towne said 
that he is not aware that the Parking Commission has done any specific studies in the 
subject area, that he believes there is parking on at least one side of Madison between 
9th and 11th Streets, and that existing office uses were grandfathered in with the 
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adoption of the 2006 LDC but in some situations parking would continue to be 
nonconforming.   
 
In discussion and in response to further inquiries, Manager Towne stated that the 
parking study done for the Downtown and Riverfront areas found that there was 
excess parking available and that walking distances were acceptable.  That is one 
reason that the Council reduced parking requirements in the downtown area and 
grandfathered in all existing uses as not requiring additional parking.  He is not aware 
of that same level of detailed study in the subject area.   
 

J. Rebuttal by Applicant: 
 

David Dodson referred to Mr. Knapp’s suggestion that additional covered bicycle 
parking be provided as a compensating benefit for the reduction in vehicle parking.  He 
noted that he proposal exceeds requirements for both covered and uncovered bicycle 
parking.   
 
Mr. Dodson said he appreciates Mr. Nudelman’s concerns about parking.  He noted 
that parking demands on the neighborhood include employees from the downtown 
area and students from OSU.  He noted that there are a number of uses in the area 
which are under-parked by City standards, including the buildings owned by Mr. 
Nudelman.  He said the downtown parking study showed a high turnover of parking 
spaces and he thinks that may be the case in this area as well.  He referred to Mr. 
Nudelman’s testimony that there were not many spaces available between the hours 
of 3:00 to 3:30 p.m.  He drew attention to Attachment H-81 showing the church’s 
usage in half-hour increments, noting that, although the area is highly parked up 
between the hours of 3:00 to 3:30, it does not appear that this is necessarily due to 
people using the church at that time.  He said the applicant believes that, in 
considering the tradeoffs and options, allowing on-street parking to continue to be 
used by the church is preferable to tearing down buildings in order to build a parking 
lot.   
 
Tony VanVliet, 3671 NW Goldfinch, said he is Chairman of the Presbyterian Church 
Building and Grounds Committee.  He said he also served on the Parking Commission 
and the Downtown Commission which recommended the downtown parking study that 
was completed in 2002.  The study covered the downtown area and the area up to 7th 
Street from “B” to Tyler.  The conclusion of that study was that there was parking 
space available.  The consultants laid out a management plan and the belief was that 
the City would do everything possible to manage the situation.  There was never a 
study done for the area between 7th Street and 11th Street and there is no City solution 
for that area.  He said one property should not be held hostage for the larger parking 
problem in this area.  He noted that, prior to removal of the large tree, there were 8 to 
15 spaces rather than 21.  He said he was surprised to hear that Mr. Nudelman had 
not heard about this project until recently since it has been ongoing since 1994.  The 
seismic work was done first for safety reasons.  Had the fellowship hall been done first, 
it would likely have been completed before the new rules.  He stated that, if the church 
is not able to move forward on the project this year, the costs will likely increase by 
about $200,000.   
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In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Howell, Mr. VanVliet affirmed that things 
done in preparation for this project temporarily increased parking and that the 
increased parking is now being considered lost parking.  Mr. Hutchens added that all 
of the parking for the church was on the street prior to the 1960s when adjacent lots 
were purchased for parking.  Mr. Dodson added that, more recently, removal of the 
large sequoia tree provided room for several parking spaces. 

 
In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Hann, Mr. VanVliet said there is no 
basement in the proposed addition and there was no consideration given to providing 
underground parking.   
 
In response to an inquiry from the Chair, Mr. VanVliet said the new minister is 
considering the possibility of rescheduling some of the Wednesday morning activities 
to other times in order to spread out usage of the church. 
 
Mark Knapp clarified his position that having even more covered bicycle parking would 
be an opportunity to offset the loss of motor vehicle parking for public benefit. 
 
John Fenner asked whether it isn’t more important to Corvallis to have this lovely old 
church than it is to have space for parking cars. 

 
K. Sur-rebuttal: 

 
Mr. Nudelman said he does appreciate the church and is a strong advocate of historic 
buildings.  One of his buildings is a historic building that was in disrepair when he 
purchased it, and he would hate to see that happen again because he cannot get 
tenants due to parking issues.  He agreed that parking problems are contributed to by 
downtown employees and university students, but stated that this proposal represents 
a change to the parking situation.  He clarified that he was aware that the church was 
doing work, but that he just recently received notification about the parking 
consideration.  He reiterated his request for a continuance. 
 
Commissioner Howell advised that the basis for a continuance is typically that the 
applicant presented new evidence and that the continued hearing would be limited to 
that new information.  The Chair added that it is up to the Planning Commission’s 
discretion whether to allow a continuance.  A request to hold the record open to allow 
for additional written testimony would be done upon request.  Mr. Nudelman stated 
that seven days is not enough to do a study that addresses the parking situation.  If the 
continuance is denied, he would request that the record be held open.  Planning 
Manager Towne advised that any Planning Commission decision is appealable to the 
City Council.  An appeal would be a de novo hearing which would allow any person an 
opportunity to present additional information. 

 
Commissioner Howell said he would prefer to follow typical procedure and consider a 
continuance only if the applicant brought new information. There was no new 
information in this case.  Commissioner Hann noted that Planning Commission 
decisions are made based on the applicable criteria and whether the applicant has 
proposed adequate compensating benefits for the proposed variances.  He said he 
would not support a continuance.    
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The record will be held open until January 14, 2009, 5:00 p.m. for additional written 
testimony. Deliberations will be held on January 21, 2009. 

 
 M. Close the public hearing: 
 

MOTION: Commissioner Saunders moved to close the public hearing.  Commissioner 
Hann seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.  

 
IV. MINUTES:  There were no minutes for consideration. 
 
V. OLD BUSINESS: 
 
VI. NEW BUSINESS: 
   

A. Planning Division Update: 
 

Planning Division Manager Fred Towne called attention to the new meeting schedule 
on the back of the agenda.  He advised that the LDC Text Amendments that the 
Planning Commission forwarded to the City Council have been appealed to LUBA by 
Mark Knapp.  The appeal is limited to the items that Mr. Knapp raised at the Planning 
Commission; he did not provide testimony to the City Council on this matter. 
 
Commissioner Bird asked that, in future staff reports, references to attachments 
include page numbers to aid Commissioners and the public in locating specifically 
referenced materials in the attachments. 

 
VII. ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting was adjourned at 11:00 p.m. 
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