
Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Mayor and City Council 

Ken Gibb, Community Development 

March 9,2012 

Subject: Appeal of Harrison Street Apartments Land Use Application (PLDI 1-00004, 
SUB1 1-0000.t) 

Issue 
At issue is the appeal of a Planning Commission decision to deny an application for a 
Major Modification to a Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan for the development 
of a 90-unit apartment complex at 2750 NW Harrison Blvd, and Major Replat to consolidate 
Lots 9-14 of Block 2, and Lots 4-9 of Block 3 of the Arnold Way Heigt~ts Subdivision. 

As summarized in the Planning Commission Notice of Disposition, and described more 
fully in the minutes of the Planning Commission deliberations, main reasons cited by the 
Commission for denying the Planned Development application were (Exhibits E and F): 

Incompatible visual elements, notably the scale and massing of the building as it 
relates to N W Harrison Blvd (LDC Section 2.5.40.04.a.3); 

Incompatible traffic and off-site parking impacts (LDC Section 2.5.40.04.a. 1 0); 

Failure to sajisfy solar access performance standards in LDC Section 4.6.30.a, and 
failure to qualify for a solar access waiver per LDC Section 4.6.60); and 

On appeal, and in response to reasons given by the Planning Commission for denial, the 
applicantlappeltant has proposed conditions of approval related to LEED Gold certification, 
noise attenuation, storm water management, solar access, roof pitch, building articulation, 
and parking lot drive aisle widths. In summary, these conditions of approval would recess 
the upper floors along NW Harrison Blvd, modify the roof design, incorporate off-sets in the 
north and south facades of the building, and modify the locations of outdoor space. As a 
result, the locations of the emergency service access, trash enclosure, and vehicular exit 
on the east side of the site near the alley would be modified, and applicable solar access 
and storm water management standards not previously satisfied would be met. 

Land Development Code Section 2.1 9.30.01 .c requires the City Council to hear appeals 
of Planning Commission decisions in a de novo public hearing process. As such, the City 
Council is asked to evaluate the application, including revisions to it that would result from 
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the appellant's proposed conditions of approval, against applicable review criteria. The 
Council is requested to either approve with conditions as proposed by the appellant, 
approve with conditions as recommended by Staff or revised by the Council, or deny the 
application. 

It should also be noted that the statement of appeal and the letter from the applicant's 
attorney both assert a number of emrs by the Planning Commission in making its decision 
to deny the application, including violations of various comprehensive plan policies, lack 
of substantial evidence in the record, lack of written findings and conclusions to support 
the planning mmmission's decision, and a violation of Oregon Revised Statutes needed 
housing provisions related to objective standards for residential development (Exhibits C 
and D). Because of the de novo nature of this review, many of these concerns are not 
relevant to the City Council decision, assuming the assertions are correct. Other issues, 
including interpretations of the comprehensive plan policies, determining whether to apply 
and what weight to give to any one comprehensive plan policy in determining whether a 
planned development meets the Land Development Code criteria, are matters where 
reasonable people may disagree. The Council's interpretation will be given considerable 
discretion, so long as the interpretation is plausible. Others, such as the needed housing 
statute assertions likely have overlooked the nature of the approved planned development 
for this site. The clear and objective standards under which the applicant may choose to 
develop at any time are those set out in the existing Planned Development. The applicant 
is seeking to modify that approved plan, but need not do so. 

Throughout this report, references are made to revisions made during the Planning 
Commission process, and revisions made on appeal to the City Council. References to 
revisions made on appeal to City Council are revisions to the design reviewed by the 
Planning Commission that would result from conditions of approval proposed by the 
appellant on appeal. Appellant proposed conditions of approval are provided in Exhibit 
C.7 I. Staff recommend revisionsto some of the appellant proposed conditions of approval. 
Staff recommended conditions of approval are provided at the end of this report. 

Executive Summary 
In 1969, a Planned Development Overlay (PDO) was applied to the subject site in 
conjunction with proposed development associated with the Good Samaritan Hospital. 
Permits to demolish the original hospital building have recently been issued, and it is 
expected that this structure will be demolished in the near future. Even though the building 
and uses associated with the PDO will no longer be in existence, the PDO remains on the 
subject site because previous Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan approvals (not 
associated with the current request) for the site have been implemented. 

Absent the PDO and implementation of previous approvals, the subject proposal would not 
be required to obtain Planned Development approval and would not be subject to a public 
hearing process, as long as all applicable development standards were met. It is the 
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presence of this ?DO that requires the applicant to apply for a Planned Development Major 
Modification. Land Development Code Section 2.5.1 0 - Background, states in part, 

It is the intent of thls Chapter to establish procedures that permit flexibility in the land development 
process, allow for better preservation of Significant Natural Features, and allow for innovatlon in site 
planning and architectural design. 

Land Development Code Section 2.5.30 - General Provisions, states in part, 

Planned Development is an altsrnatlve development proces that provides an avenue for a developer 
to request variations from development standards while malntalnlng the purposes stated in Section 
2.5.20 and meeting the review criteria odllned in Section 2.5.40. 

Land Development Code Section 2.5.20 - Purposes, lists 8 purposes of the Planned 
Development review procedures. Among others, the purposes of a Planned Development 
are to promote flexibility in design, the efficient use of land, and provide greater 
compatibility with surrounding land uses than would otherwise be provided under 
conventional land development standards. Given the above, the Planned Development 
process allows and anticipates requests to vary from development standards. 

As described below, and in more detail in the Case 'History section of this report, the 
applicant originally requested to vary from 15 development standards. Through the 
Planning Commission review process, the appellant revised the application and reduced 
the number of requested variations to five. 

The Planning Commission denied the revised application, citing failure to comply with Solar 
Access standards and expressing concerns that the proposal was incompatible with 
respect to the Visual Elements, and Traffic and Off-Site Parking compatibility criteria in 
LDC Section 2.5.40.04. More specifically, the Planning Commission expressed concerns 
that the mass of the building along NW Harrison Blvd was incompatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood, causing non-compliance with Solar Access standards. The 
Planning Commission also expressed concerns that the proposal would cause negative 
impacts on surrounding neighborhoods as there would be more cars traveling on adjacent 
streets and more cars parked on nearby public streets, which already experience high 
levels of on-street parking (Exhibit F). 

As a result of revisions made by the appellant during the Planning Commission review, and 
design revisions that would result from conditions of approval proposed to the City Council, 
all but two LDC standards would be met. The appellant requests to vary from these two 
LDC standards, which are both related to required landscaping. If granted, one variation 
would remove the requirement to install a 5-ft wide landscape buffer between the proposed 
parking lot on the west side of NW 27m Street, and the abutting private parking lot to the 
west. The second requested variation would remove the obligation to install a 204 wide 
landscape screen along the entire frontage of either SW Short Avenue. Staff support both 
requested variations, because they would maintain existing access and use of a private 
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parking lot, would improve access and circulation to the site, and would enhance security 
by allowing greater visibility between the south side of the proposed building and NW Short 
Avenue. The minutes of the Planning Commission deliberations indicate that the Planning 
Commission also supported these variations (Exhibit F). 

The applicant also proposes to use the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
standards for parking lot design, rather than City of Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access 
Standards. Parking lot design standards are not part of the LDC, therefore, using IT€ 
standards is not a variation from the LDC. Use of ITE standards would allow narrower drive 
aisles, thereby increasing the number of parking spaces on site. Use of ITE standards for 
this project is supported by Staff, and the minutes of the Planning Commission 
deliberations indicate that the Planning Commission also supported use of ITE standards. 

On appeal, the appellant proposes new conditions of approval that require compliance with 
Solar Access standards, and respond to the visual compatibility concerns raised by the 
Planning Commission. If applied, these conditions would modify the building design by 
reducing the height of the building, shifting the first floor away from NW Harrison Blvd by 
4.54, recessing the upper floors, and incorporating design elements that provide greater 
articulation in the facades and roof. On appeal, the appellant has also submitted additional 
information demonstrating compliance with applicable storm water management standards, 
and has provided information regarding traffic volumes on surrounding streets to respond 
to compatibility concerns regarding traffic generated by the proposed development. 

Because this is a de novo hearing, the City Council is asked to evaluate the entire proposal 
for compliance with applicable LDC standards and criteria. However, based on issues 
raised by the Planning Commission the City Council may wish to focus its attention on 
answering the following questions: 

1) Does the Council concur with the Staff conclusion that the applicable solar access 
and storm water management standards have been satisfied? 

2) Should the two requested LDC variations concerning parking lot and through-lot 
landscaping be granted? 

3) Should the parking lot be allowed to be designed per International Transportation 
Engineer standards, rather than City of Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access 
Standards? 

4) Has the modified building and site design addressed the compatibility concerns 
related to building mass, traffic, and on-street parking, which were expressed by the 
Planning Commission? 

Decisions to grant variations from development standards, and to answer questions of 
compatibility, require discretion on the part of the decision making body. In reaching a 
decision, the Council should consider evidence in the record, including the Planning 
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Commission meeting minutes, which presents reasons given for denying the application, 
ancl the modifications to the plans proposed on appeal to respond stated reasons for 
denial. 

This report presents reasons given by the Planning Commission for denial, and evaluates 
the ability of proposed design modifications, that would result from proposed conditions of 
approval, to effectively respond to those reasons for denial. As noted above, and 
explained later in this report, Staff recommend approval of the two requests to vary from 
LDC standards, and to use ITE standards for parking lot design. 

Staff believe that the proposed conditions of approval, which reduce the building height, 
increase building articulation (off-sets and recesses in the building facades and roof), and 
move the building away from NW Harrison Blvd, address Planning Commission concerns 
regarding building mass and result in compliance with applicable solar access standards. 
Staff also believe that the new traffic information indicates that the surrounding street 
network has enough capacity to handle traffic generated by the proposed project. Finally, 
Staff believe that the proposal to provide the LDC-required amount of on-site parking is 
sufficient to demonstrate that impacts to off-site parking would be no greater than impacts 
resulting from a comparable development not required to be reviewed through a Planned 
Development process. Therefore, based on the proposed conditions of approval and new 
information, staff recommend approval of the project with the revised conditions of 
approval provided at the end of this report. 

Report Format 
The balance of this report is organized into the following areas: 

Exhibits 
Case History 
Planning Commission Reasons for Denial 
Staff Analysis and Discussion 
Major Replat 
Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations 

Exhibits 
A. Written Testimony: February 8 to March 9,201 2 

B. Draft City Council Minutes - Visitor Propositions: March 5, 201 2 

C. Appellant Materials Submitted on Appeal: March 5, 20 1 2 

D. Appeal Letter: February 28,201 2 

E. Planning Commission Notice of Disposition: February 16,201 2 
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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes: February 15, 201 2 

G. Applicant's Final Written Response: February 1 4, 20 1 2 

Written Testimony: February 2 - 8,2012 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes: February 4,2012 

Written Testimony: January 25 - February 1,201 2 

Planning Commission Staff Report Addendum: January 25,201 2 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes: January 4,201 2 

M. Applicant Final Written Response: December 28,2012 

Written Testimony: Oecem ber 15 - 21 ,201 1 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes: December 14, 20 1 2 
Includes: 

-Written Testimony Submitted During Hearing: December 14,201 2; 

-Written Testimony: December 2 - 14,201 2 

Planning Commission Staff Report, December 2,201 1 

Case History 
The following outlines important dates regarding the review of, and revisions to, the su bjed 
application. The applicant lists other dates and actions associated with the project review, 
beginning with neighborhood meetings (Exhi bit C.5). 

December 14,201 1 

On December 14, 201 I, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the subject 
application. The initial proposal requested approval of a Planned Development Major 
Modification to construct a new 104,947 sq. ft., 91-unit apartment complex. As part of the 
application, the applicant requested to vary from 15 development standards. The 
proposed variations were related to off-street parking and access standards, building 
setbacks, open space requirements, solar access standards, and the location of a trash 
enclosure. The applicant also requested approval of a Major Replat to consolidate Lots 
9-1 4 of Block 2, and Lots 4-9 of Block 3 of the Arnold Way Heights Subdivision. 

During the December 14, 2011, public hearing, the Planning Commission granted a 
request to hold the written record open. In their final written response, the applicant 
requested that the Planning Commission postpone deliberations and re-open the public 
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hearing at a future date, to give the applicant the opportunity to revise the application to 
address concerns raised in public testimony. 

Januaw 4,2012 
On January 4, 2012, the Planning Commission granted the applicant's request, and 
decided to re-open the public hearing on February 1, 2012. The Planning Commission 
decided to accept public testimony on the entire application, including revisions to the 
application made after the December 44,201 1, public hearing. 

February I. 2012 
On February 7,201 2, the Planning Commission re-opened the public hearing, accepted 
public testimony, and considered application revisions proposed by the applicant. The 
following list summarizes the application as revised for the February I ,20 1 2, Planning 
Commission hearing: 

Request to vary from 5 development standards, rather than 15 

Reducing the number of dwelling units from 91 to 90. Change bedroom I unit mix 
by adding 9 bedrooms. 26 4-bedroom units and 37 3-bedroom units were 
originally proposed. This was changed to 38 4-bedroom units and 24 3-bedroom 
units. 

Shifting the building to meet minimum setback requirements 

lncreasing the number of parking spaces from 179 (Option A) or j64 (Option B), 
to 197 by adding a sub-surface parking area 

Increasing parking lot landscape buffer widths 

Adding 8,240 sq. ft. of Common Outdoor Space on the roof of the north wing of 
the building 

Screening Private Outdoor Space 

Designating 2,000 sq. ft. of Outdoor Space as a children's play area 

Moving the trash enclosure 20-ft from the subject building 

Providing a 7-ft wide franchise utility easement entirely on the subject site rather 
than placing segments of utility lines in the public right-of-way 

Through the revised application, the applicant reduced the number of requested 
variations from 15 to 5. The requested variations were: 
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Solar Access protections in Land Development Code (LDC) Section 4.6.30.a; 
204 wide planting screen easement requirement for Through-lots in LDC 
Section 4.4.20.03.c 
Requirement for storm water detention facilities to maximize storm water 
infiltration per LDC Section 4.0.1 30. b.1; 
Corvallis Off-street Parking and Access Standards regarding parking lot drive 
aisle widths (this is not a LDC standard); and 
Requirement for a 5-ft wide landscape buffet between parking lots and abutting 
property per LDC Section 4.2.40.a 

February 15,2012 
On February 15,2012, the Planning Commission deliberated on the proposal, and in a 
six to one vote, decided to deny the Planned Development Major Modification, and in a 
separate vote, decided to deny the Major Replat application (Exhibits E and F). 

Februarv 28,2012 
On February 28, 2012, the applicant submitted an appeal, and filed appropriate appeal 
fees with the City Recorder (Exhibit D). In subsequent days, the applicantlappellant 
proposed conditions of approval, with supporting documentation, that the appellant 
believes address reasons cited by the Planning Commission for denying the application 
(Exhibit C). 

Staff Analysis and Discussion 
The following analysis and discussion evaluates revisions to the proposed development 
that would occur as a result of the appellant's proposed conditions of approval, requested 
variations from development standards, and compatibility of the revised proposal based 
on consideration of compatibility criteria and applicable Comprehensive Plan policies. 

This report does not evaluate the proposal's compliance with all applicable LDC standards, 
only those affected by the proposed conditions of approval and related revisions. An 
evaluation of compliance with all other applicable LDC standards is found in the December 
2,201 1, and January25,2012, Staff Reports to the Planning Commission [Exhibits P and 
K). 

Planninsr Commission Reasons for Denial 
The Planning Commission's reasons for denying the subject application fall within three 
areas: solar access, visual elements, and traffic and off-site parking impacts. Relevant LDC 
criteria and more specific reasons given by the Planning Commission for denying the 
application are provided below. Additionally, the February 15, 2012, draft Planning 
Commission minutes more fully reflect the range of opinions expressed by Planning 
Commissioners and the discussion leading to the decision to deny the application (Exhibit 
F). 
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Solar Access 
The Planning Commission found that the following solar access standard in LDC Chapter 
4.6 - Solar Access was not satisfied. 

Section 4.6.30 - PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Residential Subdivisions and Planned Developments on parcels of more than one acre shall be 
designed so that Solar Access Protection, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, is available 
consistent with the following: 

a. No reduction in Solar Access at ground level of the south face of existing residential buildings 
adjacent to the development; 

The appellant did not disagree that compliance with the above standard was not 
demonstrated. They, therefore, requested approval of a solar access waiver. A solar 
access waiver is different from a request to vary from LDC standards, because there are 
specific criteria, that if satisfied, allow the decision making body to grant a waiver. 
Variations (opposed to waivers) to LDC standards are typically evaluated based on 
compatibility impacts and whether or not a compensating benefit is achieved as a result 
of the variation requested. 

The appellant argued that the proposal satisfied the following criteria to waive the above 
solar access standard (see Exhibits K.12,39 for a summary of the appellant's argument 
and staff analysis). In their final written argument to the Planning Commission, the 
appellant also proposed a condition of approval that they believed would enhance solar 
access to properties to the north of the subject building by either decreasing the roof pitch, 
or requiring a flat roof (Exhibit G.1 I). 

Section 4.6.60 - REDUCTION OR WAIVER OF STANDARD IN PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS 

For residential Planned Developments, a reduction or waiver from the'requirernents of Section 4.6.30 
above may be granted by the Planning Commission based on the provisions of Section 4.6.40 above 
or to the minimum extent necessary to: 

c. Reflect development constraints associated with complying with the hillside development 
provisions of Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions or reflect 
physical land devetopment constraints related to the shape of the site; 

d. M e e t  City design requirements for provision of landscaping and location of buildings 
consistent with minimum setbacks; or 

A reduction or waiver may not be granted under this Section unless the applicant demonstrates that 
the loss of Solar Access for current and future generations has been mitigated by a substantial 
increase in energy efficiency of the proposed dwellings over Building Code requirements. 

The Planning Commission did not grant the solar access waiver request. In summary, the 
Planning Commission gave the following reasons for not granting the waiver (Exhibit F): 
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It was not clear how successful the proposed condition of approva! would be in 
complying with the solar access standard in Section 4.6.30.a; 

Conditioning a roof design other than as stated in the proposed condition related to 
solar access would change the building design in ways that were not clear, 
therefore, it might create unknown compatibility impacts. 

If a flat roof were required, it would eliminate the most visual interesting elevations 
of the building, which are the gabled ends. A flat roof would not be compatible with 
the neighborhood. 

The building was not required to be as tall, or contain as many units as proposed, 
therefore, the criteria in Section 4.6.60.c and "d" for granting a waiver did not apply. 

The RS-20 zone sets the maximum building height at 654, but other standards 
such as solar access standards also limit the height and massing of buildings. 
Considering this, the applicant did not demonstrate that the criteria in Section 
4.6.60.c. and "d" were met. 

Based on the above reasons, the Planning Commission decided that the proposal did not 
satisfy the criteria to grant a solar access waiver. Consequently, the Planning Commission 
found that application failed to comply with the solar access standard in LDC Section 
4.6.30.a. Failure to comply with this standard was one reason for denying the application. 

Visual Elements 
Planned Development applications are required to demonstrate compatibility with the 14 
factors listed in LDC Section 2.5.40.04.a (Exhibit P.356). One factor is Visual elements 
(scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.). As shown in the minutes of the Planning 
Commission deliberations, a variety of opinions were expressed by the Planning 
Commission with respect to visual compatibility. However, generally speaking, 
Commissioners believed compliance with solar access standards and achieving visual 
compatibility were closeIy related. The following paragraphs reflect main points regarding 
visual compatibility raised by the Planning Commission during deliberations (Exhibit F). 

One commissioner suggested that there may be a conflict in the Code between the 
maximum building height in the RS-20 zone (654) and the requirement that in Planned 
Developments a reduction of solar access to abutting buildings to the north should not 
occur. One noted way to address this potential conflict would be to design a building that, 
in this case, stepped-back from Harrison Blvd. It was also stated that the most interesting 
elevations of the proposed building are on the building ends. Consequently, the condition 
of approval contemplated during deliberations that would require the building to have a flat 
roof to achieve solar access, would result in the loss of the most interesting part of the 
building. It was stated that a flat roof would be incompatible with the neighborhood, and 
that the sotar shading is closely related to the massing of the building, and the massing of 
the building looks out of place in the area (Exhibit F). 
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Another commissioner stated that a 654 height maximum is not in conflict with the solar 
access standard, since constructing a building to that height is a design option, not a 
requirement. A lower building could be constructed that could meet solar access standards 
(Exhibit F). 

A third commissioner referred to Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policy (CCP) 9.2.5.d, which 
states (Exhibit F), 

9.2.5 Development shall reflect neighborhood characteristics appropdate to the site and area. New 
and existing resldentlal, wmmerclal, and employment areas may not have all of these 
neighborhood characteristics, but these characteristi- shall be used to plan the 
development, redevelopment, or infill that may occur In these areas. These neighborhood 
characteristi- are as follows: 

Neighborhood development provides for compatible bulld tng transitions in 
terms of scale, mass, and orientation. 

In summary, the Planning Commission found that the height and mass of the building were 
too great, as evidenced by the inability of the building to comply with solar access 
standards. One of the conditions of approval contemplated during Planning Commission 
deliberations would have required either a flat roof, or required the roof to be lowered by 
6-ft and installed at a 6:12 pitch. The Planning Commission was concerned that a flat roof 
would not be compatible with the neighborhood, and that without seeing a new design for 
the roof, it would be difficult to understand other potential compatibility impacts. 

Tm#c and Oftaite Parking lmpacfs 
Like Visual Elements, Traffic and Off-Site Parking Impacts is one of 14 compatibility factors 
in LDC Section 2.5.40.04.a that must be considered with Planned Development 
applications. 

As noted in the minutes of the Planning Commission's deliberations on the request, some 
commissioners expressed concerns about the direction of travel and the inability for 
westbound traffic to make a left hand turn from Harrison Blvd near the subject site, except 
onto either NW ~ 6 ' ~  Street or NW 30" Street (Exhibit f .a). One commissioner suggested 
that traffic impacts might be offset by allowing residents to use the alley, which would take 
some of the traffic off of NW 2p and NW 3oth Streets. The same commissioner also 
expressed concern that the proposal would cause on-street parking impacts, which might 
be mitigated by restricting the building from being part of any future parking district in the 
area. 

Evaluation of Revisions Pronosed on Ameal 
On appeal, the appellant proposes 6 new and 1 revised condition of approval (Exhibit 
C I ) .  These conditions of approval modify the plans reviewed by the Planning 
Commission in attempt to address Planning Commission reasons for denying the 
application. The modifications to the proposal are described by the appellant in Table 2: 
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Adjustments to the Harrison Apartments Plan (Exhibit C.7). If the City Council approves 
the proposal, Staff recommend revisions to the appellant proposed conditions of approval. 
Staff recommended conditions of approval are provided at the end of this report. The 
design modifications resulting from conditions of approval proposed on appeal to the City 
Council are evaluated below for compliance with applicable LDC standards. 

Building Setbacks 
Appellant proposed Condition of Approval 29 - Solar Access, requires compliance with 
Solar Access standards. To achieve compliance with applicable solar access standards, 
the appellant proposes to shift the first floor of the north building wing 4' 6" to the south, 
creating a building setback along NW Harrison Blvd of between 1 0 4  and 32-ft (Exhibits 
C.7-9, and C.62). The RS-20 zone requires buildings to be setback between 10 and 254 
from property lines, except as provided in LDC Section 4.1 0.60.01 .a.2 of the Pedestrian 
Oriented Design Standards (Exhibits P.358, 392). This provision allows up to 50% of a 
building to exceed the maximum 25-ft setback distance when open courtyard areas are 
provided. As proposed, 23% of the building exceeds the 254 setback distance, and the 
areas that exceed the 254 setback are developed with open courtyards. Thus, the 
proposal satisfies applicable Building Setback standards in LDC Chapter 3.8 - High Density 
(RS-20) Zone, and LDC Chapter 4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards, while also 
resulting in compliance with Solar Access standards per Condition of Approval 29. 

In addition to shifting the first floor 4'6" to the south, floors two through four of the north 
wing would be shifted approximately 10-ft to the south (Exhibits C 33 - 39, 62). The 
alteration to the upper floors also complies with building setback standards, while also 
resulting in compliance with Solar Access standards per Condition of Approval 29. 

The building modifications noted above are proposed by the appellant and assist in 
compliance with solar access standards per proposed Condition of Approval 29. If the 
City Council approves the project, staff recommend revising proposed conditions of 
approval 29 and 31 regarding solar access and building articulation to more specifically 
reference the modifications described above. Staff recommended conditions of approval 
to this effect are provided at the end of this report. 

Outdoor Space 
Land Development Code Section 3.8.50 - Green Area, Outdoor Space, Landscaping, and 
Screening requires 48 sq. fl. of private outdoor space per dwelling unit, 200 sq. f l .  of 
common outdoor space per one and two bedroom units, and 300 sq. ft. of common 
outdoor space for units with three or more bedrooms. Alternatively, per Section 3.8.50.04, 
developments in the RS-20 zone may combine private and outdoor space (Exhibits P.367- 
363). The appellant has proposed to combine the private and common outdoor space 
requirements. As shown in Table 7 provided by the appellant in Exhibit 11.12,28,520 sq. 
ft. of combined private and common outdoor space is required. 
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The conditions of approval proposed on appeal modify the building design by recessing 
the upper floors of the north building wing, which creates 1,462 sq. ft. of new space on the 
roof above the first floor facing NW Harrison Blvd. This newly created space is proposed 
to be used as private outdoor space for tenants in abutting second-story apartments. This 
shift in the upper floors also reduces the amount of common outdoor space in the upper 
courtyard by 3,302 sq. ft. However, as shown in the tables below, and the appellant's 
tables in Exhibits C.12 and C.13, the total amount of combined outdoor space is 
increased by 1,546 sq. ft. 

Table t: Current and Previously Proposed Common Outdoor Space 

South Wing - NE 1,320 
Corner 

Upper Garden 12,501 
Courtyard (directly over 
parking area) 

Location 

North Wing - NW 
Corner 

North Wing - SW 
Corner 

North Wing - SE 
Corner 

I Total 1 26,860 ] 27,832 1 -972 

Currently Proposed 

1,535 

1,007 

81 6 

Green Roof 

Previously Proposed 

1,768 

986 

0 

9,681 ---- 

Table 2: Current and Previously Proposed Private Outdoor Space 

Sq. Ft. Difference 

-233 

21 

81 6 

Location 

Ground Floor Patios 

The LDC requires 28,520 sq. ft. of combined outdoor space, based on the number and 
type of apartments proposed (see Exhibits P.362,363). As shown in the above tables, the 
proposed apartments would provide 26,860 sq. fi. of common outdoor space, and 3,206 
sq. ft. of private outdoor space, for a total of 30,066 sq. fi. of combined outdoor space. This 
increases the amount of previously proposed combined outdoor space by 1,546 sq. ft. 
Much of the increase in the combined outdoor space is in the form of private outdoor patios 
on the second floor (1,462 sq. ft.). There is also an increase of 816 sq. ft. in common 
outdoor space provided near the southeast corner of the north wing. This area abuts the 

8,240 

Second Floor Patios 

Total 
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P ,441 

Currently Proposed 

I I I 

1,744 

Previously Proposed Sq. Ft. Difference 

1,462 

3,206 

688 1,056 

0 

688 

1,462 

2,518 



public sidewalk running through the site, and wilt be covered by the upper courtyard, but 
will not be fully enclosed. 

As discussed in the January 25,2012, Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Exhibit 
P), the proposal complied with applicable outdoor space standards, which are provided 
below. 

3.8.50.02 - Private Outdoor Space Per Dwelling Unit 

Private Outdoor Space shall be required at a ratio of 48 sq. R. per dwelling unit. This Private 
Outdoor Space requirement may be met by providing patios and balconies for some or all 
dwelling units, or by combining Private Outdoor Space and Common Outdoor Space as 
allowed by Section 3.8.50.04. 

Private Outdoor Space, such as a patio or balcony, shall have minlmum dimensions of slx-by- 
eight Pt. 

Private Outdoor Space shall be directly accessible by door from the interior of the individual 
dwelling unit served by the space.. 

Private Outdoor Space shall be screened or designed to provide privacy for the users of the 
space. 

Privatm Outdoor Spacemay be considered as part of the 25 percent Green Area required under 
Section 3.8.50.01 if it is located on the ground. Upper-story balconies cannot be counted. 

The only proposed change to the private outdoor space as a result of the conditions of 
approval proposed on appeal, is in the provision of new rooftop private outdoor space on 
the second floor. This new private outdoor space also complies with the above standards. 
As shown in Exhibit C.35, the T,462 sq. ft. of new private outdoor space includes patios 
and gardenlvegetation areas. The private outdoor spaces would be at least 48 sq. ft. with 
minimum dimensions of at least 6-ft x 84,  and would be directly accessible from the 
interior of each of the aparlments sewed. Each private outdoor space would be divided 
with walls in order to provide privacy for the users of the space. As just described and 
shown in Exhibit C.35, the proposed new private outdoor space would comply with private 
outdoor space requirements in LDC Section 3.8.50.02. 

Common outdoor space requirements are provided in LDC Section 3.8.50.03, and are 
presented below. 

3.8.50.03 - Common Outdoor Space Per Dwelling Unit 

In addition to the Private Outdoor Space requirements of Section 3.8.50.02, Common Outdoor 
Space shall be provided in developments of 20 or more rtwelllng units, for use by all midents 
of the development, in the following amounts: 

Studio, one- and two-bedroom units: 200 sq. ft. per unit 

Page 14 of 43 



Three or more bedroom units: 300 sq. ft. per unit 

The minimum size of any Common Outdoor Space shall be 400 sq. ft., with minimum 
dimensions of 20-by-20 ft. 

A Common Outdoor Space may include any of the following, provided that they are outdoor 
areas: recreational facilitiessuch as tennis, racquetball, and basketball courts, swimming pool 
and spas; gathering spaces such as gazebos, picnic, and barbecue areas; gardens; preserved 
natural areas where public access is allowed; and children's tot lots. 

The Common Outdoor Space may be considered as part of the 25 percent Green Area required 
under Section 3.8.50.01. The Common Outdoor Space shall not be located within any buffer 
or perimeter yard setback area. 

A children's tot lot shall be provided for each 20 units. The minimum dimensions for any tot 
lot shall be 20-by20 ft., with a minimum size of 400 sq. ft. The tot lot shall include a minimum 
of three items of play equipment such as slides, swings, towers, and jungle gyms. Any one 
or a combination of the following shall enclose the tot lot: a 2.5 to 3 ft.-high wall, fence, or 
planter; or benches or seats. 

Where more f han one tot lot is required, the developer may provide individual tot lots or may 
corn bine them into larger playground areas. 

g. Housing complexes that include 20 or more dwelling units reserved for older persons (as 
defined in ORS 659A) do not require tat lots. However, Common Outdoor Space shall be 
provided as specified in "a," through "d" above. 

To comply with solar access standards as would be required by proposed Condition of 
Approval 29, the upper story floors are proposed to be moved away from NW Harrison 
Blvd, causing the large upper courtyard (covering parking spaces)to be reduced by 3,302 
sq. ft. to 12,501 sq. ft. As described in Exhibits C.7,8, and shown in Exhibits C.37 - 39, 
this upper courtyard area is designed for outdoor recreational activities and gathering 
spaces, and provides 2,000 sq. ft. of tot-lot area (Exhibit C.35). None of the common 
outdoor areas are within required yards (Exhibit C.37). As such, the common outdoor 
space standards in Section 3.8.50.03 continue to be met. 

When combined, common outdoor spaces must also comply with the standards below in 
Section 3.8.50.04. 

3.8.50.04 - Option to Combine Private and Common Outdoor Space 

a. The Private and Common Outdoor Space requirements may be met by combining them into 
areas for active or passive recreational use. Examples include courtyards and roof-top 
gardens with pedestrian amenities. However, where larger Common Outdoor Spaces are 
proposed to satisfy Private Outdoor Space requirements, they shall include pedestrian 
amenities such as benches or other types of seating areas. 

b. The combined outdoor space may be covered, but it shall not fie fully enclosed. 
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The proposed common outdoor spaces include courtyards and roof top gardens with 
pedestrian amenities, including benches, tables, and mokjng grilles, and will provide 
opportunities for active and passive recreational use (Exhibit C.35). None of the common 
outdoor spaces are fully enclosed. Given, the above, the corn mon outdoor spaces continue 
to satisfy the above standards for combined outdoor space. 

As described above and in the materials submitted by the appellant, the proposal, as 
revised through conditions of approval, would increase the amount of private outdoor 
space, decrease the amount of common open space in the upper courtyard, and overall, 
would increase the total amount of outdoor space. The private and common outdoor 
spaces comply with applicable standards for each type of space. Given the above, the 
revised building design adds more outdoor space than is required by the LDC. Therefore, 
applicable outdoor space standards are satisfied. 

Solar Access 
The proposal reviewed by the Planning Commission did not satisfy the following solar 
access standard in LDC Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access. 

Section 4.6.30 - PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Residential Subdivisions and Planned Developments on parcels of more than one acre shall be 
designed so that Solar Access Protection, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, is available 
consistent with the following: 

No reduction in Solar Access at ground level of the south face of existing residential buildings 
adjacent to the development; 

The appellant requested Planning Commission approval of a solar access waiver, arguing 
that they satisfied the following criteria to waive the above solar access standard (see 
Exhibit K.12 for a summary of the appellant's argument and staff analysis). The appellant 
also proposed to the Planning Commission a condition of approval that they believed would 
enhance solar access to properties to the north of the subject building by either decreasing 
the roof pitch, or providing a flat roof. 

Section 4.6.60 - REDUCTION OR WAIVER OF STANDARD IN PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS 

For residential Planned Developments, a reduction or waiver from the requirements of Section 4.6.30 
above may be granted by the Planning Commission based on the provisions of Section 4.6.40 above 
or to the minimum extent necessary to: 

Reflect development constraints associated with complying with the hillside development 
provisions of Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions or reflect 
physical land development constraints related to the shape of the site; 

Meet City design requirements for provision of landscaping and location of buildings 
consistent with minimum setbacks; or 
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A rduction or waiver may not be granted under this Section unless the applicant demonstrates that 
the loss of Solar Access for current and future generations has been mitigated by a substantial 
increase in energy efficiency of the proposed dwellings over Building Code requirements. 

As describe previously in this report, the Planning Commission did not grant the solar 
access waiver request. Consequently, the proposal failed to comply with the solar access 
standard in Section 4.6.30.a. 

To achieve compliance with LDC Section 4.6.30.a, the appellant proposes to City Council 
a new Condition of Approval #29, which states (Exhibit C.Il), 

Solar Access - The building shall provide at least 4 hours of solar access on November 21 befween 
the hours of gam to 3prn for the pmperfies north of the site along Hatrison Boulevard. Therefore, 
no solar waiver shall be required. 

To demonstrate the ability to satisfy the proposed condition of approval, the appellant 
proposes a revised design for the building that will reduce the height of the roof from 1 6 4  
to 9 4 ,  and flatten the roof slope by changing it from 1 7:12 to 10.8:12. As explained below, 
these changes result in compliance with the solar access standard in Section 4.6.30.a, 

Land Development Code Section 4.6.30.a requires that there be no reduction in solar 
access protection at the ground level of the south face of existing residential buildings 
adjacent to the development. 

LDC Chapter I .6 - Definitions defined solar access protection as, 

Solar Access Protection - Right to unobstructed Solar Access for at least four hours between 9 a.m. 
and3 p.m. on November 21 of each year. 

The appellant has provided a solar access study of the existing and proposed buildings in 
Exhibits C. 58-60. Their studies show that each of the five buildings north of the site would 
achieve at least five hours of solar access between 9 am and 3 pm on November 21. As 
such, the appellant has demonstrated compliance with LDC Section 4.6.3Q.a, as would be 
required if proposed Condition of Approval 29 - Solar Access were applied. 

In condusion, one reason the Planning Commission denied the application was because 
it failed to comply with LDC Section 4.6.30.a, and the Planning Commission did riot believe 
the proposal satisfied the criteria for receiving a Solar Access Waiver. On appeal, the 
appellant has proposed conditions of approval that modify the building design and result 
in compliance with the applicable standards in LDC Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access, including 
the standard in Section 4.6.30.a. 

Sfom Water infiltration 
During the Planning Commission review, concerns were raised that insuficient parking was 
proposed. In response to these concerns, the appellant revised the application for the 
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Planning Commission's consideration. f he revised plans reviewed by the Planning 
Commission, included a multi-level parking structure. The proposal to construct a multi- 
level parking structure affects the applicable storm water detention requirements. Land 
Development Code Section 4.0. I 30. b addresses when detention andlor retention are 
required. Section 4.0.130. b.3. b gives properties the ability to subtract the square footage 
of underground parking or each level of structured parking from the square footage subject 
to detention requirements. The applicant's calculations in Exhibit C.94 show detention is 
not required par the LDC because of the addition of the parking structure square footage. 

Any detention provided by the applicant, with development of the site as currently 
proposed, would provide additional benefit to the City's combined sewer system. The 
applicant is currently proposing, and will be required, to provide detention facilities 
consistent with LDC requirements. Staff propose the following revisions to Condition of 
Approval 22: 

Private Storm Water Detention - Concurrent with development, required storm water detention shall 
be implemented as proposed per LDC section 4.0.1 30. As allowed in LDC section 4.0.1 30.b.3.b), the 
applicant may subtract the square footage of each level of structured parking from the square footage 
of detention requirements. The storm water detention facilities should be designed consistent with 
both criteria outlined in Appendix F of the Storm Water Master Plan, and criteria oudined in the King 
County, Washington, Surface Water Design Manual, and should be designed to capture and release 
run& so the run-off rates from the site afler development do not exceed the pre-developed 
conditions, based on the 2-year, 5-year, and 10-year, 24-hour design storms. Installation of the 
private storm drainage system will be subject to permitting through the City's Development Services 
Division. The use of pervious pavements may reduce the contributing area used in the detention 
volume calculations in addition to provisions in LDC section 4.0.1 30.b.3.b). A private maintenance 
agreement with enforcement provisions to ensure maintenance for this facility shall be established 
in accordance with LDC sections 4.0.70.f and 4.0.60.d. 

The appellant also proposes a new Condition of Approval 28 - Storm Water Infiltration, 
which requires the installation of at least 1,200 sq. ft. of rain garden areas. Staff support 
the proposed new Condition of Approval 28, because it will support on-site storm water 
infiltration (Exhi bit C.11). 

Proposed Condition of Approval 28 is in addition to previous staff recommended conditions 
of approval numbers 21 and 22 regarding private storm drainage and pervious pavement, 
and private storm water detention. In summary, those conditions of approval require 
compliance with applicable storm water management standards. Given the above, the 
appellant has demonstrated compliance with applicable storm water management 
standards. 

Roof Pitch, Building Height, and Building Articulation 
The appellant states in Table 2: Adjustments to the Harrison Apartments Plan (Exhibit 
C.9), that the roof height is proposed to be reduced from 1 6 4  to 94, and the overall height 
of the building is proposed to be reduced by nearly 34, from 5 I -ft to approximately 474. 
The pitch of the roof is proposed to be changed from 17:12 to t 0.8:12, thereby, reducing 
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the roof pitch compared to the original proposal. These changes are reflected in appellant 
proposed conditions of approval 30 and 31. 

Along NW Harrison Blvd, the building has been designed to indude 6 "notches" or 
recesses in the facade. Two notches are also proposed in the south facade, facing NW 
Short Avenue. Each recess is proposed to be at least 2-ft deep and 4-fl wide. Coincident 
with the notches in the building facades are roof notches that are 3-ft deep. They are 
provided at approximately every 50-ft along the roof line. The proposed building elevations 
and roof are shown in the graphics in Exhibits C.54-56, and 64. 

The changes to building design and roof height and pitch were made to achieve 
compliance with appticable solar access standards, as well as to address compatibility 
concerns related to the building's mass. The proposed alterations to the roof, building 
height, and facades are not required to comply with any LDC standard, other than what is 
necessary to comply with the solar access standard in Section 4.6.30.a. As proposed, the 
building complies with applicable standards such as building height, setbacks, and 
applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. However, if the Council approves the 
proposal, Staff recommend proposed Condition of Approval 30 be revised to specify the 
proposed reduction to the heights of the roof and the building. 

Pedestrian Access 
As a result of the revisions resulting from proposed conditions of approval, the building 
design has been modified. The changes to building design cause the previously proposed 
public path through the site between NW Harrison Blvd and NW Short Avenue, to become 
more straight compared to the previous design (Exhibit C.34,67, and Exhibit P.207). Staff 
support this modification because it results in an more direct and user friendfy pedestrian 
route through the site, and continues to comply with applicable LDC standards. Although 
the path would be located on private property, a public access easement is proposed to 
allow for a convenient public pedestrian connection through the site (Condition of 
Approval 6). 

Circulation, Trash Enclosure ADA Parking, and Bike Parking 
Though not stated in Table 2 -Adjustments to the Harrison Apartments Plan (Exhibit C.7), 
pushing the building 4.53 to the south results in a need to modify the emergency vehicle 
ingress, and private vehicle egress points along the abutting alley to the east, as well as 
the location of the trash enclosure. This is because moving the building south creates the 
potential for emergency vehicles to strike the second floor of the building, which would 
partially overhang the driveway. To prevent emergency vehicles from hitting the building, 
the proposed design places the private vehicle driveway closest to the building. Abutting 
the emergency access to the south would be the vehicle exit driveway. South of both 
driveways is the proposed trash enclosure (Exhibit C.33). The design reviewed by the 
Planning Commission showed the emergency vehicle access closest to the building, 
followed by the trash enclosure, and then the private vehicle driveway. The revised design 
continues to comply with applicable standards and emergency access requirements. 

Page 19 of 43 



The change in building design also results in a reduction in ADA parking spaces, from 9 
to 6. The Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access Standards require 6 ADA spaces for 
parking lots with between 151 and 200 spaces. The proposed project provides 197 
spaces. Thus, this change complies with Corvallis OffStreet Parking and Access 
Standards. It should be noted that the revised drawingsdo not show 6 ADA spaces, which 
is a drawing error. Three ADA spaces are shown in Exhibit C-34. A fourth should be 
shown afong the southern most row of parking that would share the striped access aisle. 
Similarly, a second ADA stall should be shown next to the ADA stall shown on Exhibit 
11.40. 

The location of bicycle parking is also affected by moving the building south 4.54. Bicycle 
parking near the northeastern corner of the building has been removed, and new bicycle 
parking has been provided in the subsurface parking area and near the west elevator. As 
shown in Table 5: Unit Count and Parking, 166 bicycle parking spaces are required and 
I 83 are proposed (Exhibit C.12). Of the I 83 bicycle parking spaces, 60%, or 1 10 spaces, 
are proposed to be covered. As proposed, more than the required number of bicycle 
parking spaces would be provided. Condition of Approval 4 ensures that the design of 
bicycle parking spaces meets the requirements in LDC Section 4. I .70. 

As described above, and shown in materials submitted by the appellant, the proposal 
complies with applicable standards regarding internal circulation and access, the location 
of trash enclosures, and ADA and bicycle parking. 

Proposed Variations 
The proposal reviewed by the Planning Commission requested to vary from three LDC 
standards, two relating to landscaping and a third related to storm water detention. The 
proposal also requested approval of a solar access waiver, and to use Institute for 
Transportation Engineers standards for the parking lot design, rather than Cowallis Off- 
Street Parking and Access Standards. As explained previously in this report, the applicant 
has proposed conditions of approval that cause the proposal to comply with solar access 
and storm water detention standards. The appellant continues to request to vary from the 
LDC provisions regarding parking lot landscape buffers, and the provisions that require a 
planting screen easement on t hrough-lots. The appellant also continues to request 
approval to use ITE standards for parking lot design, rather than the City of Cowallis Off- 
Street Parking and Access Standards. Each of these requests are explained and evaluated 
befow. 

Parking Lot Landscaping 

Section 4,2.40 - Buffer Plantings 

Parking, Loading, and Vehicle Maneuvering Areas - 
Buffering is required for parking areas containing four or more spaces, loading areas, and 
vehicle maneuvering a m .  Boundary plantings shall be used to buffer these uses from 
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adjacent properties and the public right-of-way. A minimum five-ft.-wide perimeter 
landscaping buffer shall be provided around parking areas; and a minimum 10 ft.-wide 
perimeter landscaping buffer shall be provided around trees. Addif ionally, where parking 
abuts this perimeter landscape buffer, either parking stops shall be used or planters shatl be 
increased in width by 2.5 ft. On-site plantings shall be used between parking bays, as well as 
between parking bays and vehicle maneuvering areas. Low-lying ground cover and shrubs, 
balanced with vertical shrubs and trees, shall be used to buffer the view of these facilities. 

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

The triangular parking, lot south of NW Short Avenue and west of NW 27'h Street, is an 
existing lot that abuts 10 private parking spaces along the western side of the proposed 
parking lot (referred to as the ~ 7 ' ~  Street parking lot) (Exhibit C.35). If the requirements in 
LDC Section 4.2.40 were applied, the applicant would be required to install a 5-ft 
landscape buffer along the west property line of the 2Fh Street parking lot. This would 
entirely block the existing access to the 10 private parking spaces and make that area of 
abutting private property useless for vehicle parking. To avoid this situation, the applicant 
proposes to install the requisite buffer along the abutting streets, and has requested 
approval to not install a landscape buffer around the entire 27Ih Street parking lot. 

Staff support this requested variation, and the minutes of the Planning Commission 
deliberations do not indicate specific concerns with this variation (Exhibit F). Therefore, 
Staff recommend that this variation be granted. 

Through-lo f Planting Screen 

4.4.20.03 - Lot Requirements 

c. Through Lots - Through Lots shall be avoided except where essential to overcome specific 
disadvantages of topography and orientation. A planting screen easement at least 20 ft. wide 
shall be required between Through Lots and adjacent streets, in accordance with Chapter42 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. No vehicular rights of access shatl be 
permitted across this planting screen easement. AH Through Lots with frontage on parallel 
or approximately parallel streets shall provide the required front yard on each street, except 
as specified in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

Section 4.2.50 - SCREENlWG (HEDGES, FENCES, WALLS, AND BERMS) 

Screening is required where unsightly views or visual conflicts must be obscured or blocked andlor 
where privacy and security are desired. Fences and walls used for screening may be constructed of 
wood, concrete, stone, brick, wrought iron, or other commonly used fencinglwall materials. 
Acoustically designed fences and walls shall also be used where noise pollution requires mitigation. 

Where landscaping is used for required screening, it shall be at least six ft. in height and be at least 
80 percent opaque, as seen from a perpendicular fine of sight, within 18 months following 
establishment of the primary use of the site. 
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The applicant requests to vary from the above LDC standard that requires a 2 0 4  wide 
through-lot planting screen easement along the site's frontage of NW Short Avenue, or 
along NW Harrison Blvd. A through-lot is defined by LDC Chapter 1.6 - Definitions as a 

Lot that fronts two parallel streets or that fronts two streets that do not intersect at the lot's 
boundaries. 

The appellant proposes to consolidate multiple lots into a single lot, which would be 
defined as a through-lot. Per LDC Section 4.4.20.03.c, through-lots are required to provide 
a 204 wide easement, and the easement area is to be developed with a 204 wide 
planting screen. To satisfy this requirement on the subject site, based on the subject 
proposal, the building would need to be pushed at least 1 0-ft to the north, vehicle access 
to the site to the north along NW Short Avenue would be removed, and the entire frontage 
would be developed with a vegetative screen as defined above in LDC Section 4.2.50. 

The appellant requests to vary from the requirement to establish a through-lot planting 
screen easement. When first developed, the t hrough-lot provisions were primarily intended 
to help define front yards and building orientation on large single-family home lots abutting 
parallel streets, and to limit access to such lots to only one street. (One example of this 
type of buffer can be found in the single family dwelling neighborhood along Walnut 
Avenue, near Martin Luther King Jr. Park.) The through-lot provisions were not developed 
to address multi-family development where multiple points of access and visibility of public 
areas is desirable. f o r  this reason, Staff recommend that this variation be granted. 

Drive Aisle Width Standards 
The introduction to the Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access Standards states, 

The City has incorporated their current off-shet parking and access standards in a single 
text to aid designers of such facilities. These requirements cover the majority of design 
standards as set forth by the city; however, they are in no way meant to Ijmit the Cify's 
ability fo adopt new standards or to modi& the existing ones. 

The standards included in this text are meant to be supplemental to any requimmenfs 
esfablisked in the Land Development Code and any other city ordinances and poiicjes 
concerned with of-street parking, loading, and access. Additionally, any requirements set 
forth by the City Engineer, the Planning Commission or City Council for a specific project 
shall be considered as requirements over and beyond those listed in the text. 

The Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access Standards require a parking lot drive aisle 
width of 264 for aisles serving 90-degree parking, and 1 6 4  for aisles serving 60 degree 
angled parking. Given the inherent ability to modify the parking and access standards; the 
appiicant proposes drive aisle widths of 234 for 90-degree parking, .and 1 5.754 for 60- 
degree angled parking. The proposed standards are taken from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE). The ITE standards provide different dimensional 
standards based on the anticipated frequency of vehicle turn-over in parking lots. High 
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turn-over uses, such as grocery stores, require wider dimensions, and lower turn-over uses 
allowing' narrower dimensions. It is expected that there will be a low turn-over rate of cars 
in the parking areas, therefore, the narrower drive aisle based on ITE standards is 
expected to adequately function in the proposed parking lots. Using narrower drive aisles 
also uses the space dedicated to parking in a more efficient manner than would be 
achieved if the parking lot was designed based on the Cowallis Off-Street Parking and 
Access Standards. As such, a greater number of vehicles can be parked in a smaller area. 

Staff support the request to use ITE standards for this development, as have been 
approved for other developments in the City. Staff recommend that this requested 
variation be granted. 

Planned Develo~ment Pur~oses and Com~atibility 
As stated in the Executive Summary of this report, the planned development process 
provides an avenue for a developer to request variations from LDC standards while 
maintaining consistency with the planned development purposes in Section 2.5.20 and 
review criteria in Section 2.5.40.04. The purpose statements and compatibility criteria are 
provided below, followed by an analysis of consistency with them. Analysis in this report 

is limited to the two requested LDC variations, the request to use ITE parking standards, 
and the compatibility issues raised by the Plannjng Commission. 

Planned Development Purposes 

Section 2.520 - PURPOSES 

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

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

b. Promote mcient use of land and energy, and facllltate a more economical arrangement of 
buildings, circulation systems, land uses, and utilities; 

Preserve, to the greatest extent possible, existing Significant Natural Featurn and landscape 
features and amenities, and use such features in a harmonious fashion; 

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

Combineand ccrordinatearchltectural styles, building forms, and building relationships within 
the Planned Development; 

Provlde the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate approval before expenditure of 
complete design monies, while providing the City with assurances that the project wltl retain 
the character envisioned at the time of approval; 
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Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than would otherwise be provided 
under conventional land development procedures; and 

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

The purpose statements are not review criteria. However, Staff analysis of the proposal 
with respect to the above purpose statements is provided, because planned developments 
are required to generally be consistent with those purposes. 

The proposal seeks flexibility in site design through the requests to not provide a portion 
of the required 5-ft wide landscape buffer on the west side of the 27Ih Street parking lot, 
and the request to not provide a 2 0 4  wide planting screen easement along NW Short 
Avenue. These proposed variations are consistent with purposes a, b, d, g, and R. The 
proposed variations represent flexibility in design consistent with purpose "a", The 
variations allow efficient access to the site and existing, abutting private parking spaces. 
If the through-lot screen were required, it would impact the ability of pedestrians to access 
the site, and would reduce security by lessening visibility between the site and NW Short 
Avenue. As such, the request is consistent with purposes "b" and "d". By strictly following 
the LDC, the abutting private parking would be closed-off and could not function as a 
parking lot. For the above reasons, the requested variations provide compensating 
benefits, and result in greater compatibility with surrounding uses than would development 
to conventional land development procedures. Therefore, the requested variations are 
consistent with purposes "g" and "h. 

The request to use ITE parking lot design standards rather than City of Comallis Off-Street 
Parking and Access Standards is not a variation from LDC standards. Nonetheless, 
employing the narrower ITE drive aisles would allow more cars to be parked on the subject 
site and would reduce the amount of land covered with pavement. This represents an 
efficient use of land and energy, and allows more cars to be parked on site, reducing 
pressure to park on nearby streets. Hence, the use of ITE standards is consistent with 
purposes "b" and "g". 

Compa tibillty Criferia 

2.5.40.04 - Review Crlteria 

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

a. Compatibility Factors - 
I* Compensating benefits for the variations being requested; 
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Basic site design (the organization of U s e s  on a site and the Uses' relattonshlps to 
neighboring properties); 

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

Noise attenuation; 

Odors and emissions; 

Lighting; 

Landscaping for buffering and screening; 

Transportation facillt ies; 

Traffic and off-slte parklng Impacts; 

Utility infrastructure; 

Effects on air and water quality (note: a DEQ permlt Is not sufficient to meet thls 
criterion); 

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

Preservation andlor protection of Significant Natural Features, con &$tent with Chapter 
2.11 - Floodplaln Development Permit, Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 -Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetatlon Protection 
Provisions, Chapter4.13 - Riparian Corrldor and Wetland Provisions, and Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Haxard and Hillside Development Provisions. Streets shall also be 
designed along contours, and structuresshall bedesigned to fit the topography of the 
site to ensure compliance with these Code standards. 

b. Natural Resources and Natural Hazards Factors 

Any proposed variation from a standard withln Chapter2.1 I - Floadplaln Development 
Petmit, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, or Chapter 4.1 4 - 
Landslide Hazard and HillsMe Development Provisions shall provlde prolctions equal 
to or better than the specific standard requested for varfation; and 

Any proposed variation from a standard wit hln Chapter 2.1 1 - Flood plain Development 
Permit, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 

Redevelopment and reconstruction of buildings in existence and permitted in xonhg prior to December 
31,2006, are allowed pursuant to the requirements of Section 4.10.70.0f - Applicability, of Chapter 
4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. 
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Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, or Chapter 4.14- 
Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions shall involve an alternative 
located on the same development site where the specific standard applies. 

Any proposed Floodplain Development Permlt variation that exceeds the scope of 
Section 2.1 1.60.01.a shall also meet the Fluodplaln Development Permit Variance 
review criteria in Section 2.11.60.06 and, to the extent feasible, the base Floodplain 
Development Permit review criteria in Section 2.1 I S0.04. 

Compensating Benefits 
As discussed previously in this report, and in earlier reports to the Planning Commission 
(Exhibits K and P), the requested variations provide compensating benefits. By granting 
the request to not provide a parking lot landscape buffer along portions of the 2'7th Street 
parking lot, the existing abutting private parking lot will maintain its access, and its function 
as a parking lot. Requiring the landscape buffer would prevent this private parking lot from 
functioning, which would cause more cars to be parked on adjoining streets. Therefore, the 
compensating benefit is the continued use of an existing private parking lot and 
maintenance of off-street parking in an area that experiences high levels of on-street 
parking. 

The following excerpt from the December 2, 2011, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission explains compensating benefits of the request to not provide a through-lot 
planting screen easement (Exhibit P). 

The purpose of a planting screen easement is to restrict or consolidate access and support 
fhe identity of a fion f yard. Planting screens are aIso used to obscure or block unsightly 
views or visual conflicts, or to create privacy and security. Where landscaping is used as 
a screen it must be af least 6 feet tall and 80% opaque as seen h m  a perpendicular line 
of site. Walls and fences used for a fhrough-lot screen cannof exceed 3-ft in hetght 
because these structures would be in a yard adjacent to a public sfreet (LDC Section 
4.2.50 -Attachment C). The applicant requests to vary from the planting screen easement 
requirement associated with through-lots to avoid the need fo install a screen between the 
building and the street. The building is not considered an unsightly view that needs to be 
screened. Requiring a screen would negatively impact pedesftian access to the site and 
would diminish the interaction between the development site and the street in an area 
when it is desirable for views between the street and site to enhance the pedestrian 
environment. Eliminating the planting screen easement for the through-lot is supported by 
CCP 9.2.5. Pertrnent parts of this policy are provided below. 

9.2.5 Development shall reflect neighborhood characterisfics appropriate to the site and a m .  New 
and exlsting residential, commercial, and employment areas may not have ail of these 
neighborhood characteristics, but these characteristics shall be used to plan the 
dewioprnent, redevelopment, or infill that may occur in these arms. These neighbohood 
chamcteristics am as follows: 
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Neighborhoods haw a layouf that makes if easy for people to understand where they are and 
how to gef to where they want to go. Public, civic, and cuffural buildings are prominentlysited. 
The street paftem is roughly rectilinear. The use and enhancement of views and natural 
features mlnforces the neighborhood connection to the immediate and larger landscape. 

H. Neighborhoods have buildings (residential, commercial, and institutional) that are close to the 
streed wifh thdr main entran-s oriented b the public areas. 

Neighborhoods have publlc areas that am designed to encourage the attenfian and presence 
of people at all hours of the day and night. Security is enhanced with a mix of uses and 
building openings and windows that overlook public areas. 

Based on the above, staff support the request to vary from the requirement fo provide a 
through-lot screen. The benefifs of easy to understand, and unimpeded pedesfrian access, 
between the site and street and increased visibility of public areas from the site are benefits 
that compensate for the request to omit fhe planting screen easement. 

Wsual Elements 
One reason the Planning Commission denied the subject application was because the 
height and massing of the building prevented it from complying with solar access 
standards. The Planning Commission also expressed general concerns that the mass of 
the building was not compatible with the neighborhood, but particularly with respect to the 
building's appearance along NW Harrison BIvd (Exhibit F). 

In response to these concerns, the appellant has proposed conditions of approval that 
result in modifications to the building design as outlined below. 

North Building Wing 
The entire wing moved 4.54 south 
Floors 2-4 moved recessed an additional 1 0-ft south 
6 notches or breaks introduced in walls and roof. The breaks occur approximately 
every 50-ft 
Roof elevation reduced by 3-fi at the notches 
Private outdoor space added to 2nd floor north side of building (accessible by 4 
units) 
Building size and shape has been slightly adjusted for massing shift to the south 

South Building Wing 
2 notches or breaks introduced in building walls and roof. The breaks occur 
approximately every 504. 
Roof elevation reduced by 3-ft at the notches 

Height 
The pitch of the gable roof on both buildings has changed, and been reduced in 
height from 16' down to 9' and has been flattened at the ridge line. 
The previous building height was 5I f ,  the proposed building is now 472" 
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The changes listed above result in compliance with Solar Access standards, and the 
building complies with all applicable LDC standards, including building height, setbacks, 
and design standards in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. The 
inclusion of breaks and recesses in the building walls and roof provides additional visual 
interest that was not evident in drawings reviewed by the Planning Commission (Exhibits 
64-68). Shifting the building south leaves only 3 5 4  of the north wing at the minimum 
setback distance of 10-ft. Other parts of the building along NW Harrison Blvd are setback 
between I and 324. This not only increases the distance of the building from the street, 
but also increases the amount of space between the building and street that can be 
developed with courtyards and landscaping (Exhibit C.35). 

The Land Development Code includes standards that regulate setbacks, height, and 
design. When evaluating development proposals, Staff typically conclude that a building 
is compatible with the Visual Elements compatibility criteria if it meets LDC standards, 
which include Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards that were developed to enhance the 
pedestrian environment functionally and aesthetically. The building design reviewed by the 
Planning Commission did not meet Solar Access. The Planning Commission did not apply 
conditions of approval during deli berations that would change the building design, because 
it was not clear if doing so would result in compliance with Solar Access standards, or 
would be visually compatible. The modified building design resulting from conditions of 
approval presented on appeal complies with all applicable development standards. 
Therefore, Staff believe the proposed building is compatible based on the Visual Elements 
criterion. 

Traffic and OR-site Parking Impacts 

Trafflc 
The applicant submitted additional traffic analysis, dated March 2, 2012 and March 8, 
201 2, to verify the existing daily traffic volumes on streets providing primary vehicular 
access to the site (Exhibits C.80-89). The analysis states expected traffic volumes with 
the proposed development are consistent with typical volumes associated with the street 
classification. Table 3-4 of the 1996 Corvallis Transportation Plan list general traffic 
volumes for the different classifications of streets: 
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Corvallis Transportation Plan, Table 3-4: Functional Classification General Traffic 
Volume and Speed Guide 

Roadway Type 

Arterial Highway 
Arterial Street 
Collector 
Neighborhood Collector 
Local Connector 
LOMI ' 

Daily Vehicles 

.10,000 
< 5,000 
~2,000 
<2,000 
~2,000 
e2,OOO 

Managed Speed (mph) 

45-55 
25-45 
25-35 
25 
25 
15-20 



The applicant applied estimated trips for the development based on Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) published data to existing trips counted on Tuesday, 
February 28, 2012. Traffic volumes were counted on MW 27'h Street (local), NW Van 
Buren (local), and NW Arnold Way (collector). According to the Technical Memorandums, 
with development of the site, NW 27th Street, NW Van Buren Ave., and NW Arnold Way 
are expected to meet the Corvallis Transportation Plan traffic volume guidelines for a local 
street. Therefore, Staff believe the proposal is compatible based on the Traffic and Off- 
Site Parking Impacts criterion. 

Parking 
Based on the standards in LDC Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements, 
the base minimum amount of on-site vehicle parking for proposed development is 197 
spaces. This amount of parking could potentially be reduced by 20%, to 158 spaces 
because the site is within 3004 of a transit stop, and because of the number of required 
bicycle parking spaces, as provided below in Section 4.1.20.q. 

q. Parking Reduction Allowed - 
A reduction of up to 10 percent of r e q u i d  vehicle parking may be allowed if a transit 
stop, developed consistent with Corvallls Transit System guidelines and standards, 
is located on-site or within 300 ft. 

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

For every eight required bicycle parklng spaces, required vehicle parking may 
be reduced by one space, up to the maxlmum of a 10 percent vehicle parking 
reduction; or 

For every four additional bicycle parking spaces provided over the minimum 
requirement, requld  vehicle parking may be reduced by one space, up to the 
maximum of a 10 percent vehlcle parklng reduction. FRy percent of these 
additional bicycle parking spaces shall be covered, consistent with Section 
4.1.70.d.l. 

Addltlonal raductlons of vehicle parking spacee may be granted through the 
procedures in Chapter 2.12 - Lot Development Option or Chapter 2.5 - Planned 
Development. 

The appellant proposes to provide the minimum required 197 on-site parking spaces, and 
does not seek to reduce the amount of required parking. 

Some Planning Commissioners expressed concerns that because of the number of 3 and 
4-bedroom units proposed (24 and 38, respectively), and the possibility that each resident 
would have a vehicle, the proposed 197 parking spaces might not satisfy the parking 
demand, and more vehicles would be parked on nearby public streets that already 
experience high levels of parking. 
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It is difficult to quantify the number of vehicles associated with the proposed development 
that would park off-site, and what the off-site parking compatibility impacts might be. When 
evaluating off-site parking impacts, Staff typically conclude that if the proposal provides on- 
site parking within the range required by the Code, then the parking is compatible based 
on the Traffic and Off-site Parking Impacts compatibility criterion. 

The City Council may also consider the following Comprehensive Plan Policies related to 
parking, when evaluating the proposal for compatibility with the Traffic and Off-site Parking 
Impacts criterion in Section 2.5.40.4: 

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

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

11.4.3 All M c  generators shall provide adequate parking. 

11.4.4 Multiplelevel parking facilities near major traffic generators should be encouragd where 
practical. 

11.45 The City shall continue to promote the use of other modes of transportation as an alternative 
to the automobile, especially in areas where there is a shortage of parking facilities. 

1 1.4.6 New industrial and commercial development shall provide preferential car pool and van pool 
parking near primary building entrances. 

11.4.7 The City shall investigate opportunities for reducing minimum off-street parking 
requirements in areas with adequate on-street or area parking facilities. Factors such as good 
transit and pedestxian access should be wnsidered. 

The above policies that give direction to developers, rather than the City, include 1 I .4.3, 
1 1.4.4, and 4 1.4.6. Briefly, the proposed project provides the minimum amount of required 
parking, consistent with policy I 1.4.3. The site is approximately two blocks from OSU and 
commercial areas on NW Monroe Avenue, which are both major traffic generators. The 
project proposes multi-level parking, which is consistent with policy 1 1.4.4. The Hertz 
WeCar car share program is also proposed for use by the apartment tenants, which is 
consistent with policy 1 1.4.6. Other Staff identified Comprehensive Plan policies are 
provided in Exhibits P.400-403. 

Staff note that Section 2.5.20 - Purposes, subsection "g" states, 

g. Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than would othe~llse be provided 
under conventbnal land development procedures. 
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Surrounding land uses to the north of the site, across NW Harrison Blvd, include a church 
and three dngle family residences. Single-family residences are also located west of the 
site (these are also in the RS-20 zone and could potentially be redeveloped to multi-family 
structures) (Exhibit P.200). Land uses south and east of the site are primarily fraternities 
and sororities. Conventional land development procedures refers to procedures that do not 
require review through the planned development process. 

The Council may apply discretion when evaluating compatibility. If, despite complying with 
applicable LDC standards regarding building design and parking, the Council believes the 
proposal is incompatible, the Council may turn to comprehensive plan policies and Section 
2.5.20.g. The Council may find that greater compatibility with the surrounding land uses 
has not been achieved compared to a similar building not reviewed through the Planned 
Development process, and find that the application is not consistent with the purposes of 
the Planned Developmerit chapter, and deny the application. 

Major Replat 
In addition to the Conceptual and Detailed Development Major Modification application, the 
appellant also requested Planning Commission approval of a Major Replat to consolidate 
Lots 9-1 4 of Block 2, and Lots 4-9 of Block 3 of the Arnold Way Heights Subdivision. In 
the Staff Reports to the Planning Commission it was recommended that the Planning 
Commission approve the Major Replat application. However, once the Planning 
Commission denied the Planned Development Major Modification request, Staff 
recommended that the Major Replat application also be denied because the Major Replat 
and associated conditions of approval were inextricably tied to the Major Modification 
application (Exhibit F). 

On appeal, Staff believe that the appellant has provided new information and modified the 
building and site design in a way that sufficiently addresses the reasons given by the 
Planning Commission for denial. Consequently, Staff recommend that the City Council 
approve the Major Replat application. However, if the City Council does not approve the 
Planned Development Major Modification request, Staff recommend that the Major Replat 
application also be denied. 

Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations 
This report evaluated the revisions to the Harrison Street Apartments Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan Major Modification and Major Replat application, that were 
made on appeal to the City Council through proposed conditions of approval. An attempt 
was made to fully and accurately represent the Planning Commission's reasons for 
denying the application, and to evaluate the proposed revisions made by the appellant to 
respond to the reasons for denial. 

Based on the proposed conditions of approval, which would result in design modifications, 
and new information submitted by the appellant on appeal, Staff recommend that the . 
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proposal be approved with conditions provided at the end of this report. Staff have 
reached this recommendation based on the following reasons: 

The proposal only requests to vary from two LDC standards. For each requested 
variation, the appellant has demonstrated there would not be negative compatibility 
impacts and that compensating benefits would be provided. 

Previously requested LDC variations related to storm water management and solar 
access are no longer proposed. The appellant has demonstrated compliance with 
these standards. 

The Planning Commission expressed concerns that the height and mass of the 
proposed building was not compatible as evidenced by the proposal's inability to 
comply with solar access standards. On appeal, the building height and roof shape 
have been modified so that solar access standards are met. 

The Planning Commission expressed concerns that the building was incompatible 
in its relationship to NW Harrison Blvd and the surrounding neighborhood. On 
appeal, breaks have been incorporated into the building elevations and roof 
elevations facing both NW Harrison BIvd and NW Short Avenue. While this does not 
decrease the overall length of the building, it creates smaller building segments and 
increases the amount of visual interest on the street facing facades. Additionally, 
the first floor of the building has been shifted away from NW Harrison Blvd, and the 
upper floors stepped-back further than the first floor. This creates more space 
between the building and the street, which is proposed to be filled with pedestrian 
courtyards, and scales back the presence of the building along NW Harrison Blvd. 

The proposal meets applicable LDC standards rerated to building design, such as 
height, setback distances, and Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. Therefore, 
Staff believe the proposal is compatible with the Visual Elements compatibility 
criteria. 

The proposal satisfies applicable LDC standards regarding the amount of required 
off-street parking. Therefore, staff believe the proposal is compatible with the Traffic 
and Off-site Parking l mpacts corn pati bility criteria. 

The number of trips generated by the proposed project on adjacent streets would 
not put those streets at risk of exceeding their carrying capacity as outlined in the 
Corvallis Transportation Master Plan. Therefore, Staff believe the proposal is 
compatible with the Transportation and Off-site Parking compatibility criterion. 

Reauested Action 
The City Council has three options with respect to the Planned Development Major 
Modification, and Major Repiat applications: 
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Option I: 

Option 2: 

Option 3: 

Approve the applications as proposed on appeal to City Council, including 
the appellant proposed conditions of approval; 

Approve the applications as proposed on appeal to City Council, with 
conditions of approval recommended by Staff or modified by the City 
Council; or 

Deny the applications. 

As summarized above, staff recommend the Council pursue Option 2 and approve the 
applications with staff recommended conditions of approval, which are provided at the end 

, of this report. If the Council accepts this recommendation the following motions are 
suggested. 

Recommended Motion for PLD10-00004 

MOTION: 
I move to tentatively approve the Harrison Street Apartments Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan Major Modification (PLDI 1 -00004), as conditioned in the March 9,201 2, 
Staff Report to the City Council, and subject to the adoption of Formal Findings and 
Conclusions. This motion is based on evidence in the record, findings in support of the 
application presented in the March 9,20j2, Staff Report to the City Council, and findings 
in support of the application made by the City Council during deliberations on the request. 

Recommended Motion for SUB1 1-00001 

MOTION: 
I move to tentatively approve the Harrison Street Apartments Major Replat application 
(SUBll-00001) as conditioned in the March 9, 2012, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission, subject to adoption of Formal Findings and Conclusions. This motion is 
based on evidence in the record, findings in support of the application presented in the 
March 9,2012, Staff Report to the City Council, and findings in support of the application 
made by the City Council during deliberations on the request. 

Review d o mt- 
w a t t a r s o n ,  City ~ a n a g *  
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Staff Recommended Conditions of Ag~roval 

Page 34 of 43 

Page No. 

All 

Staff 
Report 

Addendum 
8-9, 15 

31,38,39 

Condition 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

Condition 

Consistency with Plans - All development shall comply with 
applicable City standards unless a variation has been granted 
through this approval. Development shall comply with the 
application narratives, and revised plans in Addendum 
Attachment C of the January 25, 2012, Staff Report 
Addendum, except as modified by the conditions below, or 
unless a requested modification otherwise meets the criteria for 
a Planned Development Modification. Such changes may be 
processed in accordance with Chapter 2.5 of the Land 
Development Code. 

Parking 
As proposed, the applicant shall provide 197 parking stalls. 
Parking stall dimensions and the parking lot configuration shall 
comply with Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access Standards, 
except that drive aisle widths may be reduced to 2 3 4  between 
90-degree angle parking, and 15-ft 9-in between 60-degree 
angled parking. Wheel stops shall be provided where required 
by Corvallis Off-Street Pat-king and Access Standards. 

Landscape Installation and Maintenance - Prior to issuance 
of building permits, the applicant shall submit detailed 
landscaping plans that demonstrate compliance with the 
provisions of Land Development Code Chapter 4.2, and 
applicable Conditions of Approval for this land use request. 

The following landscaping provisions shall apply to overall 
development of the site: 

a. Landscape Construction Documents - Prior to 
issuance of necessary building or occupancy permits, 
the applicant shall submit for approval by the 
Community Development Director, landscape 
construction documents for this site, which contain a 
specific planting plan (including correct Latin and 
common plant names), construction plans, irrigation 
plans, details, and specifications for all required 
landscaped areas on the site. Ptantings shall comply 
with LDC Chapter 4.2 and other conditions of this 
approval. All trees shall have at least a 1%-inch trunk 

, 
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caliper, four feet above the ground, at the time of 
installation. Landscaping installed as a requirement of 
this proposal shall be designed to achieve a minimum 
coverage of 90 percent within three years of 
instailation. 

b. On-site Landsca~inq - Required fandscaping on the 
subject site shall be installed and inspected prior to 
issuance of Final Occupancy permits. Required 
landscaping shall be illustrated on the landscape plan 
submitted to comply with item (a) above, except 
where, due to plant availability or performance, minor 
changes that meet the Code performance criteria and 
maintain at least the minimum plant density and plant 
size are authorized. Consistent with Section 4.2.20(a), 
a three-year landscaping maintenance bond that 
covers all tand-ping required for this proposal shall 
be provided to the City prior to issuance of the 
occupancy permit. All landscaping shall be separated 
from vehicle maneuvering areas by a raised curb. 

c. Landsca~ina in the Public ROW - In accordance with 
LDC Section 4.2.20.a.2, the applicant shall submit 
planting and irrigation plans for all trees and vegetation 
required in the public ROW. 

The Final Plat shall not be approved until all required 
landscaping and related improvements are installed or 
financially secured. In accordance with LDC Section 
4.2.20.a.3, required landscaping in the ROW shall 
achieve a minimum 90% ground coverage within three 
years. A financial guarantee for the installation of 
required landscaping shall be provided per Section 
4.2.20.a.3. 

The applicant shall plant at least 13 trees in the NW 
Harrison Blvd planter strip, 7 trees in the Short Ave 
planter strip (north side of street), 3 trees on the 27' 
Street planter strip (east side), and 4 trees in the 27'h 
Street planter strip (west side). The two existing trees on 
the south side of Short Ave shall be preserved. Prior to 
landscaping, paved or gravel areas within planter strips 
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shall be removed and replaced with soil. If necessary to 
comply with Condition 3.d, below, trees may be omitted 
from final landscape plans. 

d. Tree Plantine Techniaues and Tree S~ecies - Trees 
shall not be planted where they will block street signs or 
traffic signals. Trees shall not be planted in areas 
outlined in LDC Section 4.2.30.b, including locations 
that are five feet from hard surface areas and 10 feet 
from utilities. Where this is not possible, the applicant 
shall submit an arborists report or include planting 
specifications in the detailed landscape plan, for 
approval by the City Forester, describing planting 
techniques and tree species to be used in locations 
where trees do not comply with location I distance 
standards. If necessary to comply with Section 
4.2.30.b as determined by the City Engineer and City 
Urban Forester, required trees may be omitted from 
plans. 

AII 
trees planted on the site and in the public ROW shall be 
an appropriate species as approved by the City's Urban 
Forester. All trees shall be planted according to the City 
of Corvallis Tree Planting Park Strips and Planting 
Islands Detail, Number 610, or other technique as 
required or approved by the City Urban Forester. ' 

Standards for Bicycle Access and park in^ - Prior to 
issuance of building permits, the applicant shall submit 
construction details of the bicycle parking facility, for review and 
approval by Development Services Division Staff demonstrating 
cornplianoe with Standards for Bicycle Access and Parking in 
LDC Section 4.1.70. 

Liahtina Plan - All new exterior lighting fixtures shall be of a 
shielded, full cut-off design. Prior to Building Permit approval, 
the applicant shall submit a light plan with information 
identify ng exterior light locations, manufacturer specifications, 
and other information deemed necessary by the Community 
Development Director to determine compliance with LDC 
Section 4.2.80 and LDC 4.1.70.e. 

34 

41 

4 

5 
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Page No. 

30, 60,62 

78,79 

79 

60-62 

61,82 

61 
widening the alley to 20 feet along the site frontage where 
needed for emergency vehicle access. Where additional width 
is needed for fire department ladder truck access it shall be 

Condition 
No. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

3 1 

Condition 

Public Access Easement - A minimum 12-ftwide public 
access easement shall be provided on the site, following the 
location of the pedestrian connection between NW Harrison 
Blvd and NW Short Avenue. This easement shall be shown on, 
and recorded with, the Final Plat. 

Maintenance of all private sidewalks and sidewalks within pubic 
access easements shall be the responsibility of the property 
owner. 

Harrison Blvd Plaza I Artwork - As proposed, the applicant 
shall install a plaza or arhhrork on the subject site, and not within 
the public ROW, commemorating the site's history. As long as 
the work does not exced the thresholds requiring a Planned 
Development Major Modification, no further land use action is 
required to install the plaza or art. The plaza or artwork shall be 
installed prior to issuance of Final Occupancy permits. 

Sfnn Permit - The applicant shall obtain a sign permit prior to 
installing any non-exempt sign on the subject site. 

Harrison Imsrovements and ROW Dedication - The 
applicant shall install setback sidewalks including associated 
pedestrian ramps and 12-foot wide planting strips on NW 
Harrison. Final construction plans for the pedestrian ramps and 
transitions shall be reviewed to meet City standards such as 
details 107, 107A and 1078 which note ADA requirements for 
slopes. These improvements shall be constructed with the 
PIPC plans and prior to final plat or building occupancy 
(whichever comes first) as required by the LDC. Consistent 
with LDC table 4.0-1 additional ROW shall be dedicated 
concurrent with the plat or building permits, as applicable, to 
provide a f2-foot Planter Strip and 5-foot setback sidewalk. 

Short Avenue lm~rovements - The applicant shall install 
setback sidewalks on the north side of NW Short Ave. The 
back of walk shall align with the existing ROW. ADA ramps on 
NW Short Ave shall be installed concurrent with the sidewalk 
improvements consistent with Attachment "J-I - Site and 
Circulation Plan, SurFace Level" (Addendum Attachment C.36). 

Alley Imsrovements - Alley improvements shall consist of 
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62 

61 $3 

62 

62 

67-68 

67,68 

Condition 
No. 

Condition 

12 

13 

14 

15 

located within an emergency vehicle access easement and 
maintained by the property owner. Concurrent with widening 
the alley, the existing alley approach on NW Harrison Blvd. will 
need to be reconstructed to City Standards. 

Restricted Allev Access - Except emergency vehicle access, 
site access to the alley shall be restricted to exit only. 

Asphalt Removal From Planter Strips - Concurrent with the 
PlPC improvements, existing asphalt and gravel in the planter 
strips fronting the site shall be removed. Topsoil shall be 
placed up to surrounding sidewalk and curb grade. At the 
latest, plantings shall occur concurrent with on-site landscaping. 

Abandonment of Existins Driveway Approaches and 
Accesses - Plans for abandonment of existing site accesses 
shall be submitted with the PIPC plans. 

Reciprocal Access Easement - On the final plat, a reciprocal 
access easement shall be provided for the existing shared 
driveway on NW Harrison Blvd at the west end of the site. This 
condition may be modified if the adjacent property owner 
provides a written letter requesting the abandonment of this 
driveway access and another viable access point meeting LDC 
criteria is provided. 

16 ROW DedicationlEasements - Per LDC Section 4.0.100.f, any 
easements or ROW dedications shall be shown on the plat. 
Easements for water, sewer, and storm drainage shatl be 
provided for facilities located outside the ROW. Minim urn 
easement width shall be per LDC section 4.0.100.a. An 
environmental assessment for all land to be dedicated must be 
completed in accordance with LDC Section 4.0.100.g 

17 I Public Improvements - Any plans for public improvements 
referenced within the application or this staff report shall not be 
considered final engineered public improvement plans. Prior to 
issuance of any structural or site utility construction permits, the 
applicant shall obtain approval of, and permits for, engineered 
plans for public improvements by private contract (PIPC) from 
the City's Engineering Division per LDC section 4.0.80. The 
applicant shall submit necessary engineered plans and studies 
for public utility and transportation systems to ensure that 
adequate street, water, sewer, storm drainage and street 
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67,68 

68,69 

68 

69,70 

69,70 

CC SR 
17 

Condition 
No. 

I 8  

19 

Conclition 

lighting improvements are provided. Street signs and curb 
markings will be reviewed and approved with the PlPC plans. 
Final utility alignments that maximize separation from adjacent 
utilities and street trees shall be engineered with the plans for 
public improvements in accordance with all applicable LDC 
criteria and City, DEQ and Oregon Health Division 
requirements for utility separations Public improvement plan 
submittals will be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer 
under the procedures outlined in Land Development Code 
Section 4.0.80. 

Fire Services and Domestic Meters - New and upgraded 
domestic and fire service will be part of the PlPC plans. The 
existing domestic meter and fire service will need to be 
upgraded to current City Standards, including backflow 
prevention. 

Sewer Services - The sewer service in the alley shall be 
included in the PIPC permits up to the edge of the atley ROW. 

20 

21 

Release of Exlstinsl Citv Utilitv Easement - Concurrent with 
the PlPC permits, an easement release will need to be 
processed per LDC section 2.8.20 for the Utility easement that 
was reserved in the vacation of N W 27" Street. 

Private Storm Drainaae and Penrious Pavement - 
Installation of the private storm drainage system and pervious 
pavement will be subject to permitting through the City's 
Development Services Division and shall comply with 
improvements shown on Attachment I"- Utility Plan 
(Addendum Attachment C.41). A private maintenanoe 
agreement with enforcement provisions to ensure maintenance 
for of private storm drainage facilities and pervious pavement 
shall be established in accordance with LDC sections 4.0.70.f 
and 4..0.60.d prior to permitting these improvements. 

22 0 Concurrent with 
development, required storm water detention shall be 
implemented as proposed per LDC section 4.0.130. As 
allowed in LDC section 4.0.1 30.b.3.b), the applicant may 
subtract the square footage of each level of structured parking 
from the square footage of detention requirements. The storm 
water detention facilities should be designed cunsistent with 
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23 

24 

25 

Condition 

both criteria outlined in Appendix F of the Storm Water Master 
Plan, and criteria outlined in the King County, Washington, 
Surface Water Design Manuai, and should be designed to 
capture and release run-off so the run-off rates from the site 
after development do not exceed the pre-developed conditions, 
based on the 2-year, 5-year, and 10-year, 24-hour design 
storms. Installation of the private storm drainage system will be 
subject to permitting through the City's Development Services 
Division. The use of pervious pavements may reduce the 
contributing area used in the detention volume calculations in 
addition to provisions in LDC section 4.0.130. b.3. b). A private 
maintenance agreement with enforcement provisions to ensure 
maintenance for this facility shall be established in accordance 
with LDC sections 4.0.70.f and 4.0.60.d. 

Franchise Utility Easements - As proposed and shown on 
Attachment R - Tentative Plat (Addendum Attachment C.54), 
the applicant shall provide a 7-ft wide Utility Easement (UE) in 
accordance with LDC Section 4.0.100.b. 

Franchise Utilities - Prior to issuance of public improvement 
permits, the applicant shall submit, as part of the public 
improvement plan set, an overall site utility plan that shows 
existing and proposed franchise utility locations, including 
vaults, poles and pedestals. The proposed franchise utilities 
shall conform to requirements outlined in the LDC section 
4.0.100, including provision of appropriate utility easements. 
The applicant shall provide confirmation the franchise utilities 
have reviewed these plans prior to review by the City. 

LEED Gold Certification - Prior to issuance of Building 
Permits, the applicant shall provide plans and information to 
the Development Services Division demonstrating how LEED 
Gold Certification will be pursued under the LEED-NC, LEED- 
Homes, or equivalent LEED program. 

26 Tot-lot Amenities - The applicant shall provide totdot 
amenities and enclose the tot-lot area as required by Section 
3.8.50.03.3. Compliance with this requirement shall be 
demonstrated prior to issuance of a final occupancy permit for 
the development. 

27 Noise Attenuation - The applicant shall prohibit outdoor use 
of the rooftop area on the northern wing of the building along 
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NW Harrison BIvd for gatherings of any kind after 8 PM and 
before 8 AM and shall post a notice to that effect in a 
prominent place in or near the said outdoor space. Prior to 
occupancy, the applicant shall record a deed restriction 
implementing this prohibition and against the property, running 
with the land in form and substance satisfactory to the 
counsel for the City. 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

Storm Water Infiltration - In addition to those requirements 
set forth in Conditions 21 and 22, the applicant shall provide 
a minimum total of 1,200 sq. ft. of "rain garden' areas. 
These rain garden areas shali receive controlled quantities of 
roof drainage for retention and infiltration. 

Solar Access - The building shall be designed and placed as 
shown in Exhibit C of the March 8,2012, Staff Report to City 
Council such that Solar Access Protection (as defined in LDC 
Chapter 1.6 - Definitions) for adjacent properties to the north 
of the subject site is ensured. 

Roof Pitch, Heiaht. and Articulation - As proposed on 
appeal, the portion of the roof that faces NW Harrison Blvd 
and NW Short Avenue shall have a minimum of a 6:12 pitch. 
The maximum height of the roof shall be 94 .  The roof shall 
have at minimum 6 breakslnotches in the roof along Harrison 
Blvd and a minimum of two breaks in the roof along NW 
Short Avenue as shown in tbe graphics in Exhibits C.54 - 57 
of the March 9, 2012, Staff Report to the City Council. Each 
roof break shall be at least 3-ft deep. 

Buildha Heiaht and Articulation - The applicant shall 
incorporate at least 6 breakdrecesses along the building 
elevation facing NW Harrison B1vd as shown in the graphics 
in Exhibits C.54 - 57 of the March 9, 2012, Staff Report to 
the City Council. The breaks shall be a minimum depth of two 
feet, and a minimum length of four feet. 

Drive Aisle Width - Based on the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers Standard (Sa Addition), the drive aisle widths in the 
covered parking structure shall be at least 234 wide when 
serving Wdegree parking stalls, and at least 134  6-inches 
wide when serving 60 degree parking stalls. 



Staff Recommended Development Related Concerns 

Commercial Approaches - Alf private accesses shall be constructed to City 
standards for commercial approaches. 

Sidewalk s tam~s - Per LDC section4.0.30.f, prior to issuance of any permits the 
applicant shall verify if there are any existing sidewalk stamps. Any sidewalk 
stamps need to be presewed per LDC requirements. 

Vision Clearance -The Applicant will need to maintaintprovide vision clearance per 
Land Development Code Section 4.7.40.c. with the installation of any signs or 
landscaping on the property. 

Detectable Warnings - With construction permits, the need for ADA detectable 
warning shall be evaluated at the alley crossing. 

Abandonment of existina service laterals - With the PlPC plans or building 
permits, the applicant shall abandon and remove any public service lateral 
connections which will not be used as required by the City Engineer. 

Excavation and Gradina Plans - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the 
applicant shall submit an excavation and grading plan, including erosion control 
methods, to the City's Development Services Department for review and approval. 

G. Infrastructure Cost Recovery - Where it is determined that there will be 
Infrastructure Cost Recovery payments from past public improvements the 
developer shall pay their required share of the costs prior to receiving any building 
permits in accordance with Corvallis Municipal Code 2. f 8.040. 

H. Other Permits - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the applicant shall 
obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit if 
construction activity will disturb, through clearing, grading, andlor excavation, one 
acre of the site. Additionally, any permits required by other agencies such as the 
Division of State Lands; Army Corps of Engineers; Railroads; County; or Oregon 
Department of Transportation, shall be approved and submitted to the City prior 
to issuance of any City permits. 

1. Citv Fiber Optic Lines - According to City maps, the City has Fiber Optic lines in 
this area. Any impacts to these lines needs to be discussed in advance of any 
application for construction permits. 

J. Streetsca~e Plan - As part of the public improvement plans, the applicant shall 
include a "streetscape" plan that incorporates the following features: composite 
utility plan; street lights; proposed driveway locations; vision clearance triangles 
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for each intersection; street striping and signing (in conformance with the 
MUTCD); and proposed street tree locations. 

Tree Plantings - When laying out the tree planting locations please be aware of 
not blocking street signs, or traffic signals. In addition, trees should not be 
planted in areas outlined in LDC section 4.2.30.b. 

L. Mail Box Facilities - Mail box facilities will need to be provided per LDC Code 
Section 4.0.1 10. 

Fire S~rinkler Svstems - The building shall be sprinkled as required by Building 
and Fire Codes. 

N. Maior Re~iat and Pro~ertv Lines - The applicant proposes to consolidate multiple 
platted lots into a single lot. It is not clear if all of the platted lines are also 
property lines. Construction cannot occur over property lines. If the platted lines 
are also property lines, or if property lines currently divide the site ina 
configuration in which buildings and associated setbacks would be in conflict, 
Building Permits will not be issued until the Final Plat has been recorded. Prior 
to issuance of Building Permits, the applicant will be required to demonstrate that 
construction wiH not occur across existing property lines, or that the Final Plat has 
been recorded. 

0. Emeraencv Access and Allev Access Desian Considerations - The location of the 
tire shredder will need to consider the turning movements of fire department 
apparatus. Appropriate vehicular signage such as do not enter and a warning 
sign for the tire shredder should be place at the site exit to the alley. 
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Memorandum 

To:  File 

From:  Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 

Date:  March 9, 2012 

Subject: Written Testimony - Harrison Street Apartments    
  (PLD11-00004, SUB11-00001) 

Enclosed with this cover memorandum is written testimony that was received 
after the February 28, 2012, appeal of the Planning Commission decision on the 
above referenced case, and before March 9, 2012. This memo and testimony are 
included in the March 9, 2012, Staff Report to the City Council.  
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1

Richardson, Robert

From: Kirk Newburgh [newburghk@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2012 7:41 AM
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Apartments
Attachments: Letter to City Coucil.docx

Robert�–�I�am�not�going�to�be�available�to�attend�the�City�Council�Meeting�and�would�like�to�submit�the�attached�written�
testimony.�
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Letter�to:�Corvallis�City�Council�

RE:�Harrison�Street�Apartments�Appeal�

The�City�Council�should�support�approving�the�proposal�being�made�by�the�applicant.�I�take�exception�to�
the�arguments�used�against�the�proposed�development.�Arnold�Way�is�a�clear�dividing�line�between�
large�Fraternity�and�Sorority�Buildings�to�the�east�and�the�residential�houses�to�the�west.�The�few�
houses�on�Arnold�are�really�the�exception�in�terms�of�scale�as�directly�to�the�east�are�large�multi�story�
structures,�the�current�structure�is�large�monolithic�building,��across�the�street�is�a�school/church,��and�
to�the�west�along�Harrison�is�a�Fraternity�and��a�couple�of�multistory�apartment�conversions.�

Parking�in�the�College�Hill/Fraternity�Row�area�has�always�been�a�problem.��People�buying�homes�in�that�
area�where�well�aware�of�that�prior�to�purchasing�their�homes�and�still�made�the�choice�to�do�so.�The�
developer�has�made�concerted�efforts�to�provide�adequate�parking�for�the�residents,�and�with�the�close�
proximity�to�campus�and�public�transportation�most�students�are�not�likely�to�drive�to�campus.�

Solar�concerns�are�laughable.�The�current�structure�currently�blocks�the�homes�to�the�west,�east�and�
south,�so�the�new�structure�at�worst�is�equivalent,�and�across�the�street�is�a�parking�lot.�

It�is�time�for�Corvallis�to�support�creative�design�and�developer�attempts�to�make�accommodations�and�
stop�bowing�to�small�special�interest�groups�that�have�found�ways�to�stop�any�development.��

Kirk�Newburgh�

3226�NW�Covey�Run�
Corvallis,�Oregon�
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project^ ecological development 
413 SW 13th Ave, suite 300 
portland or 97205 
March 5, 2012  
 
 
Mr. Robert Richardson 
Associate Planner, Planning Division 
City of Corvallis 
P.O. Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339 
 
 
RE: Harrison Apartments (PLD11-00004, SUB11-00001) 
 City Council Appeal Letter  
 
 
 
Mr. Richardson, 
 
Our goal with the Harrison Apartments is to create a legacy project that meets a high standard of quality, design, 
and sustainability within the zoning requirements for the site and addresses the priorities of the Corvallis 
community. To accomplish this, we have solicited input from the members of the surrounding community six 
times over the last nine months and through this process substantially changed aspects of the design, massing, 
materials, parking, and vehicular access.  
 
Even though the revised plan meets the height, setback, parking, open space, and other requirements of RS-20 
zoning, the Corvallis Planning Commission denied our application on February 1, 2012. The denial cited three 
issues: 1) issues of scale and massing relating to Harrison Boulevard; 2) incompatible traffic and off-site parking 
impacts; and, 3) solar access performance. 
 
Our previous submittals made a concerted attempt to solve any concerns raised during public testimony.  For 
instance, at our first public hearing, the Chairman of the main opposition group (College Hill, of which this site is 
not a part) citied parking as the primary concern.  Accordingly, we adjusted our plan to remove any and all 
parking-related adjustments and variances.   
 
During Planning Commission deliberations it has became apparent that the proposed solar access waiver, which 
is allowed by code and supported by the planning staff, was their main objection to our plan.  Although we feel 
our original proposals have merit and create an increase in needed housing through a pedestrian-oriented and 
sustainable community on a currently vacant site, we understand the value of creating good neighborhood 
relations.  In response to the denial from Planning Commission, we have further adjusted our plans and provided 
additional documentation to address the issues noted above. 
 
Our original application requested 15 variances. Our more recent application requested four variances. The 
enclosed revised application is seeking two variances.  These variances, to the Land Development Code 
standards regarding parking lot and through-lot landscaping, were characterized in Planning Commission 
deliberations as being minor. We are specifically asking for one of the variances in response to the neighbors 
south of the property, who desire to continue their permissive use of parking stalls at the rear of their property.  
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We have also included in our packet the legal basis for our appeal; substantiation for our parking and stormwater 
plan; a detailed solar access study; an analysis on how many direct and indirect jobs will be created as a result of 
this project; and how our plan meets the Planned Development Process, Comprehensive Plan, and Corvallis 
Vision 2020 Statement.  
 
Finally, we would like to express our continued enthusiasm for forwarding a plan that we believe: meets the intent 
of the code, provides a new innovative sustainable housing option for Corvallis, and enhances the livability of the 
neighborhood and the community. We thank you for your ongoing time and consideration.  
 
 
Best Regards, 

 
Tom Cody, Managing Partner 
project^ ecological development 
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PART 1: PUBLIC PROCESS  
The project team felt it necessary to solicit community opinion early and often, gaining insight on how the plan 
should be crafted. The feedback received was informative and the team considered the community’s opinions 
when making planning/design decisions. As a result, the plans have changed to reflect the values of the Corvallis 
community.  
 
Table 1: History of Public Process 
Date Public Meeting or Development Team Action 
June 20, 2011 The project team met with the Chintimini, College Hill, and Job’s Addition 

neighborhood associations to solicit feedback on an initial draft plan for Harrison 
Apartments. Those in attendance expressed concerns about parking, traffic, and 
noise. 

September 26, 2011 Given this feedback, the project team revised its plans and presented new plans to 
the neighbors that increased the number of parking stalls, provided for alternative 
forms of transportation for its residents, and detailed the property management 
strategies for the building. Questions about building massing, height, and variances 
were also addressed. 

October 10, 2011 The team organized a meeting with neighbors who live within 300 feet of the 
property to present revised plans. Many of the attendees to this meeting were new 
to the process. They expressed some new concerns and some concerns that were 
addressed in earlier meetings including parking, density, building massing, and 
materials. 

October 20, 2011 The team was invited to meet with a few of the College Hill neighborhood leaders 
(Deb Kadas, Mike Middleton, and Gary Angelo) to walk the site and brainstorm on 
how the community’s concerns expressed in the October 10th meeting and in 
neighborhood emails could be addressed. The group paid particular attention to 
design elements that meshed well with the adjacent historic neighborhood.  

October 28, 2011 The project team then incorporated these solutions and submitted the  “Detailed 
Development Plan and Major Replat” including an introduction that detailed how the 
plan changed as a result of the process.  

November 3, 2011 The team presented this information to community leaders (Deb Kadas and Mike 
Middleton) who then distributed it to the College Hill Neighborhood Association.  The 
information was well received and Ms. Kadas and Mr. Middleton expressed their 
appreciation for the changes made. 

December 14, 2011 The team presented the project to the Corvallis Planning Commission. The project, 
despite positive feedback on public boards, blogs, and in one-on-one meetings and 
a balanced outlook by the media, received intense criticism by the community, 
mainly members of the College Hill Neighborhood, who introduced known items and 
brand new items, which were not discussed at the previous five meetings. None of 
the changes the team made to the plan as a result of community interaction were 
acknowledged during the public testimony. 
 
Much of the criticism revolved around: 1) the project utilizing the allowed parking 
reduction by right due to its proximity to transit and above code bike parking 
facilities, 2) the fifteen variances requested and allowed as a part of the Planned 
Development process, 3) the architecture of the building and its compatibility with a 
historic neighborhood to the west, and 4) providing housing that catered to 
students. Criticism was also directed at other aspects of the project including the 
type of trees, height, scale, density, materials, unit mix, traffic, and access, which 
are all allowed by right.  
 
The Commission postponed deliberations to the next meeting. 
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January 4, 2012 
 
 
 
 

Despite the strong opinion by the project team that increased parking is not the 
solution to creating a pedestrian transit-oriented sustainable development, the team 
changed the plans to reflect the community priorities, mainly additional parking and 
reduction of variance requests.  
 
These adjustments took the requested variances from fifteen to four; provided 
additional parking at 10% above the allowed parking count by right; increased 
parking stall widths; reduced the number of compact stalls; eliminated tandem 
stalls; increased outdoor space to code requirements; added a tot lot; set the 
building within the minimum setback; provided tree islands; moved the trash 
enclosure; and, provided a consistent utility easement width. Responding to specific 
architectural opinions expressed at the December 14 hearing, the team also 
changed some items not related to code, such as making the wood siding 
horizontal in direction instead of vertical on the upper floors and changing the roof 
material from metal to architectural composition. 

January 26, 2012 The team presented this new plan to two College Hill Neighborhood Association 
leaders (Gary Angelo and Mike Middleton). Their thoughts can be wrapped up into 
one phrase, which was later reiterated in a letter from the Association dated 
February 1, 2012 that states,  “We again express our concern that this proposed 
development may be the right building but it would be in the wrong location.”  

February 1, 2012 Even though the revised plan meets the height, setback, parking, open space, and 
other requirements of RS-20 zoning, the Planning Commission denied the adjusted 
plan. The denial was based on three issues: 1) solar access performance; 2) issues 
of massing and scale evident from not meeting solar access; and 3) incompatible 
traffic and off-site parking impacts. The Commission did not grant a solar waiver, 
which is allowed because the property is within the minimum setbacks. In addition, 
the claims of “incompatible traffic and off-site parking impacts” were not 
substantiated with any real data. 

March 3, 2012 The team took the Planning Commissions findings to heart and revised the plan to 
1) provide solar access protection for the properties to the north of the site; 2) 
stepped the building away from Harrison Boulevard; 3) addressed any additional 
issues of mass and scale by using the “Design Variety Menu” of the “Pedestrian 
Oriented Standards” to give the building and the roof more articulation; and 4) 
provided further documentation to show that the project according to the 
requirements of the City of Corvallis Land Development Code does not create any 
traffic and off-site parking impacts.  

March 19, 2012 The development team will present the Harrison Apartments revised plans to the 
City Council. The City Council will hear opinions and deliberate on the plans.   
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PART 2: ADJUSTMENTS TO ADDRESS PUBLIC AND COMMISSION COMMENTS 
The existing application remains fundamentally intact while modifying the plan to respond to new priorities 
expressed during the public comment period and from the Planning Commission. The adjustments made to the 
plan since the first submittal on October 28, 2011 are summarized below and the variances they relate to are 
numbered according to “Table 1: Summary of Proposed LDC Variations” shown on page 4-5 of the staff report 
from December 2, 2011.  
 
These changes have reduced the number of variances requested from the original 15 to 4 to the proposed 2. 
Please note that these 2 variances were characterized as minor and acceptable during the Planning Commission 
deliberations. The changes labeled (New), have been made since the Planning Commission decision.  
 
 
Table 2: Adjustments to the Harrison Apartments Plan  
Topic Adjustment to the Plan Variance or 

Waiver Eliminated 
Building 
Setbacks 

The first floor of the building along Harrison Boulevard shifted 4’6” 
south. (New) Floors two through four shifted approximately 10’ south in 
the part of the building closest to Harrison Boulevard. 
 
The part of the building closest to Short Avenue shifted 1’ north; 
providing the minimum front yard setback of 10’ for both parts of the 
building. In summary, the building has a front, side yard, and rear yard 
setback of a minimum of 10’. The building has a maximum front yard 
setback of 25’, expect where open courtyards with pedestrian 
amenities are provided. The open courtyards are allowed by code to 
increase up to 50 percent of the building front beyond the maximum 
setback. The open courtyard section of the building front is only 23 
percent of the total front, which is allowed by code (4.10.60.01.a).  
 
*Note: Building setbacks are measured from line of building overhang to 
the property line. (See Attachment J) 

#1: Setback 
(3.8.30.01.e)  
 

Outdoor 
Space 

An increase in the combined common and private area outdoor space 
to meet Land Use Development Code and screening of outdoor spaces 
for privacy. (See Table 7, Attachment B-1, B-2, B-3) 
 
Common Outdoor Space  
The minimum size of any common outdoor space is within the allowed 
minimum of 400 sq. ft., with minimum dimensions of 20-by-20 ft. and is 
not located within any buffer or perimeter yard setback area. The 
common outdoor space provides both active and passive amenities. 
The groundfloor courtyards will provide passive areas for seating, 
reading and socializing. The upper courtyard will be more active and 
include a tot lot, picnic and barbecue areas, and includes enough area 
for active games such as Frisbee. A green roof on the Harrison wing of 
the building will include large and small deck areas connected by 
pathways and will be accessible by both an elevator and stairways. The 
green roof is expected to be more passive in nature and provide for 
lounging, eating, viewing, reading, and studying. The changes to the 
existing design, as a result of the green roof, are structural, 
waterproofing/drainage, and the addition of guardrails along its 
southern perimeter, and half of the west and east perimeter. All spaces 
listed above will provide places for people to sit.  
 

#2, #3, #4: Private 
and Common 
Outdoor Common 
Space (3.8.50.02, 
3.8.50.02.e, 
3.8.50.03.a) 
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Private Outdoor Space 
Private outdoor space is provided through groundfloor private patios 
and gardens. The groundfloor patios will be elevated from the ground 
and screened and/or designed to provide privacy for the users of the 
space. Evergreen shrub planting and guardrails for the porches will 
accomplish this screening. The design of the screening will ensure that 
the porches are somewhat visible from the sidewalk for safety concern. 
 
(New) Private patios and garden space are also provided on the second 
floor for four apartments.  

Tot Lots Included two playground areas of 1,200 and 800 SF (combination of 
the five required tot lots of 2,000 SF). The playgrounds will include a 
minimum of three items of play equipment such as slides, swings, 
towers, climbing rocks, and jungle gyms and will be enclosed by a 2.5 
to 3 ft.-high wall, fence, planter, or benches/seats. Details of play 
structure and incorporated equipment to be finalized at time of Building 
Permit Review. 

#5: Tot Lot 
(3.8.50.03.e) 

Parking  An increase in the number of parking stalls to 197 spaces, which meets 
the Land Use Development Code parking standards for this 
development (See Table 5 and 6). The additional parking stalls will be 
accommodated in an underground parking structure below the second 
floor garden courtyard. 

N/A: This 
modification 
exceeds the 10% 
reduction in parking 
stalls permitted 
outright due to 
bicycle facilities and 
the site’s proximity 
to transit. 

An increase in the parking stall widths and lengths to meet the City’s 
Off-Street Parking and Access Standards. This includes eliminating a 
number of parking efficiency measures including increased compact 
stalls on the site, mechanical parking, and tandem parking stalls. 

#6, #10: Off-Street 
Parking and Access 
Standards – 
Minimum stall 
dimension width; 
Tandem parking not 
permitted. (4.1.40) 

Landscape Provide parking area tree islands and increase the landscape buffer to 
Land Development Code standards in the surface parking lots. 
 
This differs from the original plan in that the landscape buffer widths 
expanded to a minimum of 7’ plus the 6” curb width: 7’-6”, so the 
fence is not needed per code compliance 4.2.20.e. An evergreen 
hedge will be planted with the mix of evergreen groundcovers. The plan 
shows as many trees as is required by code.  

#7, #8, #9: 5’ wide 
landscaped buffer 
between parking 
and adjacent 
property, or 7.5’ 
where no wheel 
stops are provided; 
parking lot trees 
req’d (4.2.40.a) 

Solar 
Access 

(New) The building was adjusted on the site to provide at least 4 hours 
of solar access on November 21 between the hours of 9am to 3pm for 
the properties north of the site along Harrison Boulevard.  
(See Attachment I, I-1, I-2, I-3) 

#11 Waiver: Solar 
protection for 
adjacent residential 
buildings 

Trash 
Enclosure 

Move the trash enclosure to more than 20’ from the building. #12: Service areas 
to be minimum 20’ 
from residential 
building. 
(4.10.60.05) 
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Utility 
Easement 

Provide a 7’ wide franchise utility easement instead of an easement 
with varying widths. Since, we shifted the Harrison Boulevard wing of 
the building 4’6” south, this provides enough room to create a 7” wide 
franchise utility easement along the north side of the building. See 
Attachment D and E) 

#14: 7’ wide 
franchise utility 
easement required 
(4.0.100 –b) 

Stormwater 
Infiltration 

(New) Rain Garden areas of 1,200SF have been provided for filtration 
and temporary retention of water from the roof drainage. (See 
Attachment A-2) 
 

#15: Detention 
facilities do not 
allow storm water 
infiltration 

Bike 
Parking 

Provide a new covered area within the parking structure for bike 
parking and shift the bike stalls previously within apartments and other 
areas into this area. (See Table 5) 

N/A 

Unit Mix / 
Count 

A minor adjustment to the unit count/mix within the same building 
envelope and footprint. (See Table 5)  

N/A 

Materials A revision to the building’s siding on floors 2-4 from vertical in direction 
to horizontal.  

N/A 

Roof Pitch, 
Height, and 
Articulation 

An adjusted roof design of a dark-colored architectural composition 
rather that the previously proposed metal roof.  
 
(New) The roof elevation has been brought down 3’ at notches 
approximately every 50’ along the building; the height of the roof has 
been reduced from 16’ to 9’; the roofline was flattened; and the pitch 
brought down from 17:12  to 10.8:12. (See Attachment H, H-1, H-2,  
H-3) 

N/A 

Height (New) The height of the building was brought down from 51’ to 47’2”. 
(See Attachment H-2) 

N/A 

Building 
Articulation 

(New) The Harrison Boulevard side of the building has 6 notches in plan 
and in roof elevation (approximately 40’-59' apart). The Short Avenue 
side of the building has 2 notches in plan and in roof elevation 
(approximately 50’ from the ends of the building). The notches are a 
minimum of 2’ deep and 4 feet long. (See Attachment H, H-1)  
 
Note: The “Pedestrian Oriented Standards” requires our projects to 
meet at least four of the “Design Variety Menu” for building articulation. 
We have gone above and beyond and provided six of these items.  

N/A 

Pedestrian 
Access 

(New) The new pedestrian sidewalk through the site has direct visually 
access from Harrison Boulevard to Short Avenue. (See Attachment K) 

N/A 

 
 
 
Table 3: Remaining Variances 
As a result of the new adjustments to the application, the applicant is requesting 2 variances. The following 
summarizes why a particular variance could not be avoided and the resulting benefits.  
 
No LDC Standard Variance / Compensating Benefits  
1 4.4.20.03

.c 
20’ wide 
planting 
screen 
easement 
facing 
street 

Variance:  Proposed re-plat of existing lots will create a through lot. Project 
proposes to place buildings facing both adjoining streets, rather than place 
planting screening facing one street. The unusual condition of this site makes 
this variance necessary to achieve a pedestrian-oriented experience on Short 
Avenue. 
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Compensating Benefit:  Increased density and more efficient use of land, 
while enhancing pedestrian environment by providing building frontage with 
windows and architectural features rather than blank wall of vegetation. This 
increases security with “eyes-on-the street” and provides a pedestrian 
friendly streetscape with visible, covered front porches on both streets – 
Harrison Boulevard and Short Avenue, which is one of the characteristics of 
the neighborhood.  
 
Supported by the following Comprehensive Plan Policies: 
3.2.1 - The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis UGB will emphasize: 
(B) Efficient use of land; (D) Compact urban form. 
 
3.2.3 -The City shall address compatibility conflicts through design and other 
transitional elements, as well as landscaping, building separation, and 
buffering. 
 
9.2.1 – Maintain neighborhood characteristics 
 
9.2.4 – Pedestrian-oriented 
 
9.2.5 - (H) Buildings close to the street, entrance oriented toward public 
area; (I) Security enhanced, openings and windows overlook public areas 

2 
 

4.2.40.a 5’ wide 
landscape
d buffer 
between 
parking 
and 
adjacent 
property 
 
 
 

Variance:  At 27th St parking lot, we will not provide a landscape buffer 
along the south, southwest, and west side of the property. Currently, 
property owners to the south, southwest, and west side of the 27th Street 
parking lot, enter, with permission, the Harrison Apartments property to 
access the rear portions of their lots where they have parking.. If we provide 
a 5’ landscape buffer between the 27th parking lot and these properties, the 
property owners will no longer have access to existing parking on the rear 
portions of their lots, which they currently use. 
 
Compensating Benefit:  
Maintains existing parking layout of the 27th parking lot and the variance 
allows for permissive access to adjacent off-site parking, and in doing so 
does not adversely affect an existing parking situation in the neighborhood. 
In effect, it allows adjacent private property owner to access parking on their 
lots through the Harrison Apartment property, providing a benefit of 
maintaining 10 parking spaces for adjacent property owners that would not 
exist if the buffer, according to code, were implemented.  The change 
improves the existing parking lot above historical conditions. Further, the 
variance allows us to continue the existing permissive access as well as 
neighboring off-site parking quantity and layout, and in doing so does not 
adversely affect an existing parking situation in the neighborhood.  
 
Supported by the following Comprehensive Plan Policies: 
3.2.1 - The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis UGB will emphasize: 
(B) Efficient use of land; (D) Compact urban form. 
 
3.2.3 - The City shall address compatibility conflicts through design and 
other transitional elements, as well as landscaping, building separation, and 
buffering. 
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Table 4: New Conditions of Approval 
As a result of adjustments to the plan, the applicant has revised one of the staff recommended conditions of 
approval and added six new conditions of approval, bringing up the total conditions of approval to 32.   
 

No. Condition of Approval 
 

25 
(Revised) 

LEED Gold Certification - Prior to issuance of Building Permits, the applicant shall provide 
plans and information to the Development Services Division demonstrating how LEED Gold 
Certification will be pursued under the LEED-NC, LEED-Homes, or equivalent LEED program.  
  

 
27 

(New) 
 
 

Noise Attenuation – the applicant shall prohibit outdoor use of the rooftop area on the 
northern wing of the building along Harrison Boulevard for gatherings of any kind after 9 PM 
and before 8 AM and shall post a notice to that effect in a prominent place in or near the said 
outdoor space.  Prior to occupancy Applicant shall record a deed restriction implementing this 
prohibition and against the property, running with the land in form and substance satisfactory 
to the counsel for the City. (See Attachment G-4) 
 

28 
(New) 

 

Storm Water Infiltration – In addition to those requirements set forth in Conditions 21 and 
22, applicant shall provide a minimum total of 1,200 square feet of “rain garden” areas.  These 
rain garden areas shall receive controlled quantities of roof drainage for retention and 
infiltration.  (See Attachment A-2) 
 

29 
(New) 

 

Solar Access - The building shall provide at least 4 hours of solar access on November 21 
between the hours of 9am to 3pm for the properties north of the site along Harrison Boulevard. 
Therefore, no solar waiver shall be required. (See Attachment I, I-1, I-2, I-3) 
 

30 
(New) 

 

Roof Pitch and Articulation - The portion of the roof that faces Harrison Boulevard and Short 
Avenue shall be a minimum of 6:12 pitch. The roof shall have at minimum three (3) breaks in 
roof elevation along Harrison Boulevard and a minimum of two (2) breaks in roof elevation along 
Short Avenue. Each break in elevation shall be three feet or more in height.  
(See Attachment H, H-1) 
 

31 
(New) 

 

Building Articulation – The applicant shall incorporate a minimum of three (3) offsets 
(recesses/projections) along the facade of the north wing of the building along Harrison 
Boulevard. The offsets will be a minimum depth of two feet and a minimum length of four feet.  
(See Attachment H, H-1) 
 

32 
(New) 

 

Drive Aisle Width - Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers Standard (5th 
Addition), a universally accepted national standard, the drive aisles widths in the covered 
parking structure shall be at least 23 feet wide when serving 90 degree parking, and at least 13 
feet 6 inches wide when serving 60 degree parking. (See Attachment C-2, C-3) 
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PART 3: PROJECT SUMMARY DATA 
The following tables summarize the details of the revised plan and demonstrate compatibility with the RS-20 
zoning designation of the site.  
 
 
Table 5: Unit Count and Parking  
Unit Type  Units Beds Car Spaces* Bike Spaces* 
1 BR / 1 BA 1 1 1 1 
2 BR / 2 BA 27 54 41 41 
3 BR / 2 BA 24 72 60 48 
4 BR / 3 BA 38 152 95 76 
Total  90 279 197 166 

With 10% Reduction per LDC 4.1.20.q** 174 166 
Total Provided 197  

(71% covered) 
183  

(50% of req’d covered) 
Compared to Code 10% more  10% more  

* Meets Section 4.1.30 – Off-Street Parking Requirements  
** Section 4.1.20.q.1 - A reduction of up to 10% of required vehicle parking may be allowed if a transit stop, 
developed consistent with Corvallis Transit System guidelines and standards, is located on-site or within 300 ft. 
 
 
Table 6: Parking Type 
Type Count Percentage 
Regular Spaces 119 58% 
Compact 79 40% 
Accessible 4 2% 
Total 197 

 
 
 
Table 7: Common and Private Outdoor Space 
Required Common (SF) Private (SF) 
48 SF/unit x 90 units - 4,320 
200 SF/unit x 28 units (1BR & 2 BR) 5,600 - 
300 SF/unit x 62 units (3BR & 4BR) 18,600 - 

Total Required 
24,200 4,320 
28,520 Combined 

 
Provided Common (SF) Private (SF) 
Groundfloor Private Patios  1,744 
Second Floor Patios and Garden  1,462 
North Wing - NW Corner  1,535  
North Wing - SW Corner  1,007  
North Wing - SE Corner  816  
South Wing - NE Corner  1,320  
Upper Garden Courtyard 12,501  
Green Roof 9,681  

Total Provided 
26,860 3,206 
30,066 Combined 

 
 
 

EX
H

IB
IT

 C
 - 

12



project^ ecological development  Page 13 of 31 
 

 
Table 8: Green Area and Lot Coverage 
Locations Green 

Area (SF) 
% of  
Site 

Landscaped  
Area (SF) 

% of  
Site  

Harrison Blvd Courtyards 
and Gardens 

2,979 3% 3,889 4% 

Upper Garden Courtyard 12,501 13% 8,370 9% 
Short Avenue Courtyards 300 0% 1,601 2% 
Parking Lot Landscaping 
and Walkways 

9,151 9% 5,868 6% 

Side Yards 3,264 3% 3,141 3% 
Total 28,195 29% 22,869 24% 

 
Site 96,703 100% 
Lot Coverage  68,508  71% 
Green Area   28,195  29% 
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PART 4: MAIN PRIORITIES ADDRESSED  
For a detailed analysis on the legal basis for the appeal for each of these issues, please see Attachment Q. 
 
Solar Access 
Solar Access Protection is the right to unobstructed solar access for at least four hours between 9am and 3pm 
on November 21 of each year. The previous plan for Harrison Apartments provided complete solar access for 
three out of six properties north of the property along Harrison Boulevard. The applicant requested a solar waiver 
for the remaining properties, given its substantial increase in energy efficiency (14% or more below code), 
physical development constraints related to the shape of the land (4.6.60.c), and the fact that the building was 
consistent with the minimum setbacks of the RS-20 zoning (4.6.60.d). Despite meeting the requirements for a 
waiver, the Planning Commission chose not to grant this waiver.  
 
In order to accommodate comments and address the Planning Commission denial, we have reconfigured the 
north wing of the building by moving floors two, three, and four south away from Harrison Boulevard and by 
changing the roof pitch in order to eliminate any solar impact on the residential buildings across Harrison to the 
north. The project will provide five to six hours of sunlight (above the four hour requirement) for properties to the 
north (See Attachment I and I-1). This is the exact same solar access protection that is provided currently with 
the existing building (See Attachment I-2). As a result, a solar access waiver is not necessary. 
 
 
Traffic, Access, and Circulation  
A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), dated July 14, 2011 was completed by Lancaster Engineering.  This 
analysis found that the proposed apartments would generate fewer trips than the prior use of the site as a 
hospital, even without reductions for pedestrian and bicycle trips, which will obviously be prevalent given the 
proximity to Oregon State University and the nature of surrounding residential uses.  In addition, the 
redevelopment of the site will provide a considerable improvement in access management, reducing direct 
access to Harrison Boulevard, which is an arterial street. 
 
An addendum to the TIA was prepared on November 11, 2011 that addressed a slight change in proposed 
access to the site.  This revision allows an egress-only access to the alley, which provides a better distribution of 
site traffic and further improves circulation to the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Lastly, a second addendum was just prepared (dated March 2, 2012, see Attachment N) that examines the 
average daily traffic volumes on streets surrounding the site.  This addendum verifies that with the development 
in place, the surrounding street system will operate with traffic volumes that are well within the allowable 
standards contained in the 1996 Corvallis Transportation Plan.  In fact, with the development completed, the 
local streets near the site will have less than half of the allowable traffic volume. 
 
The original TIA and both subsequent addendums were prepared using standard traffic engineering 
methodologies.  For example, trip generation calculations for the proposed development and prior use of the site 
were conducted using the latest edition of the manual Trip Generation, published by ITE, which is the standard 
practice in the industry.  Site observations and traffic counts were conducted while school was in session at OSU 
to ensure that all data represents typical conditions in such close proximity to the campus.  The TIA and 
addendums show: 
 

1. The development complies with the applicable standards and criteria in the 1996 Corvallis 
Transportation Plan and the City’s Land Development Code,  

2. The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed development, and therefore 
3. No mitigations are recommended. 
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Parking and Off-site Parking Impacts 
The purposes section of the Land Development Code chapter on Parking, Loading and Access, specifies an off-
site intent to maintain carrying capacity on adjacent streets, and goes on to provide through clear and objective 
standards as to what on-site requirements exist to achieve those off-site impacts (See Attachment Q). The LDC 
specifies how to calculate parking, based on the number of bedrooms in each unit, obviously the major objective 
basis for determining off-site parking impacts.   
 
In response to neighbor concerns about off-site parking, an underground parking structure was added to the 
design (See Attachment C-2). This will enable accommodation of the full complement of 197 spaces of on-site 
parking  (See Table 5). While two parking space reductions of 10% each (for proximity to a transit stop ([at 27th 
and Arnold Way] and for bicycle parking provided above code requirements) are ordinarily available to a 
applicant, the design does not use these in providing the full 197 spaces. In addition, the design enables the 
creation of one additional off-site parking space. Given a showing of compliance with all standards, the off-site 
parking compatibility requirement is met by compliance with the on-site parking offered for this project.  
 
Other added measures include bike parking in excess of code. A total of 183 are provided while only 166 bicycle 
spaces are required (10% over code), thus encouraging less need for cars. The applicant is also providing a car-
share vehicle available to residents through a national car-share company.  The applicant proposes to provide 
financial incentives to car-free tenants, in the form of a free waiver of the car-share application and annual 
membership fee.  The car-share company proposed is WeCar (http://aboutus.wecar.com/), which already has a 
presence on OSU campus. 
 
Scale and Massing 
The Planning Commission noted incompatible visual elements, notably the scale and massing of the building 
citing the Land Development Code 2.5.40.04.a.3. The section cited in the Denial, which is part of the 
Compatibility Factors under the Conceptual Development Plan Review refers to “scale” but does not contain any 
reference to “massing”.  (See Attachment Q for a Legal Basis for the Appeal) 
 
According to the LDC, the review criteria for approval of the plan “shall be reviewed to ensure consistency with 
the purposes of [the Planned Development] Chapter, policies and density standards adopted by the City 
Council.” The standards for building “scale” are defined and established for the RS-20 zone under the LDC 
3.8.30.02. This section provides how questions of scale are to be addressed, in that if the development site 
abuts a lower density zone then various “structure height and building mass” restrictions are applied.  
 
Opponents from the College Hill Neighborhood Association, which is located west of the project and is largely in 
an R-5 designation, have raised this mass and scale question. The project site is completely surrounded by RS-
20 zoned land and, as clearly shown on the official zoning map, it shares no property line with any R-5 or other 
lower density zone and hence does not abut and is not adjacent to an R-5 designation, as those definitions are 
used in the LDC. 
 
The LDC also addressed questions of scale by establishing a maximum height of 65’ (5-stories) for the RS-20 
Zone. The proposed building at 4-stories (47’2” tall) is 18’10” feet shorter than the maximum allowed outright for 
this site. Hence, given the fact, that this project meets both the height requirements and the scale requirements 
for its zone, the project is in compliance with the Corvallis LDC and should be approved.  
 
The Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards “Design Variety Menu” (4.10.60.04) requires that projects incorporate 
a minimum of four of eight building design features.  The last proposal incorporated four of these; as a bonus, the 
revised scheme went above and beyond code requirements to incorporate six, in response to the Planning 
Commission comments. For a more detailed description see Table 9, Attachment L, and Attachment M). 
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PART 5: MEETS THE INTENT OF THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
 
The Harrison Apartments provides needed housing under the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan (CCP) and its 
foundation, the Buildable Land Inventory and Land Need Analysis of Corvallis, as well as under ORS 197.303.  
Because the project is needed housing,  
 

“Any approval standards, special conditions and the procedures for approval adopted by the local 
government shall be clear and objective and may not have the effect, either in themselves or 
cumulatively, of discouraging needed housing through unreasonable cost or delay.” ORS 197.307(6). 

 
Staff informed Applicant that the only procedure available to it, given the Heart of the Valley Planned 
Development overlay, was a Major Modification and that the applicant needed to go through the Planned 
Development Process (PD). As a part of this process we are being subjected to unreasonable costs and delay. 
 
We submit that the proposed Harrison Apartments Projects meets the intent of the PD process.  The intent of 
this process is to establish procedures that permit flexibility in the land development process allowing for 
innovation in site planning and architectural design. The PD process provides an avenue for an owner to request 
variations from development standards while maintaining the intent of the Comprehensive Plan and the Land 
Development Code. This process allows the promotion of efficient use of land and implementation of a more 
economical arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, land uses, and utilities.  Given this, we believe our 
proposal, in its spirit and its technicalities, meets both the intent and the requirements of the PD process. 
 
As a general comment pertaining to the application, it is important to bear in mind that this development site is an 
urban infill redevelopment site, and as such is heavily constrained.  Many aspects of the site that are outside of 
the developer’s control include, but are not limited to, lot size and shape, street pattern, and access points.  As 
such, it is appropriate to request variances, in order to balance the intent of the Land Development Code (LDC) 
requirements, such as parking, open space, landscaping, and setbacks, as well as meet the needs and desires 
of the surrounding neighborhood.  As this project has progressed, even in light of its challenging infill 
configuration, the resulting plan requires only two such variances. 
 
A similar development that could be proposed on a greenfield site in the urban fringe could very likely be 
submitted no variance requests; however, the Corvallis Vision 2020 statement and Comprehensive Plan are 
adamant that infill redevelopment within the urban core of the City is preferable.  
 
It is also important to balance the economic realities that accompany any proposal for development.  An alternate 
proposal could also theoretically be submitted for this site that requested few or no variances (for example, one 
that relies on multi-level structured underground parking to meet parking requirements or a typical infill 
townhouse development with less management and parking controls); the fact that such a proposal is 
prohibitively expensive to construct means that no such development proposal is likely to be forthcoming or that 
a development not in the best interest of the neighborhood would occur.  
 
Therefore, the City’s alternatives to accepting a development proposal that requests variances would be either to 
have this valuable property (in close proximity to transit, jobs, OSU, and downtown) remain vacant or to approve 
a development of a typical development pattern and management style common to areas surrounding campus 
without the unique features that the Harrison Apartments proposal offers.   
 
This proposal, which we believe is the most appropriate development for the site, fulfills the review criteria for a 
PD and ensures consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and applicable policies and standards adopted by the 
City Council.  
 
This is demonstrated through the fourteen compatibility factors summarized on Table 9.  
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Table 9: Compliance with Compatibility Factors 

No. Compatibility 
Factor 

Harrison Apartments Compliance 

1 Compensating 
Benefits for the 
variations being 
requested 

Compensating benefits for the variances requested are outlined on Table 
3. We believe these benefits offset the requested development standard 
modifications.  

2 
 

Basic Site Design  
(Organization of Uses 
on a site and the 
Uses’ relationships to 
neighboring 
properties) 

ORGANIZATION OF USES ON THE SITE 
Harrison Apartments embodies all of the best smart growth, new urbanist 
planning, and sustainable design principles, combining increased density 
within a pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly environment.  By placing this kind 
of elegant density near jobs and fulfilling transit goals of increased 
ridership, and decreased car dependencies are met. The development 
emphasizes an attractive streetscape at the site frontage and a large 
interior landscaped common outdoor space, which places the majority of 
vehicular parking under a raised courtyard structure, hidden from view.   
 
The building on the site was placed to front along the two major streets 
adjoining the site, NW Harrison Boulevard and NW Short Avenue. The 
design of the building with ground floor apartments and porches that face 
the street and are accessible from the sidewalk provide “eyes-on-the-
street” which increase security and visibility and provide a 
residential/pedestrian-scale environment. 
 
Structured parking is tucked between the two wings of the building and 
surface parking is placed along an alley and on NW 27th Street screened 
and away from view along the major street, NW Harrison Boulevard.  
 
USES’ RELATIONSHIP TO NEIGHBORORRING PROPERTIES 
The current buildings on neighboring properties include: sororities, duplex, 
small apartment complex, religious assembly, single-family houses (most 
being rented to students), and/or vacant.  The proposed High-Density 
Residential (RS-20) on the site is compatible with the neighboring 
properties, since these properties also bear the RS-20 zoning designation. 
Hence, there are no compatibility conflicts between uses.  

3 
 

Visual Elements  
(Scale, structural 
design and form, 
materials, etc.) 

SCALE 
The building is of an appropriate scale and compatible with the underlying 
zoning designation (RS-20) and the neighboring properties designation.  
The proposed development complies with the RS-20 development 
standards for this site and meets the code with regards to density, height, 
lot area, and setbacks. 
 
First-Thirty-Feet 
Experience has taught us that the first thirty feet of a building are the most 
important as that is what the community experiences and engages with.  
Accordingly, we have paid particular attention to this area of the building.  
Through materials, articulation, window placement, landscaping, 
canopies, and front stoops, we have provided an attractive and richly 
detailed experience.  These are features normally found in the single-family 
residential realm; they go above and beyond the requirements of the 
Pedestrian-Oriented Design Standards; and allow our building to conform 
to its context.    
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Height 
The proposed building at 4-stories (47’2” tall) is 18’10” feet shorter (1 
story lower) than the maximum height (65’) allowed outright for this site. 
Properties to the immediate neighborhood contain a diverse mix of 
building sizes and uses, though most common are 2-3 story multi-family 
dwelling units and/or fraternities and sororities.  The tallest building in the 
immediate neighborhood is The Gem apartment building, which is 7 
stories tall.  
 
Example A: Taller Buildings in the Surrounding Neighborhood 
Existing Building on the Site: 2 and 3 stories (allowed outright: 5 stories) 
Alpha Gamma Delta (eastern edge of the site): 2.5 stories 
Delta, Delta, Delta (eastern edge of the site): 2.5 stories 
Alpha Gamma Rho (Harrison Blvd/26th St, 150’ from site): 3 stories 
White Bear Apartments (29th St/Tyler Ave, 594’ from site): 3 stories 
Townhouse Development (23rd St/Polk Ave, 0.19mi from site): 3 stories 
The Gem (Kings Blvd./Jackson Ave, 0.31mi from site): 7 stories 
 
See Attachment L for buildings listed above, buildings in a .35 radius of 
the site, and buildings in RS-20 zoning. Note: distances from the site 
noted are approximate. 
 
Length and Depth 
The development site is unusually shaped in that it is L-shaped with the 
area of land where it is practicable to place a building being relatively 
narrow and oriented in the east-west direction.  Furthermore, maximum 
setback requirements for the RS-20 zone dictate the placement of the 
building relatively close to the property line.  It is therefore a fundamental 
conflict between the requirement to maintain solar access for the 
residences across NW Harrison Blvd to the north of the development site, 
and the requirement to place the building within the maximum setback 
from NW Harrison Boulevard.  Also, feedback from neighbors indicates 
that they prefer to have the building close to the street, as that location 
greatly enhances the residential neighborhood feel of the development.  
Such a configuration also screens the parking and internal areas from the 
street.  
 
This resulted in the frontage along NW Harrison Boulevard to be designed 
to provide an appropriately scaled building with a strong pedestrian 
environment adjacent to the sidewalk. This frontage is consistent with 
neighboring properties, the intent of the zoning code, and the goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 
This was successfully achieved by 1) breaking up the building along 
Harrison into five parts so that the building setback varies along its length 
from 10’ to 27’; 2) recessing the roofline and the building façade six times 
along Harrison and two times along Short Avenue to bring more 
articulation to the building and roof; 3) keeping the depth of the building at 
52 feet, which is similar to the typical depth of a single-family house; 4) 
providing covered porches on the groundfloor; and 5) providing trees and 
landscaped garden courtyards between the sidewalk and the building. 
These measures give the building variety, texture, and landscaping, which 
is compatible with the underlying zoning and a diverse neighborhood. 
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Example B: Length of Larger Buildings in the Vicinity 
All of the buildings listed below, except for the one on the site, have 
facades that are almost entirely straight and parallel to the street with little 
to no relief. The proposed Harrison Apartments vary in distance from the 
street in five sections, with its longest section being 109 feet in length.  
The longest building is the area is Franklin School with a straight façade 
approximately 418 feet in length.  
 
Proposed Building Length: 362’ 
Existing Building on the Site: 329’  
Townhouse Development (23rd St/Polk Ave, 0.19mi from site): 263',  
Corvallis Caring Place (NW of above property, 0.23 mi from site): 293' 
Fred Meyer (Buchanan Ave/Kings Blvd, 0.23 mi from site): 358' 
Franklin School (NW 19th/NW Taylor, 0.37 mi from site): 418' 
Harding School (Harrison Blvd/NW 31st St, 0.27 mi from site): 405' 
 
See Attachment L for the buildings listed above, buildings in a .35 radius 
of the site, and Attachment M for other buildings in RS-20 zoning. Note: 
distances from the site and lengths of buildings noted are approximate. 
 
STRUCTURAL DESIGN AND FORM 
The positive visual experience of the site is maximized by locating the 
larger of the two parts of the building to orient toward Harrison Boulevard 
and placing all of the façades within the maximum allowed setback, 
except where courtyards with pedestrian amenities are provided along 
Harrison Boulevard. The north facade, facing Harrison Boulevard, has 
directional breaks so that the building is essentially divided into five 
sections, each one facing the street at a slightly different angle.  This 
breaks up the façade and provides a more interesting and varying 
appearance.  Through its features, the building is designed so that it is 
perceived as 5 separate and smaller buildings.    
 
Although near the College Hill, North College Hill and Chintimini 
neighborhoods, the site is not located within the bounds of a 
neighborhood association. Nor is the site governed by any design or 
historic review standards. The site is not in a historic district.  This said we 
have designed the building to relate to Corvallis’ residential and historic 
character. Our team has chosen not to mimic historic building details but 
rather to develop a contemporary building language that has an 
appropriate structural design and form for the site and zoning, while 
incorporating aspects typical of a larger historic building. 
 
Example 1: A typical profile of larger historic buildings have well-defined 
base, body, and crown to the building and provide a different material 
treatment for each part. This allows the base of the building to be more 
defined in terms of materiality and to provide a richness of materials at the 
eye-level of pedestrians. The building has incorporated these elements 
through varying the profile, form, and material treatments for each part.  
 
Example 2: The steep roof pitch is not only highly encouraged by the 
code but is also prevalent in many of the historic Tudor Revival Style 
buildings and newer contemporary buildings around the site.   
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Example 3: Windows in historic buildings 1) vary in size, 2) are in 
groupings, 3) are usually recessed with a sill to provide depth in the 
façade, and 4) usually have a trim around the windows to give it a visual 
“pop” of interest. The windows in the façade of this building are grouped 
into clusters, some which are recessed into the building and others that 
pop out of the building to give visual interest. These groupings contain 
windows of various sizes and types (single-hung, casement, and picture 
windows) with surrounding trim. The design for the windows is in keeping 
with the diversity of historical architectural styles in the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
 
MATERIALS  
In response to neighbor concerns we have changed the siding to align 
horizontally with the building, like similar facings in the neighborhood.  In 
keeping with the majority of buildings in the surrounding neighborhoods, 
this project uses the natural materials of wood and brick with varying 
textures to give the building a residential look and feel. Two colors of 
natural stained cedar siding which constitutes the majority of the façade 
material is complimentary to the horizontal lap siding that is primarily found 
on other residential properties in the vicinity.  The darker colored roof on 
the building is also complimentary to the gray and brown colors of the 
asphalt shingle roofing materials of neighboring buildings.  Additionally, the 
site is heavily landscaped and this landscaping is visible from the street 
frontage, similar to residential homes in the vicinity.   
 
BUILDLING AND ROOF ARTICULATION 
The Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards “Design Variety Menu” 
(4.10.60.04) requires that projects incorporate a minimum of four of eight 
building design features.  This application goes above and beyond the 
standards by incorporating these six: 1) Trim, 2) Building and Roof 
Articulation, 3) Building Materials, 4) Increased Windows, 5) Increased 
Roof Pitch, and 6) Architectural Features.   

4 
 

Noise attenuation This project will not create any noises that would be inconsistent with or in 
excess of the RS-20 zoning or the surrounding residential uses and would 
need to conform to the City’s noise ordinance. In addition, the proposal is 
designed to limit noise with internal circulation on floors 2-4 and few 
outward facing common areas/spaces.  The project also includes a 
condition of approval to prohibit outdoor use of the rooftop area from 9pm 
to 8am (See Table 4). 

5 Odors and 
emissions 

Odors on the site are anticipated to be similar to those permitted on 
adjacent residential lands.  Corvallis is currently in compliance with State 
and Federal air and water quality standards. It is anticipated that any 
emissions resulting from this development will be minimal. This project is 
not expected to affect the City’s compliance with State/Federal standards. 

6 Lighting Complies.  All new exterior lighting for the project will be shielded so as 
not to produce glare onto adjacent properties.  The proposed fixtures are 
designated as “Full Cut-Off” according to the standards issued by the 
Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (IESNA) and as such will 
meet the standard of lamp concealment outlined in the City standards.   

7 Signage All new signage will be in compliance with LDC Chapter 4.7.   

8 Landscaping for 
buffering and 
screening 

The proposed application complies with all of the standards associated 
with landscaping for buffering and screening, except for those requested 
through variances (See Table 3). 
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9 Transportation 
facilities 

As the Traffic Impact Analysis indicates that the anticipated vehicular traffic 
trips generated will be fewer than the current approved uses as either a 
Hospital or a Nursing Home, the existing street network is adequate to 
handle all vehicular traffic associated with the site (See Attachment N). 
Harrison Boulevard currently has bicycle lanes on both sides of the street, 
and Corvallis Transit System has several lines with stops in the immediate 
vicinity of the site. 

10 Traffic and off-site 
parking impacts 

TRAFFIC 
There are no adverse effects on traffic anticipated, as the Traffic Impact 
Analysis indicates that vehicular trips generated by the project 
development will be fewer than the quantity generated by the current 
approved uses as either a Hospital or Nursing Home.  
(See Attachment N) 
 
OFF-SITE PARKING IMPACTS 
Off-Site Parking Impacts are measured in two ways in compliance with the 
Land Development Code, through 1) meeting the parking requirement, 
and 2) traffic analysis showing no adverse effects. This project successfully 
does both. Therefore, there are no off-site parking impacts. 
 
On street parking on Short Avenue and 27th Street will be reconfigured to 
accommodate changes in access drive locations; however, no parking 
spaces will be lost as a result. Actually, through the removal of a driveway 
access from Harrison Boulevard, the project will add one additional on-
street parking space, a net benefit. 
 
In addition, the project is designed to promote pedestrian, bicycle, and 
transit transportation over vehicular and will provide one WeCar, a car-
sharing vehicle on site, subsidized by the applicant.  

11 Utility 
Infrastructure 

STORMWATER 
Storm water will be detained on-site and in “rain gardens”. Storm water 
will be released at historical rates to the combination systems in Harrison 
Boulevard and Short Avenue. The applicant proposes a new separated 
public storm drain in Short Avenue which will allow easy separation of 
storm and sanitary in the future. Storm water quality and ground water 
infiltration will be accomplished by the construction of porous pavement 
sections at the locations for all pollution generating surfaces as defined by 
the City’s Storm Water Master Plan. The project will also include a 
functional green roof on the northern wing of the building adjacent to 
Harrison Boulevard. This will provide for additional storm water cleansing 
and decreased runoff by increased evapotranspiration. State permitting for 
underground injection control will not be required. (See Attachment O for 
a detailed description). 
 
WATER 
The site is located in the first level of the public water system. The 
applicant proposes separate fire and domestic water services from the 
public lines in Harrison Boulevard and Short Avenue. The original 
hospital/Heart of the Valley facility was served from the Harrison Boulevard 
public line only. Fire protection systems will be designed based upon 
actual flow and pressure measurements at the time of permit application. 
The water system master plan does not indicate any need for system 
improvements in the project vicinity. 
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SANITARY SEWER 
The site is located in the Fillmore Basin. The wastewater utility system plan 
states there are no structural problems with the trunk lines or laterals, and 
the system has capacity through full build out of the City. Any drainage 
from the covered structured parking will be routed to the sanitary sewer. 
The existing lines are combination lines. The applicant proposes to outlet 
to the 10” lateral in the public alley to the east of the site.  

12 Effects on air and 
water quality  
 

This project does not create any air or water quality impacts, which would 
be inconsistent with or in excess of the RS-20 zoning or the surrounding 
residential uses. Storm water quantity and quality measures will be made 
consistent with the City’s adopted Master Plan and Design Standards.  

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

The application complies with this compatibility factor by orienting 
buildings toward the main streets, putting primary building entrances to 
face the street, providing landscaped open courtyards, placing 77% of the 
building within the maximum setback, dedicating 19% of the building area 
to windows or doors (minimum is 15%), hiding parking, varying building 
materials, incorporating a high roof pitch, providing ground floor porches, 
ensuring that sidewalks are continuous and connected, and complying 
with all other required standards. In addition, the application meets more 
than the required four “Design Variety Menu” items by complying with six 
of them.  

14 Preservation 
and/or protection 
of Significant 
Natural Features. 
Streets shall also be 
designed along 
contours, and 
structures shall be 
designed to fit the 
topography of the 
site to ensure 
compliance with 
these Code 
standards. 

There is no inventoried Significant Vegetation, Riparian Corridors, 
Wetlands, Floodplains, Steep Slopes, or Landslide Hazards on the site.   
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PART 6: FUFILLS THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND VISION 2020 
The proposal fulfills the intent and standards set forth in the Comprehensive Plan and also fulfill the City’s Vision 
2020 Statement.  
 
Table 10: Fulfills the Intent of the Comprehensive Plan  
No. Section 3 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds Intent 
3.2.1 B The desired land use pattern 

within the Corvallis Urban 
Growth Boundary will 
emphasize: Efficient use of 
land 

This is a larger piece of land in the heart of Corvallis. It is 
connected to infrastructure and locates housing near jobs 
and transit. This project efficiently repurposes a currently 
vacant, underutilized site.  

3.2.1 C The desired land use pattern 
within the Corvallis Urban 
Growth Boundary will 
emphasize efficient use of 
energy and other resources  

This project is targeting LEED Gold with an energy savings of 
at least 14% above code. In our two most recent projects, 
Courtside and Skybox Apartments, we were able to achieve 
26% below code in energy savings, 40% water use 
reduction, and recycle 75% of our construction waste. This 
project would target similar and other efficiency metrics.  

3.2.1 D The desired land use pattern 
within the Corvallis Urban 
Growth Boundary will 
emphasize compact urban 
form 

This is an infill project with a building that is designed to fulfill 
the zoning (RS-20) and maximize the site’s potential. The 
density on the site was designed in a compact form - 
grouping them into one building leaving room on the site for 
parking and outdoor space.  

3.2.1 E The desired land use pattern 
within the Corvallis Urban 
Growth Boundary will 
emphasize efficient provision 
of transportation and other 
public services  

This project emphasis a land use pattern that puts higher 
density housing next to transit. This contributes to the 
population that is near a transit stop and most like to use 
transportation services - increasing ridership, which will 
support the viability of these systems long-term. 

3.2.1 F The desired land use pattern 
within the Corvallis Urban 
Growth Boundary will 
emphasize neighborhoods 
with a mix of uses, diversity 
of housing types, pedestrian 
scale, a defined center, and 
shared public areas. 

The surrounding area is predominately a mix of single-family 
homes (mostly rented to students), townhouses, duplexes, 
fourplexes, and large fraternity/sorority buildings. The 
Harrison Apartments will add to the diversity of housing types 
available to residents in this neighborhood by providing a 
sustainable apartment community option. Currently, there are 
no LEED certified housing buildings in Corvallis, this would be 
the first and would target LEED Gold.  
 
The design of the ground floor of the building differs from the 
upper floors, allowing residents in these apartments to 
directly access an private outdoor porch and the sidewalk. 
This attracts a diversity of people with different living 
situations to live in the building. The building provides for 
those who want individual apartments with more privacy and 
those who want to live as a part of a residential community 
with shared corridors. We imagine the upper floors to be 
more attractive to certain people with the ground level more 
attractive to others. We follow Fair Housing Policy to ensure 
that all residents have equal access to the housing of their 
choice. 
 
The project is proposing a mix of apartment types including 
2, 3 and 4 bedroom apartments.  This will make the project 
suitable to a wider array of people.   
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The project has been designed to have a pedestrian scale 
along the street frontage, with a shared central public 
promenade and private open space that define its center.  

No. Section 7 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds Intent 
7.2.2  The City shall continue to 

advocate responsible 
environmental behavior 
from its citizens and 
neighbors.  

We believe the City will be an advocate for this project as it is 
designed to be environmentally responsible in its design 
through: building orientation, efficient layout, construction 
procedures that recycle construction waste, and utilization of 
local materials and materials with recycled content. In 
addition, this project advocates environmental responsibility 
from its own residents through a sustainable residents’ 
programs that promote recycling, reuse, and transit/bike/foot 
transportation. 

7.2.3  The City shall participate in 
efforts to improve 
environmental quality at the 
local, national, and global 
levels 

The construction methods of this building (targeting LEED 
Gold) will improve indoor air quality by the usage of low-
emitting materials; reduce heat island effect from the roof; 
reduce light pollution by light fixture choices and placement; 
reduce water and energy usage; and incorporate recycled 
content and rapidly renewable materials. Additionally, the 
removal of asbestos in the current building on the site, will 
contribute toward environmental quality at the immediate 
local level.  Also of local significance is the fact that the 
building promotes pedestrian and bicycle activity through its 
design and facilities and allows people to become less car-
dependent by locating housing proximate to jobs and transit.  

7.2.5  The City shall encourage the 
use of the most appropriate 
technology in all new 
developments and existing 
businesses and industries to 
comply with or exceed State 
and Federal environmental 
standards. 

The project is designed to have energy savings at least 14% 
above current energy standards, with the goal of 26%. The 
technology used in the building includes passive design and 
controllable systems for lighting and thermal comfort - this 
includes operable windows, motion sensors to turn off lights, 
and control for thermal comfort within individual rooms.  

7.3.7  The City of Corvallis shall 
actively promote the use of 
modes of transportation that 
minimize impacts on air 
quality.  

Modes of transportation that minimize impacts on air quality 
include foot, bike, and use of transit rather than the 
automobile. This development provides housing for potential 
renters at the heart of the City where these modes of 
transportation are attractive and viable.  

7.5.5  The City shall attempt to limit 
unnecessary increases in the 
percentage of Corvallis' 
impervious surfaces.  

This project reduces the impervious surface of the site from 
73,459 SF to 37,890 SF. 

7.7.8  The City will consider 
strategies, such as 
incentives, to encourage the 
use of green builder 
construction methods and 
materials in private 
construction.  

The project will utilize green building methods and materials 
in its construction. This includes construction waste 
management of at least 50% recycled or salvaged, recycled 
content of at least 10%, regional materials of at least 10%, 
use of rapidly renewable materials, and incorporation of low-
emitting materials (adhesives and sealants, paints and 
coatings, flooring systems, composite wood and agrifiber 
products). The project team is open to the City providing 
incentives to promote these and other measures that could 
be potentially employed in the building construction. 
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The project will also benefit the local economy in an industry 
suffering from depression level conditions. A letter from the 
Association of General Contractors estimates a multiplier 
effect of 1.6 to 2.1 additional jobs for each construction job 
created as a result of this project. According to 
EcoNorthwest, an economic consulting services and expert 
testimony, Harrison Apartments will provide 172 direct and 
secondary construction jobs and nine jobs in operations.  
(See Attachment P and R). 

No. Section 9 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds Intent 
9.2.1  City land use decisions shall 

protect and maintain 
neighborhood 
characteristics (as defined in 
9.2.5) in existing residential 
areas.  

Though on a major thoroughfare, we are proposing a 
residential project with attendant parking and open space.  
We are emphasizing the pedestrian experience and 
connectivity. One of the main characteristics about this 
neighborhood is that it is pedestrian-friendly; with homes and 
buildings that front on the sidewalk and tree lined streets. 
This project creates residential pedestrian connectivity and 
frontage on a site that currently does not exist and provides 
more trees to line the street than currently exist. 

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

In addition to above, we have also organized the hierarchy 
toward bicycles, pedestrians, and public transportation 
above the automobile.  Accordingly the parking is largely 
separated, contained and screened.  

9.2.5 Development shall reflect neighborhood characteristics appropriate to the site and area. 
New and existing residential, commercial, and employment areas may not have all of these 
neighborhood characteristics, but these characteristics shall be used to plan the development, 
redevelopment, or infill that may occur in these areas. These neighborhood characteristics are 
as follows: 

9.2.5 A Comprehensive neighborhoods 
have a neighborhood center to 
provide services within 
walking distance of homes. 
Locations of comprehensive 
neighborhood centers are 
determined by proximity to 
major streets, transit corridors, 
and higher density housing. 
Comprehensive neighborhoods 
use topography, open space, 
or major streets to form their 
edges. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This development contributes to the neighborhood as being 
a “comprehensive neighborhood” by adding a new and 
higher density housing type next to a major street and 
transit corridor within a walking distance of services at the 
neighborhood center along Monroe Avenue.  
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9.2.5 B Comprehensive neighborhoods 
support effective transit and 
neighborhood services and 
have a wide range of 
densities. Higher densities 
generally are located close to 
the focus of essential services 
and transit. 

This development contributes to the wide range of densities 
in the neighborhood by adding a higher density option that 
is located close to transit. This will effectively add new riders 
to the transit system, supporting an effective transit system.  
 
 

9.2.5 C Comprehensive neighborhoods 
have a variety of types and 
sizes of public parks and open 
spaces to give structure and 
form to the neighborhood and 
compensate for smaller lot 
sizes and increased densities. 

The development provides a variety of open spaces on the 
site - from smaller and large courtyards to small plaza 
spaces and a rooftop garden for its residents. It also 
provides a public walkway through the site connecting the 
public from Harrison Boulevard to Short Avenue. (See 
Attachment K) 

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

The building is compatible with the underlying zoning of the 
site and the surrounding neighborhood in terms of scale, 
mass, and building orientation. (See Table 9) 

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

This development contributes to the mix and diversity of 
densities and housing types in the neighborhood by adding 
a sustainable apartment complex option.  

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

This project provides a mid-block pedestrian and bicycle 
connection from Harrison Boulevard to Short Avenue that 
currently does not existing. (See Attachment K) 

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

The proposed development puts the building frontage along 
the Harrison Boulevard and Short Avenue to reinforce the 
sidewalks along those streets as the main pedestrian 
connections along the site. This design makes it easy for 
people to understand where they are how to get to where 
they want to go.  
 
The majority of views out of the site occur along the public 
streets connecting residents to the surrounding 
neighborhoods and public streets.  
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9.2.5 H Neighborhoods have buildings 
(residential, commercial, and 
institutional) that are close to 
the street, with their main 
entrances oriented to the 
public areas. 

The building is set as close to the street as possible (19% of 
the building frontage along Harrison Boulevard is located at 
the minimum allowed setback of 10’) while still maintaining 
solar access protection for buildings across the street. The 
main entrances to both wings of the building are oriented 
toward the public areas. 

9.2.5 I Neighborhoods have public 
areas that are designed to 
encourage the attention and 
presence of people at all hours 
of the day and night. Security 
is enhanced with a mix of uses 
and building openings and 
windows that overlook public 
areas. 

The ground floor apartments, covered porches, and 
entrances provide “eyes-on-the-street” and a presence of 
people at all hours of the day and night. Additionally, a 
manager’s unit and leasing on the ground floor provide 
additional eyes on the public areas. The building will also 
have an extensive security system and management 
controls including: videophone access for guests, security 
cameras, key card access, a live-in onsite manager, and 
live-in community assistants.  

9.2.5 J Neighborhoods have 
automobile parking and 
storage that does not 
adversely affect the 
pedestrian environment. 
Domestic garages are behind 
houses or otherwise minimized 
(e.g., by setting them back from 
the front facade of the 
residential structure.) Parking 
lots and structures are located 
at the rear or side of buildings. 
On-street parking may be an 
appropriate location for a 
portion of commercial, 
institutional, and domestic 
capacity. Curb cuts for 
driveways are limited, and alleys 
are encouraged. 

The design and location of the parking tucked into the 
building and along the side of the building does not 
adversely affect the pedestrian environments along Harrison 
Boulevard and Short Avenue. Additionally, curb cuts for 
driveway are limited, with the majority of visible parking 
located along an existing alley.  

9.2.5 K Neighborhoods incorporate a 
narrow street standard for 
internal streets, which slows 
and diffuses traffic. 

The proposed development does not have an internal 
street. 

9.2.5 L Neighborhood building and 
street proportions relate to 
one another in a way that 
provides a sense of enclosure. 

The scale of the building is appropriately sized to provide a 
sense of enclosure along the street edge.  

9.2.5 M Neighborhoods have street 
trees in planting strips in the 
public right-of-way. 

The proposed development provides a row of street trees 
and planting strips along its public right-of-ways.  

9.3.7  To the maximum extent 
possible in residential areas, 
glare from outdoor lighting 
shall be shielded and noise 
shall be limited.  

All new exterior lighting for the project will be shielded so as 
not to produce glare onto adjacent properties. The design 
of the building with the main common open space facing 
inward and parking hidden in the center of the building, limit 
noise from the proposed development. 
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9.7.3  The City and OSU shall work 
toward the goal of housing 
50% of the students who 
attend regular classes on 
campus in units on campus or 
within a 1/2 mile of campus 

The proposed development is two blocks or 0.2 miles from 
campus. 
 

No. Section 11 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds Intent 
11.4.3  All traffic generators shall 

provide adequate parking.  
The proposed development is providing a parking count 
that is adequate and exceeds the minimum allowed by 
code. 

11.4.5  The City shall continue to 
promote the use of other 
modes of transportation as 
an alternative to the automobile, 
especially in areas where there 
is a shortage of parking 
facilities.  

This development promotes the use of other modes of 
transportation due to its close proximity to transit facilities, 
services, and campus, and by providing generous bike 
parking facilities and a shared-car (WeCar) onsite. 

11.5.8  All new and redeveloped 
institutional, commercial, and 
multi-family development shall 
provide bicycle-parking 
facilities that include covered 
parking.  

This development provides 183 bike-parking stalls with 66 
percent covered. 

11.6.4  New development and 
redevelopment projects shall 
encourage pedestrian access 
by providing convenient, 
useful, and direct pedestrian 
facilities.  

This development provides both east-west and north-south 
pedestrian access to the site, making useful and direct 
connections into and out of the development. 

11.6.7  Where minimizing travel 
distance has the potential for 
increasing pedestrian use, 
direct and dedicated 
pedestrian paths shall be 
provided by new development.  

Not Applicable. This development was not designed for 
people to drive to points within site. Residents of this 
building will naturally connect to other areas of the 
development through internal and external pedestrian paths.  

11.7.5  New or redeveloped residential, 
retail, office, and other 
commercial, civic, recreation, 
and other institutional facilities 
at or near existing or planned 
transit stops shall provide 
preferential access to transit 
facilities.  

The connection to the transit stop on Harrison Boulevard 
and Arnold Way is straight and direct along the pedestrian 
sidewalk from the proposed development. 

11.7.7  The City should seek 
appropriate opportunities 
for increasing residential 
density and providing industrial 
and commercial development 
along existing and proposed 
transit routes.  
 
 

This development is in compliance with the current high-
density residential zoning of the site (RS-20). The 
Comprehensive Plan and LDC indicate the appropriateness 
of high-density development in this area along existing 
transit routes. 
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No. Section 12 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds Intent 
12.2.5  The City shall encourage land 

use patterns and development 
that promote clustering and 
multiple stories, take 
advantage of energy efficient 
designs, and have ready 
access to transit and other 
energy efficient modes of 
transportation.  A location 
where this is desirable is in the 
Central City.  
 
 

The proposed development clusters the building on the site, 
provides multiple stories (4 stories), takes advantage of 
energy efficient designs in its east-west building orientation 
and target of LEED Gold rating, and has ready access to 
transit, bike, and car-sharing modes of transportation. The 
site is also located in the Central City.  
 

12.2.6  The City shall actively promote 
the use of energy efficient 
modes of transportation.  

See above description.  

12.2.7  The City shall encourage the 
development of high density 
uses that are significantly less 
dependent on automobile 
transportation 

See above description. 

No. Section 14 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds Intent 
14.3.1  Infill and redevelopment within 

urban areas shall be preferable 
to annexations.  

The proposed project is located on an urban infill site, and 
hence has site constraints and limitations. These limitations 
are acknowledged and accommodated through the 
Planned Development process to create a project that 
meets the intent of the Land Use Development Code while 
promoting efficient use of land and energy and facilitating a 
more economical arrangement of buildings, circulations 
systems, land uses and utilities.  
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The following chart highlights points from the Vision 2020 Statement that relate to the proposed development 
and how it lives up the vision. A detailed description of these points can be reviewed in the specifics of the 
Comprehensive Plan in Table 10 above.  
 
Table 11: Fulfills the Intent of Vision 2020 Statement  
Residential Center Downtown Corvallis offers attractive residential options for many 

residents. Those living downtown are drawn to the convenience, variety 
of housing options, and safety afforded them.  

Celebrating Diversity Corvallis is free of any and all behavior that creates and/or supports 
prejudice, bigotry and hate. Enriched by OSU's foreign student 
population, Sister City and international exchange programs, Corvallis 
has become a community of many cultures. 

Regional Transportation 
System 

Public and private sector collaboration has resulted in a regional 
transportation system, which makes it easy for employees to walk, cycle 
or ride mass transit to work. The regional system also links with the 
north-south high-speed rail system for those traveling to Eugene, 
Salem, or Portland. Public and private incentives exist which encourage 
employees to use mass transit. This, in turn, has reduced the reliance 
on the automobile as well as eased traffic congestion and air pollution. 
Congestion, particularly through the downtown, was also eased with the 
extension of the north-south bypass.   In addition, the Corvallis Regional 
Airport offers service with daily flights to points in Oregon, Washington, 
California and beyond. A base for airfreight services, particularly in 
conjunction with the airport's industrial park, serves as a relief airport for 
Portland and Eugene and provides hangar space and support services 
for locally based corporate planes. 

Making Decisions In land use planning, citizens and government attempt to balance the 
rights and responsibilities of individual property owners with the interests 
and needs of the community. 

Protecting Our 
Environment 

Paragraph 2: Corvallis recognizes the connection between 
development patterns and impacts on the environment. More efficient 
land-use through higher densities and compact development reduces 
the amount of land required for development and the negative impacts 
of an extended infrastructure. 

Protecting Against 
Pollution 

Paragraph 2: Air pollution has been lessened, thanks to changing 
attitudes and actions by residents, strict environmental regulations, an 
increased emphasis on non-polluting forms of heating and 
transportation, conservation and technological advances. The number 
of daily auto trips and the length of those trips has been significantly 
reduced by: close coordination of land use and transportation decisions 
creating a careful mix of uses within neighborhoods; designing and 
building neighborhoods that are safe, easy, and convenient to walk and 
bicycle in; and building pedestrian connections between 
neighborhoods. 
Paragraph 3: Trees have been planted throughout the community to 
take advantage of their aesthetic qualities, to provide cooling during the 
summer, and for their ability to help cleanse the air we breathe.   

Where People Live Paragraph 1: Corvallis in 2020 offers balanced and diverse 
neighborhoods, incorporating mixed-use, that is accessible to residents 
without driving, which form the building blocks that support a healthy 
social, economic, and civic life. 
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A City of Neighborhoods All development in Corvallis contributes to the creation of complete 
neighborhoods. Development standards have been created based on 
the characteristics of traditional Corvallis neighborhoods. These 
standards insure that development and redevelopment create, protect, 
and enhance neighborhood form while facilitating the community-wide 
needs to improve transportation choices, provide housing for a diverse 
population within safe attractive neighborhoods, and maintain resource 
lands, natural areas, and recreational open spaces. 

Pedestrian Scale Buildings and trees are close to the street, providing an intimate outdoor 
room, which is comfortable to pedestrians. 

Diversity and the Public 
Realm 

Paragraph 1: Several older neighborhoods have incorporated a variety 
of housing types and small, neighborhood services. 
Paragraph 2: Buildings are oriented to the street to add security and 
help define the public space. 

Maintaining Livability Paragraph 2: A high quality of life, and housing opportunities for those 
who live, work, and study in the community, are all found in Corvallis.  

 
 
 
 
 
PART 7: SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 

[See the following Attachments A-R] 
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Attachment A-J 
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Attachment K 
 

Harrison Apartment Renderings 
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harrison apartments
project^ ecological development  / samaritan health services

harrison boulevard

short avenue

KEY PLAN

community

gabled roof

courtyard

artworkfront 
porches

hidden
covered 
parking

green 
roof

notches

porch

walkway to
short ave

double-lined
street trees

harrison
boulevard

before

rain
garden
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harrison apartments
project^ ecological development  / samaritan health services

covered porch
horizontal
wood 
siding

brick

placemaking

artwork

harrison boulevard

short avenue

KEY PLAN

pedestrian-friendly

rain
garden

walkway to
Short Ave

before
the
alley

hidden
parking
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harrison apartments
project^ ecological development  / samaritan health services

zion evangelical 
lutheran church

harrison boulevard

short avenue

KEY PLAN

context

brick

courtyard

transit-orientedbefore sustainable building - green roof

harrison
court
apartments

garden 
courtyard

green
roof

harrison
boulevard
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harrison apartments
project^ ecological development  / samaritan health servicesconnectivity

harrison boulevard

short avenue

KEY PLAN

pedestrian path
to Harrison Blvd

bike parking

stairs to garden courtyard
(parking underneath)

WeCar

car-sharing

rain garden

alpha 
gamma 
delta

harrison
court
apartments

window grouping 
and trim

before

short
avenue
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harrison apartments
project^ ecological development  / samaritan health services

harrison boulevard

short avenue

KEY PLAN

open spaces

front porch
common 
room

access to
����������

before

tot lot

alpha 
gamma 
delta

delta
delta
detla
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Attachment L 
 

Buildings in the Surrounding Neighborhood 
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Attachment L Page 1 of 8  

Attachment L: Buildings in the Surrounding Neighborhood
Buildings within a 0.35 mile radius (5-7 minute walking distance)
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Attachment L Page 2 of 8  

eastern edge of site
delta delta delta
height: 2.5 stories

0.04 mi from site
alpha tau omega: van buren ave/26th st
height: 2.5 stories

eastern edge of site
alpha gamma delta
height: 2.5 stories

0.11mi from site
white bear apartments: 29th st/tyler ave
height: 3 stories

site
existing building: 2750 nw harrison blvd
height: 2-3 stories (5 allowed by right)  length: 329’

0.11 mi from site
apartments:  419 nw 26th
height: 3 stories
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Attachment L Page 3 of 8  

0.12 mi from site
530 nw 27th: apartments
height: 3 stories

0.13 mi from site
apartments: 410 nw 25th
height: 3 stories

0.19 mi from site
townhouse development: 23rd st/polk Ave
height: 3 stories  length:  263’

0.16 mi from site
st. marys church: 25th and tyler
height: 3 stories

0.13 mi from site
alpha phi: nw harrison and 25th
height: 3 stories

0.12 mi from site
kappa sigma: 354 nw 25th st 
height: 2.5 stories
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Attachment L Page 4 of 8  

0.27 mi from site
harding school: harrison blvd/nw 31st st 
length: 405’

0.23 mi from site
750 nw 23rd st: corvallis caring place
length: 293’

0.23 mi from site
buchanan ave/kings blvd: fred meyer
length: 358’

0.20 mi from site
apartments: 636 nw 27th
height: 2 stories

0.20 mi from site
apartments: 634 nw 27th
height: 2 stories

0.25 mi from site
townhouse apartments: 2535 nw taylor
height: 3.5 stories
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Attachment L Page 5 of 8  

0.27 mi from site
apartments: 2600 nw fillmore
height: 3.0 stories

0.31 mi from site
the gem: kings blvd./jackson ave
height: 7 stories

0.30 from the site
alpha gamma rho: harrison blvd/26th st: 
height: 2.5 stories

0.31 mi from site
Delta Gamma: 715 NW 23rd
height: 2.5 stories

0.34 mi from site
apartments: nw 23rd st and nw fillmore ave
height: 3 stories
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Attachment L Page 6 of 8  

0.33 mi from site
OSU campus: withycombe hall 
height: 3.5 stories 

0.36 mi from site
apartments: 805 nw 23rd
height: 3 stories

0.37 mi from site
franklin school: nw 19th/nw taylor
length: 418’

1.06 mi from site 
apartments: 440 nw tyler
height: 3 stories

1.05 mi from site
apartments: 465 nw tyler
height: 2.5 stories

0.33 mi from site 
OSU campus: wiegand hall
height: 2 stories 
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Attachment L Page 7 of 8  

0.33 mi from site
OSU campus: agriculture building
height: 3 stories 

0.33 mi from site
OSU campus: kelly engineering center 
height: 5 stories 

0.33 mi from site
OSU campus: mileham hall
height: 3 stories 

0.33 mi from site
OSU campus: linus pauling center
height: 4 stories 

0.33 mi from site 
OSU campus: nash hall
height: 5 stories 
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Attachment L Page 8 of 8  

 Housed Fraternities & Sororities at Oregon State University 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330
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Oregon State University Campus 

Housed Fraternities & Sororities at Oregon State University 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330 

}~ Sigma Pi   410 NW 25th St 

}� Sigma Chi  312 NW 25th St 

��� Tau Kappa Epsilon 1460 NW Van Buren Ave 

z� Theta Chi  361 NW 26th St 
�������������������������������������	�
��� 
A�� Alpha Chi Omega 310 NW 26th St 

A�| Alpha Gamma Delta 360 NW 26th St 

A{ Alpha Phi   357 NW 25th St  

�� Chi Omega  2240 NW Van Buren Ave 

||| Delta Delta Delta 340 NW 26th St 

|� Delta Gamma  715 NW 23rd St 

�Az Kappa Alpha Theta 465 NW 23rd St 

�| Kappa Delta  305 NW 25th St 

��� Kappa Kappa Gamma 1335 NW Van Buren Ave 

}� Sigma Kappa  231 NW 26th St 

�����������������������������������	�
��� 
Acacia   2857 NW Van Buren Ave 

A�� Alpha Gamma Rho 331 NW 26th St 

A}{ Alpha Sigma Phi 143 NW 10th St 

A�� Alpha Tau Omega 309 NW 26th St 

�{ Chi Phi   527 NW 23rd St 

|� Delta Chi  203 NW 13th St 

|� Delta Upsilon  235 NW 25th St 

��A Lambda Chi Alpha 1015 NW Monroe Ave 

{|z Phi Delta Theta  120 NW 13th St 

Fiji Phi Gamma Delta 348 NW 25th St 

{�� Phi Kappa Psi  143 NW 13th St 

~�{ Pi Kappa Phi  2111 NW Harrison Blvd 

}A� Sigma Alpha Epsilon 2929 NW Harrison Blvd 

}{� Sigma Phi Epsilon 224 NW 26th St 
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Attachment M 
 

Buildings in RS-20 Zoning 
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Page 1 of 1  Attachment M

Attachment M: Buildings in RS-20 Zoning

apartments: 1111 sw western st 
height: 3 stories  south facade length: 176’

apartments: 1445 sw a street
height: 3 stories

apartments: 707 sw a street
height: 5.5 stories  north facade length: 215’

apartments: 1375 sw a street
height: 3.0 stories

apartments: sw 16th and western
height: 4.5  stories
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Traffic Addendum 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

321 SW 4th Ave., Suite 400
Portland, OR 97204

phone: 503.248.0313
fax: 503.248.9251

lancasterengineering.com

TO: Matt Grassel, City of Covallis 

FROM: Todd E. Mobley, PE, PTOE 

DATE: March 8, 2012 

SUBJECT: Harrison Street Apartments (PLD11-00004, SUB11-00001) 
 Clarification of March 2, 2012 Memorandum 

This memorandum is written to provide clarification of data presented in a technical memorandum 
for the subject project, dated March 2, 2012.  Specifically, questions have been raised regarding the 
data in the “Site Traffic” column of the Daily Traffic Volume Summary at the top of page two of that 
document.  The table is shown below for reference.  Please refer to the attached Vicinity Map for 
reference.

Daily Traffic Volume Summary - REVISED 
  Existing Site  Functional Allowable 
Street Location Traffic Traffic Total Class Volume 

NW 27th Street 
North of NW Van Buren
Avenue 

180 390 570 Local < 2,000 

NW Van Buren 
Avenue 

West of NW 27th Street 470 170 640 Local < 2,000 

NW Van Buren 
Avenue 

East of NW 27th Street 550 220 770 Local < 2,000 

NW Arnold 
Way 

North of NW Van Buren
Avenue 

3,720 
0

110 
3,720 
3,830 Collector 2,000–5,000 

In the table, the “Site Traffic” number is the daily volume of site trips from the development that will 
be present on that road segment.  For example, NW 27th Street north of NW Van Buren Avenue is 
adjacent to the site and will receive a total of 390 daily trips.  Of those 390 trips, 170 will be to and 
from NW Van Buren Avenue west of NW 27th Street and the remaining 220 trips will be to and from 
NW Van Buren Avenue east of NW 27th Street. 

The zero in at the bottom of the “Site Traffic” column is correct, but it refers to the block between 
NW Short Avenue and NW Van Buren Avenue, where no increase in trips is expected, since drivers 
will likely reach NW Arnold Way via NW Short Avenue if travelling to and from the north and NW 
Van Buren Avenue if to and from the south. 

Still, to show the additional traffic from the site, we should more appropriately consider the segment 
north of NW Short Avenue, which will have an increase in traffic.  The column is corrected above, to 
show an additional 110 trips per day.  The total traffic is also correct. 

In any case, the total traffic volume on any of the subject streets will be considerably less than the 
intended carrying capacity as identified in the City’s Transportation Plan. 
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LOCATION: ()�*+
!�(����()�����,�	���-.� QC JOB #: /0+/120/
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 0��
��	���
CITY/STATE: ��	.���������

DIRECTION: (,"�,
DATE: 3��*1�*0/*���3��*1�*0/*

Start Time Mon Tue
*1�3��/*

Wed Thu Fri Average Weekday
Hourly Traffic

Sat Sun Average Week
Hourly Traffic

Average Week Profile

12:00 AM * * *
1:00 AM * * *
2:00 AM / / /
3:00 AM 0 0 0
4:00 AM / / /
5:00 AM / / /
6:00 AM / / /
7:00 AM 2 2 2
8:00 AM 15 15 15
9:00 AM /0 /0 /0

10:00 AM 4 4 4
11:00 AM // // //
12:00 PM /* /* /*

1:00 PM 1 1 1
2:00 PM 16 16 16
3:00 PM /5 /5 /5
4:00 PM 1 1 1
5:00 PM /* /* /*
6:00 PM /6 /6 /6
7:00 PM 4 4 4
8:00 PM 7 7 7
9:00 PM 2 2 2

10:00 PM 1 1 1
11:00 PM 7 7 7
Day Total /+7 /+7 /+7

8�)��9:��
-.�	�;� /00$08

8�)��9
-.�	�;� /00$08 /00$08

-<�=��9 1�00�-< 1�00�-< 1�00�-<
������ /7 /7 /7

=<�=��9 *�00�=< *�00�=< *�00�=<
������ /2 /2 /2

Comments:

=�;��6����/0

����	
�;���	�
�:����*"*4"*0/*�2�0*�=<
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LOCATION: ()�����,�	���-.�������()�*+
! QC JOB #: /0+/120*
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 0��
��	���
CITY/STATE: ��	.���������

DIRECTION: �,"),
DATE: 3��*1�*0/*���3��*1�*0/*

Start Time Mon Tue
*1�3��/*

Wed Thu Fri Average Weekday
Hourly Traffic

Sat Sun Average Week
Hourly Traffic

Average Week Profile

12:00 AM + + +
1:00 AM 6 6 6
2:00 AM * * *
3:00 AM 0 0 0
4:00 AM 5 5 5
5:00 AM / / /
6:00 AM 5 5 5
7:00 AM *2 *2 *2
8:00 AM *7 *7 *7
9:00 AM 62 62 62

10:00 AM *7 *7 *7
11:00 AM 39 39 39
12:00 PM *4 *4 *4

1:00 PM 6+ 6+ 6+
2:00 PM 61 61 61
3:00 PM 5* 5* 5*
4:00 PM 66 66 66
5:00 PM 66 66 66
6:00 PM 51 51 51
7:00 PM 6/ 6/ 6/
8:00 PM *2 *2 *2
9:00 PM *0 *0 *0

10:00 PM *4 *4 *4
11:00 PM // // //
Day Total 77* 77* 77*

8�)��9:��
-.�	�;� /00$08

8�)��9
-.�	�;� /00$08 /00$08

-<�=��9 //�00�-< //�00�-< //�00�-<
������ 64 64 64

=<�=��9 2�00�=< 2�00�=< 2�00�=<
������ 7/ 7/ 7/

Comments:

=�;��5����/0

����	
�;���	�
�:����*"*4"*0/*�2�0*�=<
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LOCATION: ()�*+
!��)����()�����,�	���-.� QC JOB #: /0+/1206
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 0��
��	���
CITY/STATE: ��	.���������

DIRECTION: (,"�,
DATE: 3��*1�*0/*���3��*1�*0/*

Start Time Mon Tue
*1�3��/*

Wed Thu Fri Average Weekday
Hourly Traffic

Sat Sun Average Week
Hourly Traffic

Average Week Profile

12:00 AM 2 2 2
1:00 AM 6 6 6
2:00 AM / / /
3:00 AM 0 0 0
4:00 AM * * *
5:00 AM / / /
6:00 AM 6 6 6
7:00 AM *6 *6 *6
8:00 AM *6 *6 *6
9:00 AM 33 33 33

10:00 AM /4 /4 /4
11:00 AM *2 *2 *2
12:00 PM *6 *6 *6

1:00 PM 65 65 65
2:00 PM 61 61 61
3:00 PM 67 67 67
4:00 PM *1 *1 *1
5:00 PM *5 *5 *5
6:00 PM 49 49 49
7:00 PM *6 *6 *6
8:00 PM *7 *7 *7
9:00 PM *0 *0 *0

10:00 PM */ */ */
11:00 PM 4 4 4
Day Total 524 524 524

8�)��9:��
-.�	�;� /00$08

8�)��9
-.�	�;� /00$08 /00$08

-<�=��9 4�00�-< 4�00�-< 4�00�-<
������ 66 66 66

=<�=��9 2�00�=< 2�00�=< 2�00�=<
������ 54 54 54

Comments:

=�;��+����/0

����	
�;���	�
�:����*"*4"*0/*�2�0*�=<
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LOCATION: ()�-	���:�)���()����*+
!��
 QC JOB #: /0+/1205
SPECIFIC LOCATION: 0��
��	���
CITY/STATE: ��	.���������

DIRECTION: (,"�,
DATE: 3��*1�*0/*���3��*1�*0/*

Start Time Mon Tue
*1�3��/*

Wed Thu Fri Average Weekday
Hourly Traffic

Sat Sun Average Week
Hourly Traffic

Average Week Profile

12:00 AM ** ** **
1:00 AM /6 /6 /6
2:00 AM + + +
3:00 AM 7 7 7
4:00 AM + + +
5:00 AM /5 /5 /5
6:00 AM 62 62 62
7:00 AM */* */* */*
8:00 AM 301 301 301
9:00 AM */6 */6 */6

10:00 AM /7* /7* /7*
11:00 AM *50 *50 *50
12:00 PM *04 *04 *04

1:00 PM *6+ *6+ *6+
2:00 PM */7 */7 */7
3:00 PM *+2 *+2 *+2
4:00 PM *+6 *+6 *+6
5:00 PM 358 358 358
6:00 PM *40 *40 *40
7:00 PM **6 **6 **6
8:00 PM /2* /2* /2*
9:00 PM /** /** /**

10:00 PM 16 16 16
11:00 PM 5+ 5+ 5+
Day Total 6+/+ 6+/+ 6+/+

8�)��9:��
-.�	�;� /00$08

8�)��9
-.�	�;� /00$08 /00$08

-<�=��9 1�00�-< 1�00�-< 1�00�-<
������ 60/ 60/ 60/

=<�=��9 7�00�=< 7�00�=< 7�00�=<
������ 671 671 671

Comments:

=�;��/0����/0

����	
�;���	�
�:����*"*4"*0/*�2�0*�=<
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Phone • 503-222-6060 222 SW Columbia Street Other Offices 
FAX • 503-222-1504 Suite 1600 Eugene•  541-687-0051 
info@portland.econw.com Portland, Oregon  97204 Seattle • 206-262-8013 
 

February 29, 2012 

TO: Anyeley Hallova, Project^ ecological development 
FROM: Bob Whelan, Steven Carter, and Abe Farkas  

SUBJECT: HARRISON APARTMENTS JOB IMPACT CALCULATIONS 

This memo details the estimated job creation arising from the construction and operations of the 
Harrison Apartments multi-family housing building in Corvallis, Oregon.   

The numbers used in these calculations come from the most recent base year of RIMS II 
economic impact multipliers for Oregon and the 2007 Economic Census of Construction 
(Census), as well as the data furnished by project^.   

RIMS II is a product of the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and is used to determine the total 
number of jobs created downstream throughout the economy for a given number of direct jobs at 
a specific project or industry.  

In this memo, a direct job is the equivalent of twelve months of employment in the construction 
of the project by construction labor, managers, staff, and subcontractors on-site. For operations, a 
direct job is twelve months of paid employment, both part and full time, in the managing 
housing. 

Direct job impacts are calculated by measuring the ratio of net construction value of the industry 
throughout the state and the total number of employees in the industry.  The net construction 
value of the industry is the difference between gross industry value (measured in dollars) and the 
cost the industry incurs from subcontractors (specialty trade type workers/businesses).  The 
Census data contains survey information on construction firms, measuring various operational 
categories.  For this analysis, we use the categories: 

• Total Value of Construction Work 

• Cost of Construction Work Subcontracted 

• Total Number of Employees 
 

Using the Census data, as well as the hard construction costs of $14.2 Million provided by 
project^, we estimate that the direct jobs that will be created through construction is 82. That is 
82 worker-years are necessary in the construction of the building. That does not include soft cost 
effects. 
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     Page 2 
 

 

In addition to the direct jobs, the secondary economic activity that is a result of the wages paid to 
the new employees will support the creation of additional jobs in the state.  Secondary impacts 
are those caused by businesses buying goods and services (indirect impacts) and by employees 
spending the wages earned as a result of the construction project (induced impacts). These 
secondary impacts would be concentrated in Benton County, and would also be felt to a lesser 
degree in other parts of the state as money and employment impacts ripple throughout the 
economy. 

Using the RIMS II multiplier, which is a statistic that allows for the estimation of the secondary 
impacts, the analysis reveals that a total of 172 jobs would be created in Oregon (direct and 
secondary) in the year this housing is built. 

Once construction ends and operations begin, seven people will staff the housing facility.  These 
new jobs at the residential facility will generate additional economic activity through wages paid 
to these new employees as well as purchases of goods and service for the building, leading to 
secondary job creation.  Based on the appropriate RIMS II multiplier applicable to multi-family 
housing, the total number of jobs created from the operation employment information is nine.  
That impact would continue for every year the building operates.  

The job creation figures are summarized below:  

 

 

 

Construction Operations

Direct Jobs 82 7

Direct and Secondary 172 9
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Legal Basis for Appeal, Attachment C 
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February 29, 2012 

TO: Anyeley Hallova, Project^ ecological development 
FROM: Bob Whelan, Steven Carter, and Abe Farkas  

SUBJECT: HARRISON APARTMENTS JOB IMPACT CALCULATIONS 

This memo details the estimated job creation arising from the construction and operations of the 
Harrison Apartments multi-family housing building in Corvallis, Oregon.   

The numbers used in these calculations come from the most recent base year of RIMS II 
economic impact multipliers for Oregon and the 2007 Economic Census of Construction 
(Census), as well as the data furnished by project^.   

RIMS II is a product of the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and is used to determine the total 
number of jobs created downstream throughout the economy for a given number of direct jobs at 
a specific project or industry.  

In this memo, a direct job is the equivalent of twelve months of employment in the construction 
of the project by construction labor, managers, staff, and subcontractors on-site. For operations, a 
direct job is twelve months of paid employment, both part and full time, in the managing 
housing. 

Direct job impacts are calculated by measuring the ratio of net construction value of the industry 
throughout the state and the total number of employees in the industry.  The net construction 
value of the industry is the difference between gross industry value (measured in dollars) and the 
cost the industry incurs from subcontractors (specialty trade type workers/businesses).  The 
Census data contains survey information on construction firms, measuring various operational 
categories.  For this analysis, we use the categories: 

• Total Value of Construction Work 

• Cost of Construction Work Subcontracted 

• Total Number of Employees 
 

Using the Census data, as well as the hard construction costs of $14.2 Million provided by 
project^, we estimate that the direct jobs that will be created through construction is 82. That is 
82 worker-years are necessary in the construction of the building. That does not include soft cost 
effects. 
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     Page 2 
 

 

In addition to the direct jobs, the secondary economic activity that is a result of the wages paid to 
the new employees will support the creation of additional jobs in the state.  Secondary impacts 
are those caused by businesses buying goods and services (indirect impacts) and by employees 
spending the wages earned as a result of the construction project (induced impacts). These 
secondary impacts would be concentrated in Benton County, and would also be felt to a lesser 
degree in other parts of the state as money and employment impacts ripple throughout the 
economy. 

Using the RIMS II multiplier, which is a statistic that allows for the estimation of the secondary 
impacts, the analysis reveals that a total of 172 jobs would be created in Oregon (direct and 
secondary) in the year this housing is built. 

Once construction ends and operations begin, seven people will staff the housing facility.  These 
new jobs at the residential facility will generate additional economic activity through wages paid 
to these new employees as well as purchases of goods and service for the building, leading to 
secondary job creation.  Based on the appropriate RIMS II multiplier applicable to multi-family 
housing, the total number of jobs created from the operation employment information is nine.  
That impact would continue for every year the building operates.  

The job creation figures are summarized below:  

 

 

 

Construction Operations

Direct Jobs 82 7

Direct and Secondary 172 9
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gazettetimes.com

Townhouse teardown for Job’s Addition
By Bennett Hall, Corvallis Gazette-Times | Posted: Saturday, February 4, 2012 7:00 am

The tide of new student housing projects radiating out from Oregon State University is about to wash over Franklin Plaza, an aging 
apartment complex in the Job's Addition neighborhood.

Tenants of the run-down 47-unit complex received eviction notices Monday telling them they had 60 days to move out because the 
property is slated to be demolished and redeveloped.

Built in 1963, Franklin Plaza is a mix of studio, one-bedroom and two-bedroom apartments arranged in a cluster of two-story wood
and brick structures. It's located just south of Franklin School, occupying the block between Northwest 18th and 19th streets and Polk 
and Taylor avenues.

Chris Saltveit of Beaverton, who bought the property in June for $2 million, plans to raze the existing complex and build 
approximately 28 four-bedroom, townhouse-style apartments on the 1.4-acre site.

"The 28 units I'm planning to put there is the bare minimum allowed by code," Saltveit noted. "If I tried to put 27 units there, I'd be 
denied."

Saltveit, who has built a number of other townhouse-style student housing projects in the neighborhoods bordering OSU, said he 
considered renovating Franklin Plaza rather than doing a teardown but quickly decided the complex was beyond saving.

"The prior owner put zero money into it for years and years and years. It's to the point where you can't fix it," he said. "Every month, 
the maintenance and repair bill I get is off the charts."

The news comes on the heels of a similar redevelopment of Wilson Woods, a World War II-era housing complex at Northwest 29th 
Street between Tyler and Polk avenues. It was torn down last month to make way for new townhouses aimed at students.

The Tyler Street Townhomes, owned by an investment group led by Krishna Rao, will have 215 bedrooms.

Many of the current tenants of Franklin Plaza, where rents range from $395 to $700 a month, are wondering where else they may be
able to find affordable housing in a rental market with a vacancy rate of about 1 percent.

Russell Mottle, 31, has been at Franklin Plaza for two years, sharing an apartment with two roommates. He wants to stay in Corvallis,
but he's a little worried that he might not be able to find anything within his means.

"I've been on unemployment for a long time," he said. "It keeps me on a pretty tight budget."

But he's more worried about some of his elderly neighbors, such as Anthony Albert, a 71-year-old retiree who's lived in a small one-
bedroom apartment at Franklin Plaza for the past 15 years.

Albert says he's not looking forward to moving. He relies on a federal housing subsidy to help pay his rent, which limits his options for 
finding another apartment. One of the benefits of the Franklin Plaza units, he said, is that they accept HUD payments.

"They're not fancy, but they're low-income housing - something which is disappearing rapidly," Albert said. "Somebody's making a
profit on misery. It's very unethical, in my book, to kick people out of their homes so you can make a profit."

Contact Bennett Hall at 541-758-9529 or bennett.hall@gazettetimes.com.

Page 1 of 1Townhouse teardown for Job’s Addition

2/29/2012http://www.gazettetimes.com/news/local/townhouse-teardown-for-job-s-addition/article_21ff92c6...
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Memorandum 

To:  Planning Commission

From:  Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 

Date:  February 9, 2012 

Subject: Written Testimony - Harrison Street Apartments (PLD11-00004,
  SUB11-00001) 

Enclosed with this cover memorandum is written testimony that was received 
after the close of the February 1, 2012, Planning Commission Hearing, and 
before 5:00 PM on February 8, 2012.
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From: brownj@science.oregonstate.edu
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Comments on the proposed Harrison Blvd. Apartments development
Date: Thursday, February 02, 2012 2:33:35 PM

Dear Mr. Richardson,
I am writing in regards to the proposed Harrison Blvd. Apartments.  I 
am a 26-year-old on-campus employee and resident of Corvallis that is 
opposed to the current proposal as it stands.  I am worried about how 
such an excessive development with impact the community and 
neighborhood that I work in.  firs off I just think that the building 
is proposed to be too large.  Secondly, aside from the oppressive size 
of the building, the oppressive amount of cars that would come along 
with it, both as too much traffic on Harrison and not enough parking 
anywhere, would directly impact not only those who live in the 
neighborhood, but also those that just come in to work or go to school.

The fact that it is in direct opposition to the Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan (CCP) helps to sum up the incompatibility of this 
proposal with the existing neighborhood.  Also, something that I am 
specifically disappointed about because it wasn't of consideration was 
the fact that this doesn't serve as a housing opportunity for both 
professionals and students alike.  This plan is for a glorified dorm 
where they can have parties on the roof.  The CCP require that "life 
time housing options" be available for long term residents.  I would 
like more available housing opportunities for people like me.

I am saddened and disgusted by the fact that the city hasn't taken a 
stand to enforce the Land Development Code and Comprehensive Plan that 
were drafted in order to protect our communities from threats such as 
this.  IT MAKES ME SICK THAT THE CITY IS POISED TO BEND ON A WHIM FOR 
THE PROFITS FOR THE DEVELOPERS AND DISREGARD WHAT THE CORVALLIS 
COMMUNITY CALLS FOR.

Thank you for considering my thoughts on this issue and I truly 
believe that this plan should be re-considered and revised for a more 
reasonable housing facility.
--
Jordan Brown
Conservation Biologist
OR Department of Agriculture
Native Plant Conservation Program
    Cordley 2082
    Oregon State University, Dept. of Botany
    Corvallis, OR 97331
    office: (541)-737-2346
    cell:   (541)-224-2245
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From: lorie blackman
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison St. Apts.
Date: Friday, February 03, 2012 1:43:31 PM

Dear Mr. Richardson,

I am writing to again express my concerns about the proposed Harrison St. Apts.  Although the
variances requested have decreased, the proposed development is an unattractive monolith on the edge
of a charming historical neighborhood.  I disagree with even granting one variance, but also with the
scale of the development as a whole.  Why not build a smaller more aesthetically pleasing structure? 
The developers seem to have no concern for current residents since even their revisions have met the
letter, but not the spirit of the code.  For example, green space requirements are for both community
members as well as residents.  I do not think green space on a roof meets the spirit of this code.

In addition to aesthetics, I am quite concerned about safety.  I take a left every morning from 27th onto
Arnold Way, and can tell you that this is already a difficult turn with traffic, pedestrians, and bikes.  Add
several hundred more commuters to the mix, and the small street would be completely overwhelmed.

I ask you and the planning commission to reject their plan, and to ask developers to consider a smaller
structure that will contribute to the neighborhood instead of just warehousing students in the cheapest
way possible.

Thank you for your consideration.

Lorie S. Blackman, Ph.D.
Doctoral Coordinator, Counselor Education
Oregon State University
457 Waldo Hall
Corvallis, OR 97333
(541) 760-8686 EX
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From: nena BEMENT
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison development
Date: Sunday, February 05, 2012 8:32:25 PM

Dear Mr. Richardson,  Really, I'm not opposed to development in my neighborhood.  This project is just
too big. 
 The parking plan seems to have been developed for family housing where not all the bedrooms are
occupied by drivers.  I know the developers say that they are discouraging tenants from bringing their
cars, and that public transportation and bike racks make it possible to have too few parking spaces, and
it may be that tenants don't use their cars on a daily basis, but the cars will be here
somewhere. Where? I sincerely hope that these tenants will not be eligible for residential parking
permits!  Why would need one since the developers and the city say there will be plenty of parking on
site?
 How is it possible that the lease can specify only one person per bedroom, can they really believe that
not one single couple will rent a room in the entire complex?
Just scale the thing down.  It's just too big. 
 Sincerely Nena Bement  2723 NW Jackson
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From: Todd & Susan Brown
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Blvd. Apartments
Date: Monday, February 06, 2012 9:16:22 PM

To the Members of The Corvallis Planning Commission:

I am writing in regard to The Harrison Blvd. Apartment proposal:

I have sent two previous letters expressing my concerns about this proposal
and have attended the past two planning commission meetings which addressed
the above subject.  I won't repeat my earlier concerns, but do wish to
comment on one particular sentence in the closing statement  made by the
developer of this project.

When he was talking about the proposed building site,  I heard him say,
"This is not located in a traditional neighborhood".  I strongly disagree
with that statement.  My husband and I have lived in the same home, close to
the proposed building site for the past 36 years.  I walk past this site
frequently on my way to go  grocery shopping, to get to the pharmacy, to see
my hairdresser, to visit friends in an Assisted Living Complex,  to meet
other  friends for coffee or lunch, to go to my optician's office,  to
attend plays and sporting events  at the high school, and to go downtown.
In other words, it is a traditional neighborhood, because I am able to walk
to obtain most of the goods and services I need or desire, and as I walk, I
am passing many other well-cared for homes along the way. .

I am retired now, but I  worked on campus for 30 years and have always very
much appreciated the cohesive nature of campus and the surrounding
community.  I support the statements of the College Hill Neighborhood and
hope you will not allow this development as planned.

I appreciate your consideration.

Susan J. Brown
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From: Richard Sandler
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Proposed Harrison Street Apartments
Date: Monday, February 06, 2012 9:42:10 AM

Hi Mr. Richardson -

I would like to voice my concern about the proposed Harrison Street Apartment project.  I have just
seen the architectural drawings showing the scope of the project and I think that it is totally out of line
with the rest of the neighborhood.

I am not against student housing for this site, but I think it must be done with respect for the
neighbors. I try to respect all my neighbors - families, students, everyone. I would hope this developer
and Good Sam would show the same respect.

I hope the city votes to oppose the project as currently proposed.

Thank you,
Richard Sandler
236 NW 31st St.
Corvallis, OR
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From: chick gerke
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Apartments PLD11-00004
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 12:30:16 PM

To the Planning Commission:

Please vote to approve the revised application for the Harrison Apartments as conditioned
in the staff report.

The proposed development is a quality design for a very difficult infill site.  Per the original
and revised staff reports, the applicant has met the required criteria of the Land
Development Code and the Comprehensive Plan.  With all due respect for the many
neighbors to the site and those in the larger community who have voiced their concerns
about growth and change, do not lose sight of the “big picture” that is the foundation of our
community’s vision of the future, which is to create a more sustainable city through well-
planned, compact development.

The site’s walkable proximity to campus and the proposed use as a dense student
apartment complex is precisely the kind of development envisioned by our publicly
formulated planning documents and processes.  To deny this application that meets all our
imposed requirements because of fears about how students might behave or our ability to
benefit as neighborhoods and a community from a well thought-out design that doesn’t
look exactly like what we’re used to will send a chilling message of NO to the future
development of our city.

I love Corvallis.  I personally struggle with the question of whether growth is an imperative
to responsible livability and sustainability.  But beyond that, like it or not, I respect the
public process that has led us to our current planning requirements.  It is my opinion that
the proposed revised Harrison Apartments application if approved will eventually be
embraced by the community and viewed as a model development.

-Chick Gerke, 1946 SW 72nd Street, Corvallis
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From: Deb Kadas
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Testimony in Opposition to Harrison Apartments
Date: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 3:52:13 PM

Hi Bob,

Please include my letter below in the packet of new testimony for the Planning Commission, regarding
the proposed Harrison Apartments. Please confirm your receipt of this e-mail.

Thank you,
Deb Kadas

Dear members of the Corvallis Planning Commission,

The Gazette Times reported yesterday that our City and OSU acknowledge "issues between
permanent Corvallis residents and the OSU community...have reached a boiling point in the past few
years, due to OSU's explosive student population growth."  Our City Council has agreed to commit staff
resources, as well as help finance $300,000 to hire a project manager to address the WELL-KNOWN
problems in neighborhoods adjacent to OSU in the areas of 1) parking, 2) neighborhood zoning and 3)
livability.

Isn't it ironic then, that you are considering a proposal for a massive apartment complex that, if
approved as currently designed, will without a doubt negatively impact and exacerbate those very same
issues?  Given this crisis, wouldn't it make sense for new developments such as Harrison
Apartments, to be at least impact-neutral when it comes to parking, zoning and neighborhood livability?

I am opposed to both the re-plat and to the proposed Harrison Apartments, as currently designed,
because the buildings are far too massive to be compatible with the existing surrounding
neighborhood, and because there are not enough off-street parking spaces for ALL of the tenants. If
the Harrison Apartments were half the size, they could still meet all the zoning codes and high-density
codes AND have enough off-street parking for all of their tenants.

This proposal violates our city's Land Development Code and Comprehensive Plan, Article 9.2.
Please see my testimony dated 12.14.11 for a listing of the city codes that pertain to protecting
and maintaining neighborhood characteristics and livability, and for requiring new construction
to be compatible in terms of scale, mass and orientation. Compatibility with the surrounding
neighborhood is an objective criterion in our code that this proposal does not meet.

Approval of this plan would not only violate our various city codes, but also fly in the face of the efforts
of the newly-formed OSU/City of Corvallis Collaboration Project.

Please vote "NO" on the Harrison Apartments.

Thank you.
Deb Kadas
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February 8, 2012

Dear members of the Corvallis Planning Commission :

The following written and visual testimony addresses the issues of a solar access waiver and 
compatibility criteria as they pertain to the proposed Harrison Apartments.

Solar Access:

After the February 2nd commission hearing, I went to verify dimensions and distances of 
existing buildings on the north side of Harrison Blvd for a more accurate sun study model 
since the previous model I showed to the commission was more for massing purposes of the 
proposed buildings and neighborhood.  The model was scaled off Google maps and the actual 
plans posted to the city's website.  The actual distance between the proposed Harrison 
Apartments and the buildings north of them is 83'-6” (this is closer together than what I had 
scaled off Google maps).  The model has been adjusted accordingly.  I believe visual 
references for such a prominent project are important, and can speak more than words.  I 
verify that the pictures taken from my computer massing model are an accurate representation 
for a sun study of the Harrison Apartments.

Image 1:  This image shows the building massing as proposed and the shadow cast on 
buildings north of the apartments at 9:00am on November 21st.

�

�
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Image 2:  This image shows the building massing as proposed and the shadow cast on 
buildings north of the apartments at 3:00pm on November 21st.

So, at what height do the Harrison Apartments need to be in order to comply with the  solar 
access standard?

Allowable solar access criteria according to LCD 2.18.30.f :

Proposed new structures resulting in shading of a Type 2 solar collector between 9 a.m. and 3 
p.m. on November 21 in an amount that does not exceed the shading that would be caused 
by a flat-roofed structure half the allowed building height at the minimum setbacks for the 
zone.

The zone for this project is RS-20 which allows for a building height of 65 feet.  A flat roofed 
structure half that height would be 32.5 feet.  The following image shows the sun study for the 
building if it were flat-roofed and 32.5 feet high.  At this height, the building still shades the 
structures to the north, so by code this is the highest the building could be built without a 
solar access waiver.  Please note that a building height of 32.5 feet does not allow for a four 
story building given that a standard floor is 12” thick and a minimum floor to ceiling height is 
8 feet.  A 32.5 foot high building allows for a maximum of three stories.

�

�
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Image 3:  This image shows the apartment building with a flat roof at a height of 32.5' 
and the shadow cast on buildings north of the apartments at 9:00am on November 
21st.  As you can see, this height does block solar access to the buildings immediately 
north of the proposed project.

Image 4:  This image shows the building massing as proposed and the shadow cast on 
buildings north of the apartments at 3:00pm on November 21st.  As you can see, this 
height does block solar access to the buildings immediately north of the proposed 
project.
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So, according to the solar access code, the building can be no higher than 32.5 feet if located 
at the proposed 10 foot setback.  If a solar access waiver is granted for the Harrison 
Apartments as proposed, it is foreseeable that building owners across from the proposed 
apartments may bring a lawsuit against the city for a taking of solar access rights which are 
clearly defined in the code.

Compatibility:

The other item I want to address is compatibility as it relates to the scale and form of the north 
building.  This is something I touched on at the last meeting.  

As my earlier written testimony states, there are items of neighborhood compatibility that this 
building ignores (scale, structural design and form, attic stories, varied roof lines, divided lites, 
single hung windows, and central focal point).  That being said, the most important elements 
of compatibility in this project come down to scale and structural design/form because this is 
how all buildings in the neighborhood relate without exception.  

Scale:
The proposed building is out of scale: roughly 63 feet high to the peak and roughly 366 feet 
long.  Currently, the largest residences in the neighborhood are two to three story greek 
houses to the east.  Note from the pictures submitted and testimony I presented that this 
apartment complex dwarfs not only single-family homes, but even the largest multi-student 
residences in the neighborhood.  Simply angling the building will not change that fact.

Image 5:  This image shows the building massing as proposed in relation to the 
building massing and the right-angle form of buildings in the neighborhood.
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Structural Design and Form:
The proposed north building is huge even when angled.  Decreasing the size of the building 
would partly help with scale.  However, even with a height of three stories, the building is 
one long mass and angling the building still makes it look like one long mass.  

Image 6:  This image shows the building with the same angled form/footprint, but with 
a flat roofed height of 32.5'.  

Fact is, the angles of the building footprint are not compatible with any building for miles 
around.  The building articulates at odd angles to itself instead of stepping back from itself at 
right angles.  This makes the building's massing appear as one long building and not as 
smaller units that fit the footprint and scale of the neighborhood.  The building should 
articulate in form at right angles to itself or be composed of smaller and separate buildings in 
order for its massing to be compatible with the neighborhood.  Angling of a building in this 
random way implies the applicants are not relating to the context of their surroundings.   

Image 7:  The following image shows an example of building massing with a flat roof at 
32.5 feet and a stepped back building form to be compatible with right-angle building forms 
of the neighborhood.
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Conclusion:

My assessment for solar access and compatibility is the following:

The proposed Harrison Apartments do not meet LCD 2.18.30.f.  No Waiver of solar access 
should be granted; and

The proposed Harrison Apartments do not meet LDC 2.5.40.4.a – Compatibility Factor Item 3- 
Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.).  Specifically: 

1. The proposed scale (massing of height and width) of the buildings are visually 
incompatible with buildings in the surrounding neighborhood; and 

2. The various non-right angles of the north building form are not compatible with the 
predominant structural design and form of right angled buildings in the surrounding 
neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Lori Stephens
Architect, AIA

Broadleaf Architecture PC
534 NW 4th St,
Corvallis, OR 97330
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Memorandum 

To:  Planning Commission 

From:  Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 

Date:  February 1, 2012 

Subject: Written Testimony - Harrison Street Apartments (PLD11-00004,
  SUB11-00001) 

Enclosed with this cover memorandum is written testimony that was received 
between January 25 and February 1, 2012.  Testimony received between 
January 4 and January 24, 2012, is included in the January 25, 2012, Staff 
Report Addendum.
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From: Bill Newland
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Support for Harrison Apartment Project
Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2012 5:53:30 PM

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,
 
My name is Bill Newland.  I reside in Eugene and am a commercial real estate broker in the
Willamette Valley, including Corvallis.  I am very familiar with Corvallis as I attended OSU (class of
2002) and regularly visit both for business purposes, as well  as, university events.  I am contacting
you in support of the Harrison Apartments project located at the Heart of the Valley property at
2750 Harrison Blvd in Corvallis. 
 
I am very familiar with the plans for the Harrison Apartments.  This is a very well-planned project
and will be a great benefit to the university students and the Corvallis community.  I also believe
that the Harrison Apartments fall within the intent of the property’s zoning and the
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
I would like to add that I have known Tom Cody for several years and am familiar with the student
housing development that he has completed, including the Courtside and Skybox student
apartments across from Matthew Knight arena in Eugene.  Both Courtside and Skybox are state of
the art, LEED-certified projects that are pedestrian-oriented and support the University of Oregon
students very well, which in turn benefits the Eugene community as a whole.  Courtside and
Skybox are within close walking distance to the University of Oregon, as well as, many retail
amenities, which allows students to not be reliant on car travel while they attend the university. 
The proximity of the Harrison Apartments to the OSU campus and Monroe Street will also allow
students to live close enough to campus and amenities that they will be able live without reliance
on a car. 
 
Tom and his design team are first class in every respect.  They build projects that are of the highest
quality and environmental sustainability.  I am confident that the Harrison Apartments will be a
great benefit to both the OSU student population and the community of Corvallis.  I recommend
that the Planning Commission unanimously approve the Harrison Apartments at the February 1
meeting.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment.
 
Sincerely,
 
Bill Newland
 

Bill Newland, CCIM
Campbell Commercial Real Estate
Licensed in the State of Oregon
PH: 541-484-2214
FX: 541-484-0666
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Cell: 541-505-0547
Web: www.campbellre.com
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From:  Louise Marquering 
1640 NW Woodland Drive 
Corvallis, OR 97330 
541-753-0012
corvallismatters@aol.com
January 27, 2011 

To the Corvallis Planning Commission 

Re: Harrison Blvd. Apartments 

I am very concerned about the requested variances to the LDC. Do the requested variances benefit the 
community or the developer? 

Citizens and staff worked many hours to create our Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code. To 
allow variances to the LDC without significant need invalidates all the hours that were put in to creating the 
LDC. To allow any variances, sets a precedent. What happens when other developers request those same 
variances? Will you deny them or approve them? If you approve them, you have in essence changed the LDC. 

Here are my concerns about each of the requested variances. I hope that some of these concerns will be 
addressed when a map of the site is presented to show exactly why the developer is requesting the Planting 
Screen Easement  (4.4.20.03.c) and Five-foot Landscape Buffer  (4.2.40.a )variances. 

1. 4.6.30. Solar Access  - Allowing this variance would set a very bad precedent. I have seen communities were 
solar access or height restriction variances were allowed once and then repeatedly allowed. It changes it LDC. 
Solar access is very important and should not be changed. Changing access is unfair to properties that were built 
prior to the current one. 

2. 4.4.20.03.c – 20-ft wide planting screen easement – The LDC requires a 20-foot wide planting screen easement. 
The developer requests a variance because, among other things, it will provide “eyes on the street” for increased 
security. Certainly the city took into consideration security issues when the 20 foot wide planting buffer 
requirement was established. I would like to see a site map that shows exactly how elimination of this easement 
benefits the community. 

3. 4.0.130.b.1 – Storm water detention – Corvallis already is facing environmental challenges by putting water that 
is too warm into the Willamette River. Rather than add to the problem of storm water management along the 
Harrison corridor and downstream, development needs to manage the storm-water on-site. 

4. Off Street Parking and access standards As I stated last time, with the current parking problems in this 
neighborhood I think there should be a moratorium on all parking variances until the Corvallis/ OSU Committee 
completes its report in 2015. 

5.  4.2.40.a – Five foot Landscape buffer. I do not understand the requested variance without looking at a map to 
identify exactly why the developer is requesting this variance and how it benefits the community. 
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From: Debi Danielson
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Yes to Harrison Street Apartment project
Date: Friday, January 27, 2012 9:28:46 AM

Robert,
I wanted to write in support of the Harrison Street Apartment project. I have seen
the plans and it looks like it will be a very nice enhancement to the neighborhood.
I live in Portland now, but I grew up in Corvallis and still visit often. My parents live
in Corvallis and have been there since 1968. They told me that the Harrison street
apartment project will be a nice improvement to the area. I think a lot of people feel
it will be a nice building. I just wish more people would show their support; It seems
only the people who oppose this project have made their voices known.
I do have memories of the old hospital, as I was rushed to the ER there as a child.
Also my Grandfather passed away there after it had been converted to a a nursing
home. However, I realize that building served its purpose and now a new building
waits to meet the needs of the current population of college students.
I hope this project continues to go forward, as it would be so very beneficial to
many, students as well as residents of Corvallis.
To me the project as it exists reflects a great deal of thought and attention to make
the very best use of the existing area.
Please know a good many more residents of your great city feel the same.
I look forward to seeing the completion of this project! 
Debi Danielson
503-313-1520
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From: corvallis@peoplepc.com
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Comment for Feb. 1, 2012 hearing on Harrison St. Apartments. 29 Jan.2012 4:45pm
Date: Sunday, January 29, 2012 4:25:07 PM

This comment refers to the Harrison St. Apartments at the old hospital building.

I am against the 8240 sq.ft. of Common Outdoor Space on the roof of the north wing of this building;
read this “Party Party”

I live three blocks to the west, right down Van Buren Ave. The street will funnel rooftop noise right to
my home. If this is allowed, would the Planning People please have the developer install a 6- or 8-foot
cinderblock wall on the west end of the roof area as a noise deflector?

William E. Gilbert
2962 NW Van Buren Ave
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From: corvallis@peoplepc.com
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Comment for Feb. 1, 2012 hearing on Harrison St. Apartments. 29 Jan.2012 4:30pm
Date: Sunday, January 29, 2012 4:22:33 PM

This comment refers to the Harrison St. Apartments at the old hospital building.

The off-street parking requirements of 179 (option A) is still way too low for 279 bedrooms.

The parking standards being applied are way too antiquated. When I built my duplex here in 1980 I
was required to provide 3 parking spaces for a total of 4 bedrooms.
I live here and have watched over the years. You need at least one off-street parking place per
bedroom and that doesn’t count when the ladies’ boyfriends spend the night.
Two parking spaces per bedroom are used.

William Gilbert
2962 NW Van Buren Ave
Corvallis Oregon 97330
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From: corvallis@peoplepc.com
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Comment for Feb. 1, 2012 hearing on Harrison St. Apartments. 29 Jan.2012
Date: Sunday, January 29, 2012 8:32:26 AM

29 Jan. 2012

This comment refers to the Harrison St. Apartments proposal at the old hospital building.

I am against the Solar Access variance being asked for.
No one should have to give up their Solar Access without being compensated.
I know the property owner of the triplex affected by this; he wouldn’t do this to you.

William Gilbert
2962 NW Van Buren Ave.
Corvallis, OR 97330
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From: Jace Allison
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Letter of support for new harrison appartments
Date: Sunday, January 29, 2012 12:23:56 AM

To whom it may concern,

As a student at Oregon State University, I think that it would be 
extremely beneficial to build a new apartment complex near Harrison 
Boulevard.  With the lack of housing that already exists at OSU, this 
project would give students more housing options.  These apartments 
will be close to campus as well, which is not always easy to find in 
Corvallis.

As a member of the Sigma Chi Fraternity at OSU, I think these 
apartments could open up a great location for our live-out members to 
reside.  These apartments are not far from the Sigma Chi Fraternity.

The quality and uniqueness that these apartments could bring to Oregon 
State is unprecedented.  After reading through the project summary, I 
believe that these apartments could become one of the highest demanded 
housing areas for Oregon State students.  Furthermore, I believe these 
apartments would greatly improve the appeal of the Harrison area over 
the old vacant hospital building that is currently occupying this area.

As a student of OSU and member of Sigma Chi, nothing would please me 
more than to see the addition of these new apartments to the Harrison 
area.

Thank you,

--
Jace Allison
President
Beta Pi Chapter
Sigma Chi Fraternity
425-890-6141
allisoja@onid.orst.edu
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From: Crowell, Sharon on behalf of Planning
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: FW: <web>Harrison Apartment Project
Date: Monday, January 30, 2012 8:26:59 AM
Importance: High

Hi Bob,

Below is an email regarding the Harrison Street Apartments.

Sharon Crowell
Sr. Administrative Specialist
City of Corvallis, Planning Division
541.766.6908

-----Original Message-----
From: nff@perpetuapower.com [mailto:nff@perpetuapower.com]
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2012 7:32 AM
To: Planning
Subject: <web>Harrison Apartment Project
Importance: High

This is an inquiry e-mail via Contact Us form:
Nicholas Fowler
nff@perpetuapower.com
5412233112   prefer phone contact: no

I have been watching the progress of the Harrison Apartment project through the review and approval
process within the City of Corvallis.  The project is clearly needed to support current and anticipated
housing demands of Oregon State University.   Samaritan Health Services has proposed a project not
only meeting those needs, but one that is environmentally responsible, aesthetically pleasing, and
consistent with the neighborhood and broader Corvallis.

 I am impressed by the impact that citizen voices have had on the project approval process.  I am even
more impressed by the great lengths, and expense, that SHS has gone to accommodate feedback.  SHS
is definitely an asset to the community.

The business community in and around Corvallis is watching the process with great interest.  I very
much support the approval of this project and strongly urge the Commission to approve this project. 
Sincerely,

Nicholas Fowler
Chairman and CEO
Perpetua Power Source Technologies, Inc.
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COLLEGE OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND HUMAN SCIENCES 
School of Social and Behavioral Health Sciences, 401 Waldo Hall, Corvallis, Oregon 97331-6406 
Phone  541-737-2686|Fax  541-737-4001|health.oregonstate.edu 

January 27, 2012 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
Mr. Robert Richardson, Associate Planner 
Planning Division, City of Corvallis 
501 SW Madison Street 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
Robert.Richardson@ci.corvallis.or.us

RE:  RECOMMENDATION FOR HARRISON APARTMENTS PROJECT 

Dear Mr. Richardson, 
I am grateful for the opportunity to write this letter providing my strong support of the Harrison 
Apartment Project in Corvallis, Oregon. Jonathan Ledesma, a partner at Project^ in Portland, provided 
me with information on the environmental housing venture, and I am happy to endorse the project.

I am in a doctoral program at Oregon State University. In the five years since beginning my PhD 
training, my husband and I have lived in three different subpar apartments in Corvallis. We currently 
live in Eugene because we were unable to find a healthy and satisfying living situation in Corvallis.  

When we first moved from Montana to Corvallis in 2007, we struggled to find a place to live. With little 
other option, wespent our first 14 months ina small apartment close to campus. The location was 
convenient, but that was the only benefit of the living situation. The rental’s pipes were rusty and often 
left the water undrinkable, the paint was lead-based and corroding, and more than once the basement 
(which housed the washer, dryer, and storage) was off-limits due to aninvasion of raccoons that entered 
through holes in the apartment’s walls. Although weplanned to be with family in Montanaforthe month 
of December 2008, our travels werecurtailed because we received a notice from our rental agency in the 
last week of November; the property owners were demanding all residents vacate within 30 days. They 
planned to provide the dilapidated complex with a much-needed remodel.Finding a new home within 
one monthand over the holidays was challenging in Corvallis.

After day-and-night searching,we found an apartment at the last minute. Thankfully, the location was 
again conveniently located close to campus, but again, this was the only positive of our new home. Our 
new place also had rusting pipes and lead-based paint. This time, to add to the poor living conditions, we 
dealt with an infestation of feral cats in our open basement, which left noxious fumes ever-present in our 
apartment. Given the health compromising living situation, we once again sought out and found another 
rental in Corvallis.
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This time we were hopeful. Our newhome seemed clean and free from environmental hazards. However, 
much to our disappointment, only weeks after moving in, black mold grew in all corners of the 
apartment. Without success, we tried to solve the problem with daily cleaning, air purifiers, 
dehumidifiers, and a request to our apartment manager asking that our outdated windows be replaced, as 
they provided no protection from Oregon’s moist elements. The apartment’s management refused, 
although not without recognizing the problem. My husband and I both experienced health complications 
as a resultof the mold, which ultimately prompted us to move once again. This time though, we made 
the choice to move to Eugene where, although I nowcommute the hour to-and-from campus, the 
cleanand affordable house we found here is worth the drive.

I share my family’s Corvallis rental experience with you in detail not to complain, but to communicate 
this point: the city is in dire need of available, safe, and environmentally friendly housing.Although my 
husband and I greatly valued the proximity to OSUour housing in Corvallis provided, the variety of 
other issues made the city unlivable for us. The Harrison Apartment project will provide students with a 
residence close to OSUwhich is safe and environmentally friendly.  

Without hesitation, I strongly support the project. Students and other residents in Corvallis deal with a 
housing shortage which can cause stress and other health issues. Please, for the health and sanity of OSU 
students, build the Harrison Apartments. I am happy to answer any questions via email or by phone. 

Kind regards, 

Senna L. Towner 

351 Hallie Ford Center 
College of Public Health and Human Sciences 
Oregon State University 
2631 SW Campus Way 
Corvallis, OR 97331-8687 
townerse@onid.orst.edu
406.396.7100
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From: B. Bond Starker
To: Richardson, Robert
Cc: Steve Jasperson
Subject: Harrison Apartments
Date: Monday, January 30, 2012 3:32:30 PM

Dear Mr. Richardson,

I am writing in support of the proposed "Harrison Apartments".
I have read the "Project Summary" and find the proponents have  tailored this project to the needs of
the community. This seems to be a reasonable site for a project of this nature. I hope you as staff and
the planning commission will find a way to permit this project to go forward in an economically doable
way.

B. Bond Starker
P.O. Box 809
Corvallis, OR 97339-0809
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                  January 24, 2012 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I am writing in support of the City staff’s recommendation on the Harrison Apartments project as revised. 

In addition to the attached Comprehensive Plan Policies, I would reiterate that: 

� This is a plan that has had the benefit of extensive professional planning designed to meet or exceed 
both local development standards and local desires as to quality. We are lucky to have a land owner 
that is committed to the community and has been able and willing to invest in making this a first rate 
project.

� While the developer has made significant efforts to include design elements that will be reminiscent 
of some of the residential architecture in the neighborhood, the zoning is not low-density residential, 
and the new building should reflect its use.  The proposed design seems to be a good effort in this 
direction.

� Our Comprehensive plan speaks to providing adequate stock of housing of various types. 

� The condition of the current structure does not add to the attractiveness of the neighborhood, it does 
not contribute to the tax base of the community, and it does not help in alleviating the pressure on 
housing of increased enrollment at the University. 

� With the myriad and sometimes conflicting goals and policies of both the Comprehensive Plan and 
the Land Development Code, it makes decision making a challenge for those who would add value 
and those who would enforce the standards.  We want to be more dense and yet we want more open 
space.  We want less automobile influence and to encourage alternative transportation modes and at 
the same time we have standards that sometimes encourage more parking spaces and hard surfaces.  
We want to encourage people to live close to where they work or go to school, but we have a hard 
time making the choice for the density that this goal demands.   

� Our sympathy with neighbors that are fearful of change should not trump our fidelity to a 
Comprehensive Plan that is designed to serve the community as a whole. 

Thank you for your service 

Pat Lampton 
2323 SW 45th St 
Corvallis, Or 
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Comprehensive plan policies that support the proposal: 

3.2.1 The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary will emphasize:  
A. Preservation of significant open space and natural features; B. Efficient use of land; C. Efficient use of energy and other 
resources; D. Compact urban form; E. Efficient provision of transportation and other public services; and F. Neighborhoods with a 
mix of uses, diversity of housing types, pedestrian scale, a defined center, and shared public areas. 

7.2.2  The City shall continue to advocate responsible environmental 
behavior from its citizens and neighbors.  
7.2.3  The City shall participate in efforts to improve environmental 
quality at the local, national, and global levels 
7.2.5  The City shall encourage the use of the most appropriate technology 
in all new developments and existing businesses and industries to comply with or exceed State and Federal environmental 
standards. 
7.3.7  The City of Corvallis shall actively promote the use of modes of 
transportation that minimize impacts on air quality.  
7.5.5  The City shall attempt to limit unnecessary increases in the 
percentage of Corvallis' impervious surfaces.  
7.7.8  The City will consider strategies, such as incentives, to encourage 
the use of green builder construction methods and materials in private construction.  

9.2.1 City land use decisions shall protect and maintain neighborhood characteristics (as defined in 9.2.5) in existing residential
areas.
9.2.2 In new development, City land use actions shall promote neighborhood characteristics (as defined in 9.2.5) that are 
appropriate to the site and area. 
9.2.4 Neighborhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. Neighborhood development patterns shall give priority consideration to 
pedestrian-based uses, scales and experiences in determining the orientation, layout, and interaction of private and public areas.
9.3.7 To the maximum extent possible in residential areas, glare from outdoor lighting shall be shielded and noise shall be limited.  
9.7.3 The City and OSU shall work toward the goal of housing 50% of the students who attend regular classes on campus in units 
on campus or within a 
1/2 mile of campus 

11.4.3  All traffic generators shall provide adequate parking.  
11.4.5  The City shall continue to promote the use of other modes of 
transportation as an alternative to the automobile, especially in areas where there is a shortage of parking facilities.  
11.5.8  All new and redeveloped institutional, commercial, and multi-family 
development shall provide bicycle parking facilities that include covered parking.  
11.6.4  New development and redevelopment projects shall encourage 
pedestrian access by providing convenient, useful, and direct pedestrian facilities.  
11.6.7  Where minimizing travel distance has the potential for increasing 
pedestrian use, direct and dedicated pedestrian paths shall be provided by new development.  
11.7.5  New or redeveloped residential, retail, office, and other 
commercial, civic, recreation, and other institutional facilities at or near existing or planned transit stops shall provide preferential 
access to transit facilities.  
11.7.7  The City should seek appropriate opportunities for increasing 
residential density and providing industrial and commercial development along existing and proposed transit routes.  

12.2.5  The City shall encourage land use patterns and development that 
promote clustering and multiple stories, take advantage of energy efficient designs, and have ready access to transit and other
energy efficient modes of transportation.  A location where this is desirable is in the Central City.  
12.2.6  The City shall actively promote the use of energy efficient modes of 
transportation.  
12.2.7  The City shall encourage the development of high density uses that 
are significantly less dependent on automobile transportation 

14.3.1  Infill and redevelopment within urban areas shall be preferable to 
annexations.  
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9450 SW Commerce Circle, #200
Wilsonville, OR 97070

503-682-3363
800-826-6610

Fax 503-682-1696

www.agc-oregon.org

The Voice & Choice of the Construction Industry!
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Mike Salsgiver 

January 30, 2012

Mr. Robert Richardson
Associate Planner, Planning Division 
City of Corvallis
501 SW Madison Street
Corvallis, OR  97333

RE: Harrison Street Apartments

Dear Mr. Richardson:

The Associated General Contractors (AGC) Oregon-Columbia Chapter is a 90-year old 
commercial construction trade association representing nearly 1,000 general contractors, specialty 
contractors, and construction industry professionals and associates in Oregon and in five-and-a-
half counties in southwest Washington State. We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments 
for the Land Use Review Board's consideration regarding the Harrison Street Apartments project.

While the project sponsors have made a strong case for this proposal, I would like to submit the 
following comments about the project proposal from a broader, industry-wide perspective.

As you may be aware, the commercial construction industry in Oregon and southwest 
Washington State is experiencing the worst and deepest economic downturn since the mid-1930s.  
It is not an overstatement to say that our industry has been in a depression, particularly since late 
2009.  Since our employment peak of over 105,000 workers in December 2007, the commercial 
construction industry has experienced the loss of over 41,000 total jobs through December 2011.  
In purely economic terms, these numbers translate into over one billion lost man-hours of work; 
nearly $7.5 billion in lost wages and income over that four-year period; and almost $700 million 
in lost tax revenue just to the State of Oregon alone.

Most of the economic dislocation has been the result of the virtual collapse of private-sector 
construction.  Therefore, when major private developers and property owners decide to move 
forward with a significant investment in the face of this economic downturn, we urge local 
governments to move as expeditiously as possible to facilitate the actual construction of those 
projects.  This project would help create and sustain hundreds of new construction industry jobs 
throughout the life of the project.  And, using an industry average multiplier, this project would 
generate an additional 1.6-2.1 indirect jobs for every direct construction job that is created.  In 
short, the project would help create hundreds of jobs in the Corvallis area, and would also 
generate indirect and induced economic benefits totaling in the hundreds of millions of dollars 
beyond the construction industry itself.
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Mr. Robert Richardson 
Planning Division, City of Corvallis 
Page 2 

As communities across Oregon work to reestablish their economic health, they are doing so in a 
way that incorporates contemporary architectural and construction principles and practices.  
Although we are not experts in local land use plans, we believe these construction practices 
would easily meet or exceed Corvallis' Vision 2020 plan and Benton County land use goals while 
using sustainable construction practices, as well as cutting-edge land redevelopment, housing, and 
transportation needs.  The project's sponsors and contractors have a long history of being industry 
leaders in construction projects throughout the Pacific Northwest.

AGC believes the Harrison Street Project is a strong proposal which combines strong economic 
and community development objectives.  We believe this project deserves the City's support.  We 
encourage the Land Use Review Board to move quickly to approve this project for construction.  
The community near Oregon State University, the City of Corvallis, and Benton County would 
greatly benefit from seeing the project move from vision to reality at the earliest possible time.

Sincerely,

Mike Salsgiver
Executive Director 

cc: Mr. Andrew Beyer 
 Mr. Jeff Spencer
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From: Administrator
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison apartments project
Date: Monday, January 30, 2012 8:01:54 PM

Good evening,

I'm writing this evening as a concerned student of Oregon State University and a 
Corvallis resident. I noticed recently the deconstruction of an old hospital building on 
Harrison Blvd and from further inquiry discovered plans to build an apartment 
complex in it's place in the near future. I'm very much excited for this, as I am 
currently a renter myself and have had to move around a couple times since starting 
my education at OSU. I like the idea of having a brand new apartments that are 
close, but not too close to campus and am excited about the design of the complex 
as well. I understand that there are many more obstacles the project must overcome 
before being officially underway, and I would be pleased to see your support on this 
matter.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Ross Studwell
Officer Candidate, USMC
Oregon State University
Exercise and Sport Science
Cell: 541.420.7199.
2929 Harrison Blvd.
Corvallis, OR 97330 EX
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From: hartni@onid.orst.edu
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Apartments
Date: Monday, January 30, 2012 7:36:25 PM

Mr. Robert Richardson,
I am a current Oregon State University student and live 1 block away 
from the location of the proposed Harrison Apartment project. I am in 
full support of this project. I would love to see these developed into 
proposed the 90-unit apartment complex. As a student, I would love to 
see more locations for student's to live near campus. Too many 
students live in run-down houses that are a health concern. The more 
new developments we have in this town, the better.

Regards,

Nick Hart
hartni@onid.orst.edu
509-953-6046
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From: Lester Oehler
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison St. Apartments
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 1:19:43 PM

Robert Richardson,

As a 3rd generation Corvallismen, I am writing to encourage the City Planning Commission
to approve the Harrison Apartment project.  I am a proponent of slow, strategic growth,
and someone that is skeptical of many so called “development” projects, and often fights
them; this is one project that seems both proper and needed. 

With the current vacancy rates around 1%, it is clear that we need more student-focused
housing for OSU students.  That said, I am absolutely not in favor of any and all student
housing.  However, this project is close to campus, and other student housing.  This is
important because it means that students living here do not need a car.   If we want to
relieve ourselves of future congestion, and massive infrastructure investments, then it
makes sense for us to place student housing a walkable distance to campus.  The
infrastructure is in place on Harrison, with stores, restaurants, and all the things that
students need.  It makes sense to put their housing where the infrastructure is, rather than
to build a apartment complex away from the infrastructure, and then make them drive and
park to shop or attend class, or build infrastructure out to a green field somewhere.

Also, the proposed building is on a property that is a quickly becoming an eyesore, and is
currently a detraction to the beauty of our city. Eventually, something needs to be put
there.   I have seen the pictures of the proposed building.  It is aesthetically pleasing,
thoughtfully laid out for noise and parking, and provides an internal courtyard, away from
the street and neighbors views.    Unless the city wants to buy the land a put in green
space, I can’t think of a better alternative than this use of the space.  If this proposal is
turned down, then how many more years will we have to look at the blight of the old
nursing home?  My grandmother stayed at that nursing home before she passed.  I have
good memories of her there, but I would be pleased to see this deteriorating building
evolve into something positive.

Lastly, the economics of “development” projects are often overstated.  Usually they talk
about the jobs that will be created in construction, and ignore the long-term economic
impacts.  In this case, I understand the developer, the property owners, and the financiers
of the project are local to Oregon.  Therefore, the money from student rent payers will
cycle through our economy.  This is important, because many other apartment complexes,
some under construction now, are being put in by out of town, out of state, out of region
entities.  Up to 2/3rds of the rental revenue of these apartments will be immediately
transferred out of state.  This project will retain the revenue locally for several more turns
comparatively and thus have a much greater positive impact to us. 

EX
H

IB
IT

 J
 - 

22



It doesn’t make sense for students to come all around the world, spend their money in
Corvallis, only to have it go directly out of state. 

Bottom line: we need responsible, well-planned student housing.  And entities that tap into
the millions of dollars students spend outside of the classrooms should stay local as much
as possible.  This project fits the bill.  I hope our city takes a positive look at this one! 

I will be out of town for the hearing, but please consider this letter as my support of the
project.  Whatever we decide, thank you for your efforts to plan how our city responsibly
moves forward.

Sincerely,

Lester Oehler

EX
H

IB
IT

 J
 - 

23



EX
H

IB
IT

 J
 - 

24



From: Rich_Carone
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Apartments
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 3:34:02 PM

Please accept this email as testimony in favor of the proposed Harrison Street Apartments. I will
not be able to make the February 1 public hearing.
 
As a downtown rental owner, I have lately have had requests from students pleading with me to
rent to them and worried about not being able to go to school due to lack of rental housing.  I
strongly support walking-distance housing for OSU, rather than forcing them to commute by car
each day (as I did as a student here). This project appears to have answered the parking concerns,
which was my biggest problem with it as originally proposed, and the 4 proposed variances all
appear to me to be very reasonable and proper.
 
 
Richard A Carone
CEO
Korvis Automation
541-740-8492
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From: Todd & Susan Brown
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Blvd. Apartments
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 5:37:51 PM

To the Members of the Corvallis Planning Commission:

My husband and I have lived in our College Hill home for over 36 years now.
I am retired from OSU, after working there for 30 years.  We have always
loved being a part of the OSU community.  However, I believe you are aware
that the recent sudden increase in OSU students has brought dramatic
changes, many of which are negative,  to our neighborhood.

I am aware of the need for increased student housing at this time, and I
appreciate the changes the contractor has made to their original proposal,
some in response to our neighborhood concerns.

It looks like a worthy project, but I still don't believe it is the right
project for this location.  I continue to have concerns about the population
density, lack off parking to match the building occupancy, the noise that
may arise with a "roof garden", (when the builders said in the first
hearing, they had not put in balconies for that reason),  and  the height
and design of the building which still is not consistent with the historic
neighborhoods that surround it.  I  have attended our College Hill West
neighborhood association meeting and support the written and verbal
testimony they will present.

I appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Susan  J. Brown
107 NW 31st St.
Corvallis, Oregon 97330

EX
H

IB
IT

 J
 - 

26



From: Barb and Lynn Ketchum
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Testimony, Harrison Street Apartments
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 5:11:42 PM

Dear Planning Commission Members,

In December my husband and I provided written testimony opposing the 
proposed application of the Harrison Street Apartments. We agree that 
there is a need for additional affordable housing close to campus, 
however we are still concerned with the scale of this project. At four 
stories it will be one of the tallest buildings in the vicinity, if 
not the tallest.

We are also concerned with the contemporary architecture of the 
structure and its incompatibility with neighboring properties. It will 
be surrounded on all four sides by older buildings. Although the 
complex will not be in an historic district, it will be adjacent to 
one...College Hill. The developers made an effort w/ respect to 
construction by changing from a metal roof to asphalt composite and 
from vertical siding to horizontal. This certainly helps, but it isn't 
enough to make the building compatible.

In the revised proposal the developers provided additional parking 
spaces (197), which is good, but the fear of more cars on already 
crowded neighborhood streets remains an issue. With 279 bedrooms it is 
almost certain that there will be more than 197 cars associated w/ 
this complex.

My last comment has to do with the roof-top garden/open space (or as 
some call it, the "party deck.") We don't believe that this is the 
best approach for meeting the open space requirement. It will bring 
additional noise to the neighborhood and at a higher level (four 
stories) will probably carry farther with no buffers like landscape or 
other buildings. And, there also may be a safety concern for those 
using this space.

This is a good location for an appropriate complex, a complex that is 
smaller in scale and one that complements its surroundings. We urge 
the developers and the hospital to consider an apartment building that 
is more compatible to the neighborhood and the community as a whole.

Thank you.
Barb Ketchum
234 NW 30th St.
Corvallis, OR
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Testimony�regarding�the�site�at�2750�NW�Harrison�Boulevard,�Corvallis�

Dec.�15,�2011�

I�have�thus�far�kept�my�thoughts�to�myself,�as�I�work�at�Good�Samaritan�Regional�Medical�Center,�but�
after�hearing�most�of�the�public�testimony�last�night�at�the�public�hearing,�I�feel�compelled�to�offer�a�
different�viewpoint�than�those�of�the�home�owners�that�live�in�the�adjacent�neighborhoods.�

The�concerns�of�these�vocal,�inspired�constituents�are�valid�and�important.�Meanwhile,�the�concerns�of�
the�larger�population�of�the�city�of�Corvallis�are�also�very�important�and�should�be�considered�as�
significant�factors�in�these�deliberations.��

I�am�in�support�of�the�proposed�development�and�believe�it�will�be�good�for�Corvallis�because�of�the�
following�reasons:�

� The�student�population�has�grown�and�will�continue�to�grow.�Corvallis�has�no�more�room�to�
house�students.�How�do�we�as�a�city�plan�to�address�this�issue?�Where�do�we�propose�they�be�
housed?�Shall�we�house�them�on�the�outskirts�and�have�them�all�drive�to�school�each�day?�High�
density�housing�close�to�campus�is�a�solution�that�allows�for�the�least�use�of�cars,�impacting�
traffic�and�parking�issues�all�over�Corvallis�–�not�just�in�the�adjacent�neighborhoods.�

� Keeping�the�student�population�close�to�campus�and�close�to�downtown�will�also�serve�to�
bolster�the�economy�of�our�downtown�core.�

� High�density�housing�close�to�campus�will�absorb�part�of�this�growing�student�population,�
therefore�taking�some�of�the�pressure�off�of�the�rental�and�housing�market�in�the�rest�of�
Corvallis.�As�a�wage�earner�who�has�been�unable�to�find�affordable�housing�in�Corvallis,�this�is�
very�important�to�me.�We�need�to�support�projects�like�this�if�there�is�to�be�any�hope�of�
affordable�housing�throughout�our�community.��

� Without�high�density�housing�close�to�campus,�rental�homes�across�Corvallis�will�continue�to�be�
overfilled,�affecting�the�quality�of�life�for�residents�all�around�the�city.�More�homes�will�convert�
to�rentals�with�the�market�demand,�and�the�young�families�absent�yet�so�often�cited�in�last�
night’s�testimony�will�continue�to�move�out�of�Corvallis�–�to�Philomath,�Albany,�etc.�Wherever�
they�can�find�more�affordable�housing.�Meanwhile�many�of�these�people�will�be�compelled�to�
commute�to�Corvallis�for�work,�etc.�So,�we�will�get�to�absorb�the�traffic,�parking,�etc.�but�we�will�
not�benefit�from�their�tax�dollars.�Their�children�will�not�be�filling�our�schools.��

� The�proposed�development�offers�a�deliberately�planned�environment�that�will�support�
sustainable�lifestyles�for�those�who�live�there.�Human�health�and�human�impact�are�directly�
influenced�by�the�environment�in�which�people�live.�I�feel�we�are�lucky�this�particular�developer�
wants�to�build�at�that�site.�Another�developer�could�build�something�on�the�site�without�having�
to�go�through�this�process,�and�build�something�that�would�be�much�less�beneficial�to�the�
surrounding�neighborhoods,�and�Corvallis�as�a�whole.�

Most�of�those�who�spoke�at�the�public�hearing,�and�many�who�have�provided�public�testimony�are�
older,�established�homeowners�who�want�to�protect�their�investments�and�who�are�resistant�to�change�
in�their�environment.�What�about�the�rest�of�us?�What�about�the�young�families�who�need�to�see�some�
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relief�in�the�housing�market�if�we�are�to�stay�here�long�term?�Make�this�our�home?�Raise�our�families�
here?�

As�our�public�schools�experience�declining�student�populations,�as�our�downtown�struggles�to�stay�
vibrant,�as�OSU�continues�to�grow�to�the�benefit�and�detriment�of�the�city�as�a�whole,�please�make�
decisions�that�will�benefit�the�whole�of�Corvallis�and�support�the�kind�of�city�wide�demographics�and�
environment�envisioned�in�the�Corvallis�20/20�Vision�Statement.�Please�take�the�long�view�and�consider�
the�well�being�of�all�of�Corvallis�current�and�future�residents,�not�just�the�concerns�of�established�
neighbors�of�the�project.�

Thank�you�for�your�time�and�for�considering�my�testimony.��

Jennifer�Nitson�
Resident,�parent,�active�community�volunteer,�graduate�of�Leadership�Corvallis�
1651�NW�Taylor�Ave.,�Corvallis,�Ore.�
971�678�3763�
�
�
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From: Jennifer Nitson
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Fwd: Comment on Harrison St. site
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 11:29:28 AM
Attachments: Testimony regarding the site at 2750 NW Harrison Boulevard.doc

Resending this in case testimony is still open.

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jennifer Nitson <jnitson@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, 22 Dec 2011 10:00:45 -0800
Subject: Comment on Harrison St. site
To: robert.richardson@ci.corvallis.or.us

Please find the attached comment regarding the Harrison St. site. Thanks.
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Testimony�regarding�the�site�at�2750�NW�Harrison�Boulevard,�Corvallis�

Dec.�15,�2011�

I�have�thus�far�kept�my�thoughts�to�myself,�as�I�work�at�Good�Samaritan�Regional�Medical�Center,�but�
after�hearing�most�of�the�public�testimony�last�night�at�the�public�hearing,�I�feel�compelled�to�offer�a�
different�viewpoint�than�those�of�the�home�owners�that�live�in�the�adjacent�neighborhoods.�

The�concerns�of�these�vocal,�inspired�constituents�are�valid�and�important.�Meanwhile,�the�concerns�of�
the�larger�population�of�the�city�of�Corvallis�are�also�very�important�and�should�be�considered�as�
significant�factors�in�these�deliberations.��

I�am�in�support�of�the�proposed�development�and�believe�it�will�be�good�for�Corvallis�because�of�the�
following�reasons:�

� The�student�population�has�grown�and�will�continue�to�grow.�Corvallis�has�no�more�room�to�
house�students.�How�do�we�as�a�city�plan�to�address�this�issue?�Where�do�we�propose�they�be�
housed?�Shall�we�house�them�on�the�outskirts�and�have�them�all�drive�to�school�each�day?�High�
density�housing�close�to�campus�is�a�solution�that�allows�for�the�least�use�of�cars,�impacting�
traffic�and�parking�issues�all�over�Corvallis�–�not�just�in�the�adjacent�neighborhoods.�

� Keeping�the�student�population�close�to�campus�and�close�to�downtown�will�also�serve�to�
bolster�the�economy�of�our�downtown�core.�

� High�density�housing�close�to�campus�will�absorb�part�of�this�growing�student�population,�
therefore�taking�some�of�the�pressure�off�of�the�rental�and�housing�market�in�the�rest�of�
Corvallis.�As�a�wage�earner�who�has�been�unable�to�find�affordable�housing�in�Corvallis,�this�is�
very�important�to�me.�We�need�to�support�projects�like�this�if�there�is�to�be�any�hope�of�
affordable�housing�throughout�our�community.��

� Without�high�density�housing�close�to�campus,�rental�homes�across�Corvallis�will�continue�to�be�
overfilled,�affecting�the�quality�of�life�for�residents�all�around�the�city.�More�homes�will�convert�
to�rentals�with�the�market�demand,�and�the�young�families�absent�yet�so�often�cited�in�last�
night’s�testimony�will�continue�to�move�out�of�Corvallis�–�to�Philomath,�Albany,�etc.�Wherever�
they�can�find�more�affordable�housing.�Meanwhile�many�of�these�people�will�be�compelled�to�
commute�to�Corvallis�for�work,�etc.�So,�we�will�get�to�absorb�the�traffic,�parking,�etc.�but�we�will�
not�benefit�from�their�tax�dollars.�Their�children�will�not�be�filling�our�schools.��

� The�proposed�development�offers�a�deliberately�planned�environment�that�will�support�
sustainable�lifestyles�for�those�who�live�there.�Human�health�and�human�impact�are�directly�
influenced�by�the�environment�in�which�people�live.�I�feel�we�are�lucky�this�particular�developer�
wants�to�build�at�that�site.�Another�developer�could�build�something�on�the�site�without�having�
to�go�through�this�process,�and�build�something�that�would�be�much�less�beneficial�to�the�
surrounding�neighborhoods,�and�Corvallis�as�a�whole.�

Most�of�those�who�spoke�at�the�public�hearing,�and�many�who�have�provided�public�testimony�are�
older,�established�homeowners�who�want�to�protect�their�investments�and�who�are�resistant�to�change�
in�their�environment.�What�about�the�rest�of�us?�What�about�the�young�families�who�need�to�see�some�
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relief�in�the�housing�market�if�we�are�to�stay�here�long�term?�Make�this�our�home?�Raise�our�families�
here?�

As�our�public�schools�experience�declining�student�populations,�as�our�downtown�struggles�to�stay�
vibrant,�as�OSU�continues�to�grow�to�the�benefit�and�detriment�of�the�city�as�a�whole,�please�make�
decisions�that�will�benefit�the�whole�of�Corvallis�and�support�the�kind�of�city�wide�demographics�and�
environment�envisioned�in�the�Corvallis�20/20�Vision�Statement.�Please�take�the�long�view�and�consider�
the�well�being�of�all�of�Corvallis�current�and�future�residents,�not�just�the�concerns�of�established�
neighbors�of�the�project.�

Thank�you�for�your�time�and�for�considering�my�testimony.��

Jennifer�Nitson�
Resident,�parent,�active�community�volunteer,�graduate�of�Leadership�Corvallis�
1651�NW�Taylor�Ave.,�Corvallis,�Ore.�
971�678�3763�
�
�
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February 1, 2012 
 
City of Corvallis, 
Planning Division 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339 
 
Dear Mr. Richardson: 
 
I am writing this letter in support of the work of Ms. Anyeley Halova and Mr. Tom Cody and 
their team at Project Ecological Development based on my experience for over a year leasing 
many apartments for participants in the programs I develop and direct here at the University of 
Oregon. 
 
Our participants are students, teachers and scholars from more than 20 countries, many on 
Fulbright and other US Department of State funded programs. Their reports of their experiences 
at Courtside Apartments have been extremely positive. My own experience matches theirs. 
 
The onsite management team has always managed the response to noise or any other problem I 
have asked them to deal with both speedily and effectively. The features, including the common 
areas and green design, the service of the WE Car, and housing that looks and feels part of the 
local community, serving both students and local residents, make them a welcome alternative to 
campus housing, which at UO is at capacity. 
 
I have been extremely pleased with housing our participants at Courtside Apartments in Eugene 
and only wish there were more vacancies for our expanding programs.  
 
Feel free to contact me if I can provide further comments about Courtside owners and 
management. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jill Cargile 
Director of Special Programs 
American English Institute 
Department of Linguistics 
107 Pacific Hall 
5212 University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 97403-5212 
T (541) 346-3945  F (541) 346-3917 
 jcargile@uoregon.edu 
http://aei.uoregon.edu 
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From: Sandy&Jack Smith/Wolcott
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Testimony for Planning Commission meeting today Feb 1 2012
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 1:14:40 PM

Hello Bob,

I support the testimony that the College Hill Neighborhood Association is presenting tonight at the
meeting for the proposed Harrison Blvd. Apartments.

Specifically for myself: even with the proposed parking changes, there will be a problem in my
neighborhood and the surrounding neighborhoods. There is not, and never will be enough parking for
this development based on the plans proposed. We already have to do tandem parking in our little
driveway, even though we are permitted for 2 cars on the street. The only time we can park on the
street is when OSU is not in session. 

Respectfully,
Sandy Smith
2700 NW Arnold Way
Corvallis, Or. 97330   
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To:� City�Planning�Commission�
From:� Kelly�Amsberry,�235�NW�31st�St.�
Date:� February�1,�2012�
Re:�� Proposed�Harrison�Apartment�Development�
�

TESTIMONY�IN�OPPOSITION�

As�I�stated�in�my�testimony�at�the�last�Planning�Commission�meeting�on�Dec.�14,�I�approve�of�
construction�of�housing�units�at�the�site�of�the�old�hospital.��This�area�is�an�excellent�location�for�
students�attending�OSU�as�well�as�others�interested�in�living�close�to�campus.��And�it�would�be�
wonderful�to�see�new�residents�in�an�area�that�has�long�been�vacant!�

However,�even�after�the�developer’s�current�revisions,�I�do�not�approve�of�the�Harrison�Apartments�as�
proposed.��The�complex�still�has�far�too�many�units,�is�too�large�and�bulky�of�a�structure,�has�an�ultra�
modern�style�architecture�that�is�not�consistent�with�adjacent�properties,�is�suitable�for�only�one�small�
segment�of�our�community�and�still�does�not�adequately�address�parking�and�traffic�issues.��Although�
Skybox�and�similar�developments�in�Eugene�are�popular�with�students�and�provide�many�positive�
elements�(LEEDS�certification,�plentiful�bicycle�parking,�supervision�for�students,�etc.),�this�“dormitory”�
type�of�development�is�not�appropriate�for�a�location�adjacent�to�a�neighborhood�of�owner�occupied�
single�family�homes.��

Although�I�have�not�been�able�to�review�all�of�the�details�of�the�revised�proposal,�I�am�familiar�with�the�
testimony�being�presented�by�Gary�Angelo�on�behalf�of�the�College�Hill�Neighborhood�Association.�I�
wholeheartedly�support�his�testimony,�and�hope�that�the�Planning�Commission�will�think�carefully�about�
the�long�term�ramifications�of�approving�the�variances�needed�for�the�proposed�apartment�complex.��

And�I�can’t�help�but�add�a�comment�about�the�developer’s�inclusion�of�a�rooftop�garden�(outdoor�party�
room?)�in�the�revised�plans�as�a�venue�for�increasing�outdoor�common�space.�Although�this�revision�
does�create�additional�space,�it�certainly�appears�to�create�more�problems�than�it�solves!��The�proposed�
structure�is�now�even�more�ridiculously�incongruous�with�neighboring�properties,�and�rooftop�activities�
are�likely�to�increase�excess�noise�and�light�pollution�and�create�safety�issues.���

�
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City of Corvallis Planing Commission

Harrison Apartments

February 1, 2012 Testimony

You would not consider rendering thoughtful planning decisions without the benefit of the

Comprehensive Plan for guidance.  Yet the Historic Resources Commission (HRC) must render

decisions regarding historic resources in Corvallis – like the Good Samaritan Hospital – without the

benefit of any planning document to guide them.  This handicaps the HRC's work, and consequently –

as evidenced by this evening's Harrison Apartments application – your own.  I urge you in the strongest

possible manner to support the efforts of HRC Commissioners to develop a comprehensive Corvallis

Historic Preservation Plan to benefit their own decision-making as well as those of the Planning

Commission.

The only reason the Historic Preservation considerations of the LDC Chapter 2.9 do not apply to this

application is administrative failure.  The original Good Samaritan Hospital was surveyed and

determined to be an honorable element of Corvallis' historic legacy worthy of conservation.  Under our

LDC, the survey and its findings are insufficient to qualify a resource as an LDC Designated Historic

Resource.  Only Designated Historic Resources are eligible for consideration under the Historic

Preservation Provisions of the LDC.  It is the designation that drives the decision-making criteria

irrespective of the quality of the resource, its importance to the community, or whether the state of

Oregon surveyed the property.

Many of Corvallis' surveyed resources are not designated.  Many more historic resources are not

surveyed.  A great many of both groups merit conservation, protection, and celebration.  Instead,

nothing occurs administratively to safeguard these elements of our built landscape and shared heritage. 

And while budget concerns are always the administrative excuse for shirking this responsibility, the

excuse is misleading.

I successfully nominated Corvallis to the Preserve America program that provided funding for historic

preservation planning and way-finding, among other activities.  Those grant funds were available to the

City of Corvallis from 2008 to 2011, but have now evaporated in constrained federal budgeting.  The

city administration threw that money – and the historic preservation plan it could have funded – away. 

Appreciating and understanding municipal budgeting shortfalls, volunteers have repeatedly offered to

prepare components of a quality plan for the HRC.  Volunteers continue to offer to conduct on the

street surveys – the most labor intensive part of a plan – as a service.  The staff response remains

negative.  By design or default, your work this evening is complicated by administrative decisions

repeatedly  ignore the role of historic resources in economic, environmental, and social sustainability. 

Corvallis is sacrificing its sense of place, our single best economic recruitment advantage, to lack of

understanding or misguided opposition.

The current heated community conflict between neighborhoods and student housing is an unintended

consequence of an administrative decision – by design or default – to ignore the value of Corvallis

historic resources as a significant contributor to community livability.  Conserve livable, sustainable

neighborhoods.  Develop of a Corvallis Historic Preservation Plan.

Thank you for your kind consideration.
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BA Beierle

Why develop a proactive historic preservation plan?  A historic preservation plan will:

• Take advantage of opportunities as they appear, especially funding ones;

• Establish priorities coolly before issues arise (unfortunately we've waited too long on this!);

• Define ahead of time what is important, so there are no surprises for either developers or

citizens;

• Provide an efficient and logical context to expedite decision-making, and

• Prudently use staff and volunteer time and city funds.

Why Preserve?

Historic preservation activities promote economic, environmental, and social sustainability.

Economic sustainability:  Encouraging reinvestment in existing neighborhoods, communities, and the

local economy.

• Rehabilitation invests in existing built structures, creates jobs that cannot outsourced, and

increases the tax base;

• A sound preservation program also invigorates downtown by restoring and restructuring

downtown market opportunities;

• Cultural heritage tourism attract visitors who travel more frequently, stay longer, and spend

more than other groups.

Environmental sustainability:  Recycling on a grand scale.  According to the EPS, US greenhouse

gases are composed:

• 27% transportation, and

• 48% construction and operation of buildings.

We cannot build our way out of climate warming; we must conserve.  Reusing adaptable existing

structures is a practical strategy to reduce our carbon and energy footprints.

Social sustainability:  Protecting and celebrating the social and cultural resources that define us as

Americans, and ensuring that they will enrich our lives for generations to come.  Historic resources:

• Define the character of the community and our shared identity;

• Create a unique sense of place;

• Address an unspoken need for shared territory, a setting for community and belonging.

Why now when the economy is weak?

Many cities have found that historic preservation is one of the few bright spots when the rest of the

local economy is in the doldrums.

• The vast majority of preservation projects are modest in scale, so they remain affordable when

large new construction projects are not;

• Preservation projects – particularly those involving less than a complete renovation – are more

feasible for a property owner during difficult financial times;

• Preservation jobs cannot be outsourced because they are place specific;

• Local labor and suppliers receive a much larger share of the total expenditure than they do for

new construction projects, so dollar-for-dollar preservation has a more positive local economic impact.

Considering current economics, this is an ideal time for Corvallis to develop a Historic Preservation

Plan.
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From: Anne Nolin
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Please deny the revised application for the proposed Harrison Blvd Apartments
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 1:38:12 PM

Dear Mr. Richardson and members of the Corvallis Planning Commission,

I strongly urge you to deny the revised application for the proposed Harrison Blvd 
Apartments. I urge this on the basis of the following points:

The scale of the proposed buildings is much to large for the neighborhood
The style of the proposed buildings is much too urban and does not fit in with the 
existing neighborhood (especially with the adjacent historic College Hill 
neighborhood).
The proposed 8200+ sq ft. party deck does not meet the spirit (or letter) of common 
green space.
The proposed 8200+ sq ft. party deck must be enclosed for safety reasons and 
therefore does not constitute open space.
The proposed 8200+ sq ft. party deck will cause noise problems and light pollution. 
The proposed stormwater runoff approach will not meet EPA Phase II requirements 
and the waiver should not be granted for this. 

Thank you and I look forward to a productive meeting tonight.

Regards,
Anne Nolin
Resident, College Hill Neighborhood
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From: Moore, Kathleen Dean
To: Richardson, Robert
Cc: Moore, Kathleen Dean
Subject: Against Harrison St apartments
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 1:42:59 PM

We are opposed to the Harrison St Apartments. The increase in density would be the "last straw" to
break the already fragile and overloaded transportation systems. And by bringing in scores of renters
(who are transient and "uninvested" by definition), the apartments would make it even harder -- maybe
finally impossible -- for neighbors to protect the stability and deep caring that have nourished highly
livable neighborhoods.

We continue to believe that if the university plans to profit from growing the number of students, it
should shoulder the costs. Blithely externalizing them on the neighbors is outrageous.

Frank and Kathleen Moore

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Stillger/Mills
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: testimony for tonight"s Planning Commission meeting
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 1:55:04 PM

Dear Members of the Corvallis Planning Commission:

As a resident of the College Hill neighborhood, I favor the development of student housing at the site
of the old Corvallis General Hospital.  I believe that such a development can be appropriate to the site,
as long as it meets certain criteria.  After reviewing the Project proposal, I find it to be sorely lacking in
the following areas:

Neighborhood Compatibility:

The existing structures that surround the proposed site are a mixture of one and two family homes,
apartments, and fraternities and sororities.  The massiveness of the proposed structures will dwarf
them all.  In addition, the proposed structures are extremely unattractive, devoid of any visual appeal. 
The design suggests fortress walls with windows thrown in out of necessity.  Nothing in it remotely
resembles anything that currently exists in the neighborhood.

Parking:

The developers have increased the number of parking spaces to 197.   While this is appreciated, it still
falls short of the probability that, with 279 bedrooms, there will most likely be a need for 279 parking
spaces.  This is small town America, not a bustling metropolis with varied transportation options.  Short
of the Greyhound bus, Corvallis offers no inter-city transportation.  This fact lends itself to the
unfortunate reality that most OSU students bring their cars to Corvallis.  These cars must be parked
somewhere.

Green Space:

Roof top green space may fulfill  code requirements, but it does not offer the street-level pedestrian any
advantages.  Nor does it do anything to soften the harsh façade of the proposed buildings.  In addition,
while the developers cited resident safety as a reason to eliminate balconies, similar safety concerns
should be considered for any resident access to the roof.

I fear that approval of the Harrison Apartments as they are proposed will be a decision all of Corvallis
will regret for decades.  I urge you to deny the application as it stands and to demand something that
we can all live with: a development that is smaller, attractive, and compatible with existing
neighborhoods.  Thank you for your efforts to make Corvallis a pleasant home for all of us, students
and non-students alike.

Sincerely,

Christine Stillger
249 NW 31st Street
Corvallis
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From: halesm@onid.orst.edu
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Apartments
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 3:04:04 PM

Dear Mr. Richardson,

        My name is Michael Hales and I am the President of Sigma Alpha 
Epsilon fraternity. As an OSU student, Corvallis resident, and 
neighbor to the proposed Harrison Apartments site, I would like to 
express my support of this project. Living in close proximity to the 
project site, I have a clear understanding of the potential issues 
that could arise due to increased traffic and population in this area. 
However, after reviewing the project summary and discussing it with 
the other members of my fraternity, I believe that this would be 
beneficial not only to OSU and its students, but also the community of 
Corvallis.
        The proposed apartments will help satisfy an ever-increasing need for 
community housing, as well as benefit the local economy. The building 
is targeting LEED certification, which complements the Corvallis 
culture of environmental consciousness. I do not believe there is any 
reason why this project should not be approved.

Thank you for your time,

Michael Hales
President
Sigma Alpha Epsilon
(541)310-9513
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From: Moursund, D. Andrew (Andy)
To: Richardson, Robert
Cc: Gary Angelo; Stone-Moursund, Mary
Subject: Please REJECT the Proposed application for the Harrison Blvd. Apartments
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 2:26:40 PM
Importance: High

Dear Sir,

I want to urge the Planning Commission to not approve the revised proposed application
for the Harrison Blvd. Apartment.

Some of my concerns:
The proposed apartments would not fit in architecturally with the size and style of
surrounding (historical) residential housing
Parking and vehicle traffic in and around the proposed apartments would have a
significant negative impact on nearby residents.  There are MANY more proposed
bedrooms than proposed parking spaces, and the residents in each unit will NOT
be family members sharing a car, but will be unrelated students, and the vast
majority will own vehicles.
High-density student housing will result in annual “Summer cast-offs” of unwanted
trash and furniture, ending up in  the surrounding neighborhoods
Out of the hundreds of student occupants, many will drink, and be loud at night,
and swear… and this proposed apartment is right across the street from families
with children.
Whether or not the lease agreement stipulates only one occupant per bedroom, this
will not be strictly enforced.  Many occupants will “sub-let” to share rental costs, and
this will exacerbate the parking and other problems.
This very tall building will block needed sunlight from the (across the street to the
North) Zion Lutheran church, at the time of year when the sunlight is most needed. 
Ice on shaded streets, sidewalks and parking lots will not melt, increasing risks of
accidents.

In general, this proposal would lead to the developers and owners reaping big rewards,
and surrounding residents paying the price in many ways.  Most of the proposed (short-
term/transitory student) occupants simply won’t care about their impact on the community. 
 They will move in, live there harshly for a year or two, and move out… in successive
waves that will splash all over their neighbors.

Thank you for giving this your consideration.

D. Andrew Moursund
2731 NW Arnold Way
Corvallis, OR 97330
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From: sherrijohnson717@comcast.net
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Street apts - parking
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 2:24:32 PM

Dear Bob Richardson and Corvallis Planning Commission,

I am writing about provide testimony on modifications to Harrison Street Apt plans.

I strongly feel that any housing near the University should require one parking space
per bedroom in the planning. If a family or non-driver ends up occupying an apt or
house near the univ, and has extra parking slots allocated for them, they can sublet
the parking spot. But most residents and students have cars and Harrison Street
Apts needs to plan for one parking spot per bedroom. 

Even if parking districts are created, residents of this apt complex will dominate the
street parking for blocks around, unless they provide onsite parking.

I also feel that creating new housing that would potentially be used by all types of
community members is important. Corvallis should not be allowing variances for the
large number of new projects that are designed for only students.

thank you
Sherri Johnson
717 NW 33rd
Corvallis

-------------------------------------------------
From Sherri Johnson

email: sherrijohnson717@comcast.net
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From: Sandy&Jack Smith/Wolcott
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Blvd. Apartment letter
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 3:56:31 PM
Importance: High

Two blocks from “all the action” Part 3

My wife & I live on the corners of Arnold Way, 27th street and Van Buren – a very
busy spot.  No matter how the Harrison Blvd. Apartments are presented, the traffic
on Arnold Way is going to increase significantly and the parking is going to get
worse.  This is not an isolated incident – the other major developments will also dump
traffic down onto Arnold Way.  I appreciate the changes the HBA developers have
made, but can they guarantee to us that their “provisions” for parking, noise, and
general livability will not diminish over time or different owners?  Will they accept
direct personal responsibility for their actions?  They will make their profit now, will
they still be here when things age and start to change?  We will be here, please make
them accountable also.  Or at least consider the effects of your actions carefully.

I am unable to attend tonight’s meeting, but have not wavered in my concerns for my
Neighborhood (College Hill) that this proposed project threatens.  We are permanent
residents who have personally invested in our homes and are depending on this
Commission to guarantee that any project that you approve does not adversely affect
our safety or quality of life.  The developers may have added a little more parking, but
they also increased the number of tenants to boost their profits.  Can they guarantee
that the number of parking spots will NEVER be reduced?

Just to be clear, I fully support the CHNA position to urge the Planning Commission
to not approve the revised proposed application for the Harrison Blvd. Apartments
presented by Gary Angelo.

I know change (and more students) are coming, I just believe the ones making the
profit should be the ones to pay for it – not the permanent residents.  Until the traffic
problems are resolved on Arnold Way and a better resolution for parking is found, this
is not the time dramatically overload us with more cars.  We need a comprehensive
plan first, not after the problems are intensified and the profit is sent out of town!

Thank You for your consideration

Jack Wolcott
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2700 nw Arnold Way

Corvallis
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COLLEGE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
 Gary Angelo, President (753-5789);  Mike Middleton, Vice President (738-0827); 

 Cindy Paden, Secretary (752-8247);   Mark Giordono, Treasurer, (753-4479) 

To: City of Corvallis Planning Commission  
From: Gary Angelo, CHNA President 

143 NW 28th Street  
Corvallis, OR  97330 

Date: February 1, 2012 
Re:  Proposed Harrison Apartments Development (PDL011-00004 & SUB11-00001) 

Dear Planning Commission Members: 

Our College Hill Neighborhood Association (CHNA) recently held a meeting to discuss 
the revised proposed Harrison Apartment Development that has been submitted for your 
approval.  This letter is offered on behalf of the CHNA members and reflects the 
attending as well as numerous absent members’ wishes again requesting that the Planning 
Commission not approve the proposed development as it is.  This letter will explain the 
reasons for that decision. 

CHNA recognizes that the Project development team has made some significant changes 
in their revisions to the proposed plan, some of which should be highlighted.  These 
include the increase in the size and number of the parking stalls and the below-grade 
parking structure, the reduced percentage of compact spaces to 40%, the improved 
setbacks to meet Code, the replacement of the raised-seam metal roof with composite 
shingle, and the shifting of the vertical siding to the horizontal.  We also appreciated to 
reach-out of the Project team to CHNA officer representatives to discuss the proposal 
with revisions, which was a cordial meeting.  We agreed to keep our lines of 
communication open.  And, we agreed to disagree on some important issues for the 
neighborhood.

In our discussion with the Project team, we acknowledged that there are confluences of 
forces that are driving us into inevitable conflicting priorities.  The primary driver is the 
recent rapid expansion of the university student population that has reduced available 
housing in the community to all-time lows.  Another driver is the reality that the vast 
majority of students bring their own cars to Corvallis, since we are a community far away 
from large metro and recreational amenities without easy transportation opportunities.
Additionally, the high-density RS-20 zoning directly adjacent to long-standing, historic 
neighborhoods, coupled with the high cost of student housing puts added pressure on the 
ability of such neighborhoods to maintain their unique character. 

CHNA continues to hold the expectation that the City will not only follow the Land 
Development Code, but also the Comprehensive Plan and Corvallis Vision 2020. In the 
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process of going through the specifics of this proposal, it becomes evident that there are 
serious disconnects between the Vision 2020, the Comprehensive Plan, and the LDC.  
Unfortunately, this is not the appropriate forum to detail out and discuss those 
disconnects. CHNA sees that what is at stake here is the lasting integrity of one of the 
few remaining intact traditional neighborhoods in the city core—a feature specifically 
highlighted needing protection in the Vision 2020 document. The Heart of the Valley site 
is directly abutting a national historic district, as well as historic fraternity and sorority 
houses and numerous older homes to the north.  This property continues to represent an 
opportunity to live up to the vision of developing multi-family, long-term residences in 
an open and pleasing manner, consistent with the look and feel of the surrounding 
historic neighborhoods.

Planned Development Application for RS-20 Property

As mentioned in earlier testimony, the homes in the Historic District were primarily built 
in the early 20th century and remain a very valuable asset of the City.  Development at the 
Good Samaritan Hospital site needs to be of a scale, design, and use that is compatible 
with this adjacent historic neighborhood (LDC 2.5.40.04; Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, 
Article 9).  CHNA, which represents the owners of the historic homes with which 
compatibility is being measured, does not see the proposed buildings as meeting this test. 

The revised proposed development of a four-story, 90-unit, 279-bed dormitory, with a 
118-yard long building fronting Harrison Blvd. is greatly out of scale with the nearby 
neighborhoods.  It represents 43.3 units/acre, which more that doubles the minimum 
required for RS-20 zoning.  There is no requirement for the Commission to grant any of 
the five variances proposed on a property site that is flat, is not on a hillside, has no 
riparian issues, and is suitable for reasonably sized multi-family developments housing 
many fewer units.  The Land Development Code and Comprehensive Plan are there to 
properly manage the scale, compatibility, safety, and utility of planned developments, 
and the current circumstances do not warrant waiving the requirements when there are 
plenty of alternatives.

Comments on Requested Variances

As a general comment, the applicant in some cases (e.g., Off-Street Parking) uses 
mitigation factors that are merely “property management” factors  (e.g., We-Car, 
Resident Managers), which should not be considered as mitigation since they are 
unrelated to the actual physical development.  Such management factors can change 
frequently, especially if there are future ownership changes. With that in mind, however, 
below are some of the highlights of the CHNA comments regarding the revised proposal. 

1) Parking:

In making revisions to the proposal, the applicant has brought its parking space widths in 
line with Corvallis standards, proposed a below-grade parking garage, eliminated tandem 
parking, and waived the allowances for reduced parking requirements for covered bicycle 
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parking space provided and access to bus transit lines. All of these measures are greatly 
appreciated and will reduce the likelihood of tenants not using the previously proposed 
narrow parking stalls.

However, with the increase of nine bedrooms, there will only be a net increase of nine 
parking spaces from the earlier Option A, leaving at least 82 vehicles without a parking 
spaces.  This will mean 82 added vehicles looking for a place to park in already over-
committed neighborhoods.  The Wilson Woods developer has publicly described his 
development that will likely add 75 more vehicles without parking spaces. These 
shortfalls will exacerbate an already almost intractable problem lacking an immediate 
solution. One obvious contributing solution to this over-subscription in the near term 
would be to scale back the number of bedrooms in this proposed development. As for the 
requested variance for the 5-foot landscaping buffer requirement from (LDC 4.2.40.a), a 
substantially reduced-scale development might obviate the need for it.  

2) Scale of the Proposed Development

It is the scale of the project that is driving the need to request the waiver of the solar 
access requirement (LDC 4.6.30), when other suitable and compatible development could 
also be built on the proposed site.  The variance request for a waiver of solar protection 
requirements for the church and residences across Harrison Blvd., if granted, will subject 
those properties to increased shading in the fall and winter months.  The mitigating 
factors cited include the targeting of LEED certification and energy savings of this 
development.  However, why should the owners of the properties across Harrison Blvd. 
be limited in their own solar energy initiatives?  Have they agreed to this?  The applicant 
also uses as a mitigating factor the shape of the property (LDC 4.6.60.c). We disagree 
with this as mitigation, as the flat, non-riparian site could easily fit lower-height buildings 
and rearrangements of smaller buildings.  Opting for the higher density and scale is a 
matter of design choice by the developer, not design necessity.   

The scale and density of the development is also driving the need to pursue a 
questionable alternative on the amount and placement of Open Common Space.  The 
revised proposal has placed 8240sf of Common Space on the rooftop of the north 
building.  This is questionable, since there appears to be a conflict with the Compatibility 
Factors listed in LDC 2.5.40.04 as review criteria for Major Modifications to Planned 
Development Overlays.  The relevant criteria are (a.4) Noise Attenuation and (a.6) 
Lighting.  Given that this development is targeting student tenants, it is highly likely that 
parties during the day and night would occur on the proposed rooftop.  Noise, amplified 
or not, would be broadcast across the adjacent neighborhoods.  Such gathering places at 
night likely would require bright lighting for safety and visibility purposes, bathing 
nearby homes in undesired light. Also, no mention is made as to what designed-in safety 
measures for this rooftop Common Space would be provided to ensure tenants’ protection 
from falls.  CHNA disagrees that this is an appropriate placement for Open Common 
Space.
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Scale is also influencing the need for the Storm Water Detention Facilities variance 
requested (LDC 4.0.130.b.1).  While the proposed mitigation factors include the use of 
pervious pavement for 21,600sf of ground coverage, it is uncertain as to the selection, 
durability, and required maintenance of such pavement to be used.  If approved, the 
specific materials to be used, along with expected longevity, reliability, and maintenance, 
should be a condition of approval, since any potential future failure of the pavement 
could add to existing issues with storm water drainage for the City. Additionally, any 
coverage of open ground for water infiltration is by definition suboptimal, since any 
pervious nature of coverage materials would have to drain into the same underlying soil. 

3) Compatibility with Historic Neighborhood

As cited in previous testimony, the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, in section 9.2. states 
that “City land use decisions shall protect and maintain neighborhood characteristics (as 
defined in 9.2.5) in existing residential areas” (9.2.1) and “In new development, City land 
use actions shall promote neighborhood characteristics (as defined in 9.2.5) that are 
appropriate to the site and area” (9.2.2).  The Corvallis Vision 2020 states “Development 
standards have been created based on the characteristics of traditional Corvallis 
neighborhoods. These standards ensure that development and redevelopment create, 
protect, and enhance neighborhood form while facilitating the community-wide needs…” 
This proposed development is not consistent with these requirements, given its size, 
density, and abutting to a national historic district and other historic buildings, and in 
scale and design aesthetic. 

The compatibility with the adjacent neighborhoods is compromised by the scale of the 
project (e.g., four-story, 100+ yard long buildings, 82 incremental vehicles without 
parking spaces, etc.). It is also of a modern urban design that does not remotely blend into 
the architectural styles from the historic eras represented.  Maintaining the uniqueness of 
the Corvallis neighborhoods is one of the core values coming out of the Vision 2020 
statement.  New development adjoining older historic homes of traditional bungalow, 
Tudor-style, and neo-Colonial styles has an obligation to not necessarily replicate those 
styles, bit it does need to be at least complimentary and transitional.  This proposal does 
neither—and the CHNA members should know, since we purposely chose to live in 
historic homes. 

When we commented on the roofing and siding of the original design, those were to 
highlight a couple of examples of features that were indicative of incompatibility, but 
they were not intended to be comprehensive. While we are appreciative of the roofing 
and siding changes, these alone are insufficient to reflect compatibility. It is the 
placement of very large dormitory-like structures that would dwarf all other nearby 
buildings and homes-- and in a style that is urban modern surrounded by older and 
historic homes-- that would easily make this development the dominant feature of the 
neighborhood.
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In Eugene, where the sister student housing developments are already built, the 
placement of the two similar structures are in an appropriate area.  The buildings are 
bordered directly by the enormous and imposing Matthew Knight Arena; two blocks of 
graduate student housing; a large supermarket and other commercial properties; the 
University Facilities buildings; and extending south almost 30 housing lots, a highly 
mixed neighborhood of homes that appear to be primarily student rentals. Two or three 
blocks away are three large new University dormitories. This area is an appropriate 
placement for such massing, scale and development.  Here at Heart of the Valley, we are 
have a site that is surrounded by traditional neighborhoods, a national historic 
neighborhood, and historic Greek houses. While this proposed development might satisfy 
a small portion of the growing need brought on by the increased student population, it 
would be the right building in the wrong location.  It should be placed in a more suitable 
area where it does not conflict with adjacent traditional neighborhoods and does not 
exacerbate existing traffic and parking issues. 

Summary

CHNA does not feel that the applicant has adequately offered appropriate and sufficient 
mitigating factors to warrant the granting of the requested variances from the LDC Code 
and particularly the Comprehensive Plan.  It is of a scale that is outsized relative to its 
neighbors, and it could generate significant issues with the adjacent traditional and 
historic neighborhoods through increased traffic and parking issues resulting from the 
additional 82 vehicles seeking parking in nearby neighborhoods.  The proposed 
development is of a higher density and scale, which is not consistent with the City goal of 
developing compatible, multi-family, long-term residences for people of all ages.  The 
proposed development is laudably attempting to meet a portion of the increased student 
housing demand but which would be better suited to a location on or near campus that 
would not dominate the traditional neighborhoods.   

We are embarking on uncharted territory in the traditional neighborhoods to the north of 
the campus and nearing a precipice. With the continuing replacement of single-family 
homes with rowhouses and townhouses built mainly for students, the scraping of the 
Wilson Woods housing complex one block north of Harrison in preparation for another 
large high-density townhouse complex, we are on the verge of altering the character and 
charm of this historic part of Corvallis forever.  The addition of this dominant high-
density development to the momentum already underway would likely be the final push 
over that precipice. Without a more systemic planning process to deal with this 
immediate issue, Corvallis will likely be headed towards of future that was not 
considered or desired in Vision 2020. We again express our concern that this proposed 
development may be the right building but it would be in the wrong location.  We again 
strongly urge the Planning Commission to disapprove this proposed project as it 
currently stands. 

 With regards, 
Gary Angelo 
CHNA President 
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From: John Morris
To: Richardson, Robert
Cc: gcangelo@comcast.net; Mary Morris
Subject: Harrison Blvd. Apartment complex
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 4:07:50 PM

Dear Robert Richardson,

It is impossible for me to attend tonight's planning commission 
meeting.  I want to say that I am in full support of the CHNA position 
to urge the Planning Commission to not approve the revised proposed 
application for the Harrison Blvd. Apartments presented by Gary 
Angelo.  The magnitude of the proposal with the high student 
population density, combined with the large amount of cars parking so 
close to this Historic District will degrade the neighborhood, and 
work against the original purpose of designating this area as a 
Historical District.  We need to protect what's already established.  
My family and I have lived here in our home for 34 years.  Our house 
is located on the corner of Johnson and 29th Streets - 104 NW 29th 
Street.  I have experienced a significant increase in student 
population pressure over the last two years, with a lot more cars 
circulating through the streets around our home.

Thank you for allowing us to comment in this way.

John Morris

John Morris MA, LMFT
jvmorris@comcast.net
541-760-5293 - phone
541-230-1078 - fax
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From: Marilyn Henderson
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Planning Commission meeting on Harrison Apts.
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 4:13:31 PM

To Whom it May Concern:
 
I wish to reiterate my questioning of the plan for the Harrison Street Apartments. According to the
revised plan, the number of bedrooms has actually increased resulting in even more need for more
parking. More bedrooms, more people, more cars, more traffic, more congestion. Nothing in the
plans addresses these issues for an already congested area.
 
I fully support the CHNA (College Hill Neighborhood Association) position to urge the Planning
Commission to not approve the revised proposed application for the Harrison Blvd. Apartments
presented by Gary Angelo.
 
Sincerely,
Marilyn Henderson

154 NW 31st Street
Corvallis, OR 97330
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From: min.perez@comcast.net
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Street Apartments
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 4:14:54 PM

Last fall I attended a Ward 5 meeting, where the growth at OSU was the main, if not
only, topic. Citizens are concerned about the impact that the increased
student:permanent resident ratio will have on livability in Corvallis. At the meeting, the
City planner who attended agreed that, while the City cannot tell OSU to not increase
enrollment, the City can enforce our existing zoning. Zoning helps to keep livability in
line with the City's vision, and needs to be fully enforced for the Harrison Street
Apartments.

I feel very strongly about livability in the town that I had planned to grow old in, and I
feel very strongly about the poor shake the students are getting with no additional on-
campus housing to accomodate OSU's success in growth. I enjoy the mix of older
people, young families, and students in my neighborhood - my student-neighbors are
good neighbors. The only way that the City has a hope of maintaining this valuable
mix of people is to enforce code as it exists.

thank you.
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From: Cindy Paden
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Please do NOT approve the revised application for the Proposed Harrison Blvd. Apartments
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 4:18:59 PM

Dear Bob, I would like to let the Planning Commission know that I fully support the
College Hill Neighborhood Association position as presented by Gary Angelo
regarding the proposed Harrison Blvd. Apartments.  Please do not approve the
revised application for the Harrison Blvd. Apartments. 

Regards,

Cindy Paden
120 NW 28th Street
Corvallis, OR
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From: Michael Mix
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Apartments Proposal
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 4:48:45 PM

February 1, 2011
 
Robert, given the negligible changes in the revised proposal, the basic issues
remain the same.  There is simply no justification for approving the misguided
Harrison Apartments proposal that would build a student dormitory resulting
in more people, noise, cars, traffic, and congestion in a residential area.
 
I fully support the College Hill Neighborhood Association position in urging the
Planning Commission to not approve the revised proposed application for the
Harrison Apartments, which will be presented by Gary Angelo.
 

Please include this statement in the record.
 
Respectfully, Michael Mix

154 NW 31st Street
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From: Jack Lyford
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Street Future Project
Date: Thursday, December 22, 2011 2:10:42 PM

I am thankful that there is and will continue to be serious discussion on the 
planning for  possible buildings to replace the Samaritan Hospital on Harrison
Street. North College Hill already experiences a great deal of traffic and lack
of parking spaces on every street when OSU is in session. To construct new
apartments with 270 bedrooms with only 179 parking stalls is an act of insanity
powered by greed.  Instead please use the power of citizen approval of new 
construction for that is a lasting power that, over time, will benefit the future of
the developers to a much greater degree than immediate profit. Please make
the wise decision and make hundreds of citizens your cheerleaders.

Jack Lyford
One of the citizens
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Corvallis Planning Division
Addendum to the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, 
January 25, 2012
Public Hearing: February 1, 2012
Planner: Bob Richardson: (541) 766-6575

Harrison Street Apartments

(PLD011-00004 and SUB11-00001)

ISSUE

Review of revisions to a previously submitted application for a Major Modification to a
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan (Planned Development) and Major Replat.

BACKGROUND

On December 14, 2011, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the proposed
Harrison Street Apartments Planned Development Major Modification and Major Replat.
During the public hearing the Planning Commission accepted public testimony regarding
the proposal, and granted a request to keep the written record open until December 21,
2011.  On December 28, 2011, the applicant submitted their final written response, in
which they requested that the Planning Commission continue deliberations to February 1,
2012, to allow time for the applicant to revise their application to address concerns
expressed during the public hearing. The applicant also granted a 90-day extension to the
120-day decision making time line. 

On January 4, 2012, the Planning Commission voted to continue deliberations to February
1, 2012, and to re-open the public hearing on February 1, 2012, to allow the opportunity
for public testimony. The Planning Commission decided not to limit testimony to the revised
portions of the plan, but to allow testimony on all aspects of the application. At
approximately 5:00 pm on the January 4, 2012, the applicant electronically submitted
revised plans to Planning Division staff. These plans were not reviewed by staff or the
Planning Commission prior to the Planning Commission’s decision to continue
deliberations and re-open the public hearing. 

In response to staff questions and comments, the applicant modified their revised plans,
and submitted updated revisions on January 10, 2012. Staff determined that the proposed
revisions did not constitute a new application. On January 12, 2012, a public notice was
mailed to property owners and residents within 300-ft of the project site, the Planning
Commission interested parties list, and those people who submitted written or oral
testimony regarding this application before the close of the record on December 21, 2011. 
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ATTACHMENTS

A. Table 7 from December 2, 2011, Staff Report - Summary of Proposed Variations
and Compensating Benefits (Note: Table Item #15 revised/corrected from Staff
Report)

B. Public Works memo addressing application revisions and Planning Commission
questions

C. Applicant submitted revisions to their application

D. Correspondence from Planning Commissioner Sessions, received January 3, 2012.

E. Written Testimony received between January 11 and 24, 2012

STAFF ANALYSIS

This report is an addendum to the December 2, 2011, Staff Report to the Planning
Commission. It only contains analysis of the items modified by the applicant as identified
and explained in their initial January 4, 2012, revisions and subsequent materials.  In
summary, the application has been revised to reduce the number of requested variations
and waivers from fifteen, to five, and to make other modifications to the building and site
designs as summarized below, and in Table 1.1: Adjustments to the Harrison Apartments

Plan (Addendum Attachment C.4). 

Only one application is before the Planning Commission for review. However, this report
refers to the original and revised applications. This is to distinguish between the revised 
items and how those items were first proposed and reviewed during the December 14,
2011, Planning Commission hearing.  Unless specifically identified as being revised, the
application is as originally presented to the Planning Commission. Similarly, unless the
applicant has specifically requested, and been approved, to vary from development

standards, development to City standards will be required (Condition of Approval 1).

REQUESTED VARIATIONS AND WAIVERS

The following list summarizes the single requested waiver, and 4 requested variations to
development standards. 

1. Waiver to Solar Access protections in Land Development Code (LDC) Section
4.6.30.a;

2. 20-ft wide planting screen easement requirement for Through-lots in LDC Section
4.4.20.03.c
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3. Requirement for storm water detention facilities to maximize storm water infiltration
per LDC Section 4.0.130.b.1;

4. Corvallis Off-street Parking and Access Standards regarding parking lot drive aisle
widths; and

5. Requirement for a 5-ft wide landscape buffer between parking lots and abutting
property per LDC Section 4.2.40.a

Addendum Attachment A contains a table from the staff report summarizing the 15
variations originally requested by the applicant. 

REVISIONS TO BUILDING AND SITE DESIGNS

The following list summarizes proposed application revisions.

• Request to vary from 5 development standards, rather than 15 

• Reducing the number of dwelling units from 91 to 90, and change bedroom / unit
mix

• Shifting the building to meet minimum setback requirements

• Increasing the number of parking spaces from 179 (Option A) or 164 (Option B), to
197 by adding a sub-surface parking area

• Increasing parking lot landscape buffer widths

• Adding 8,240 sq. ft. of Common Outdoor Space on the roof of the north wing of the
building

• Screening Private Outdoor Space

• Designating 2,000 sq. ft. of Outdoor Space as a children's play area

• Moving the trash enclosure 20-ft from the subject building

• Providing a 7-ft wide franchise utility easement entirely on the subject site rather
than placing segments of utility lines in the public right-of-way

STAFF ANALYSIS

The following analysis is organized based on Table 1.1: Adjustments to the Harrison

Apartments Plan, in the applicant’s revised plans (Addendum Attachment C.4). This
analysis first considers proposed revisions, followed by evaluation of the five requested
variations from development standards.
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BUILDING

The subject site is zoned High Density Residential with a Planned Development Overlay
((PD)RS-20).  In this zone, the minimum front and rear yard building setbacks are 10-ft and
the maximum front and rear yard building setbacks are 25-ft. Setbacks may also be
reduced to 5-ft if certain other provisions in Land Development Code (LDC) Section
3.8.30.e are satisfied. As originally proposed, the applicant requested to reduce the rear
yard setback along NW Short Avenue from 10-ft to 9-ft. They also proposed a 5-ft setback
along portions of NW Harrison Blvd. Because of the 5-ft setback, the applicant designed
other portions of the building to be setback to approximately 28-ft, as required by Sections
3.8.30.e.1 (See Staff Report pages 8, 9). 

As revised, the applicant no longer proposes to vary from setback standards along NW

Short Avenue (Addendum Attachment C.34). Portions of the building along NW Harrison
Blvd would exceed the 25-ft maximum setback distance. These areas are proposed to
contain outdoor courtyard areas.  Section 4.10.60.01.a.2, provided below, states that open
courtyard space may increase up to 50% of the building beyond the maximum setback.  
 
4.10.60.01.a.2

2. Open courtyard space may increase up to 50 percent of the building front beyond the

maximum setback, as shown in Figure 4.10-14 - Open Courtyards, below.  Open courtyard

space is usable space that shall include pedestrian amenities such as benches, seating walls,

or similar furnishings, and shall include landscaping. For example, an apartment building in

a Mixed Use Residential Zone is required to have a front yard setback of no more than 15 ft.

If a developer desires to construct a u-shaped building with a pedestrian courtyard in the

center, then one half the width of the building, based upon the lineal footage of the building’s

street frontage, could be located farther back than the maximum setback of 15 ft. 

The applicant states that the open courtyard sections of the building along NW Harrison 
Blvd account for 23% of the frontage. The courtyards each include bench seating and
vegetation as required by the above standard. 

As revised, the proposed design complies with the RS-20 setback standards. No variations
to setback standards are proposed or required.

OUTDOOR SPACE AND TOT-LOTS

The RS-20 zone development standards require 48 sq. ft. of private outdoor space per
dwelling unit. Common outdoor space is required at a ratio of 200 sq. ft. per one and two
bedroom units, and 300 sq. ft. per 3 bedroom unit or greater. In the original application, the
applicant proposed 91 units, which required 4,368 sq. ft. private open space and 24,500
sq. ft. of common outdoor space.  The applicant requested to vary from outdoor space
requirements in order to provide 1,627 sq. ft. of private open space and 16,162 sq. ft. of
common outdoor space.  The applicant also requested to vary from section 3.8.50.02.d,
which requires private outdoor space to be screened for privacy.
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The applicant has revised their plans, and now proposes a 90-unit apartment with a
modified bedroom count. As proposed, 4,320 sq. ft. of private, and 24,200 sq. ft. of
common outdoor space would be required for the proposed development. Section
3.8.50.04 provides the option of combining private and common outdoor spaces for either
active or passive recreational use. Per Section 3.8.50.04, the applicant proposes to comply
with the outdoor space requirements by providing a mix of private (688 sq. ft.) and

combined, common outdoor space (27,832 sq. ft.)(Addendum Attachment C.10).
Compliance with outdoor space requirements is evaluated below.

COMBINED OUTDOOR SPACE

Land Development Code Section 3.8.50.04, provides the option to combine private and
common outdoor space. 

3.8.50.04 - Option to Combine Private and Common Outdoor Space

a. The Private and Common Outdoor Space requirements may be met by combining them into

areas for active or passive recreational use.  Examples include courtyards and roof-top

gardens with pedestrian amenities.  However, where larger Common Outdoor Spaces are

proposed to satisfy Private Outdoor Space requirements, they shall include pedestrian

amenities such as benches or other types of seating areas. 

b. The combined outdoor space may be covered, but it shall not be fully enclosed. 

As noted above, based on the number and type (bedroom count) of units, the applicant is
required to provide 28,520 sq. ft. of outdoor space. 688 sq. ft. of the required outdoor
space is proposed in the form of private patios (private outdoor space), with the remaining
27,832 sq. ft. in combined common outdoor space, largely in the form of courtyards along
abutting streets, over the parking area, and on the building roof. The combined common
outdoor spaces all include pedestrian amenities, including benches, tables, barbecue grills,

and vegetation (Addendum Attachments C.37-39 and C.42). None of the combined
outdoor spaces are fully enclosed. Given the above, the revised proposal satisfies the
requirements in Section 3.8.50.04 for combined outdoor space. The revised design
provides the required amount of combined outdoor space, and the combined outdoor
space provides areas for active and passive recreational use. 

PRIVATE OUTDOOR SPACE

The proposed private outdoor space areas must satisfy the standards in Section 3.8.50.02,
below.

3.8.50.02 - Private Outdoor Space Per Dwelling Unit

a. Private Outdoor Space shall be required at a ratio of 48 sq. ft. per dwelling unit.  This Private

Outdoor Space requirement may be met by providing patios and balconies for some or all

dwelling units, or by combining Private Outdoor Space and Common Outdoor Space as

allowed by Section 3.8.50.04. 
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b. Private Outdoor Space, such as a patio or balcony, shall have minimum dimensions of six-by-

eight ft. 

c. Private Outdoor Space shall be directly accessible by door from the interior of the individual

dwelling unit served by the space. 

d. Private Outdoor Space shall be screened or designed to provide privacy for the users of the

space. 

e. Private Outdoor Space may be considered as part of the 25 percent Green Area required under

Section 3.8.50.01 if it is located on the ground.  Upper-story balconies cannot be counted.

As shown in Table 1.3 in the revised application materials (Addendum Attachment C.10),
the applicant proposes to provide 688 sq. ft. of the required outdoor space in the form of
private patios. The patios are located along the ground floor of NW Harrison Blvd and NW
Short Avenue. In compliance with Section 3.8.50.02.a-c, each of the private patios is
greater than 48 sq. ft., with minimum dimensions of six-by-eight ft, and each patio is

directly accessible from the interior of an individual dwelling unit (Addendum Attachments

C.37-39). 

As described by the applicant, the patios will be elevated above the ground and through
the use of evergreen shrubs and guard rails, privacy will be provided. The patios are not
proposed to be completely screened from view from the adjoining streets in order to
provide some visibility between the building and the street. As proposed, the patios have
been designed to provide privacy for the users of the space as required by Section
3.8.50.02.d, but also provide an orientation toward the street, and “eyes on the street” as
encouraged by Corvallis Comprehensive Plan (CCP) 9.2.5, below.

9.2.5 Development shall reflect neighborhood characteristics appropriate to the site and area. New

and existing residential, commercial, and employment areas may not have all of these

neighborhood characteristics, but these characteristics shall be used to plan the

development, redevelopment, or infill that may occur in these areas. These neighborhood

characteristics are as follows:

H. Neighborhoods have buildings (residential, commercial, and institutional) that are

close to the street, with their main entrances oriented to the public areas.

I. Neighborhoods have public areas that are designed to encourage the attention and

presence of people at all hours of the day and night. Security is enhanced with a mix

of uses and building openings and windows that overlook public areas.

In relation to criterion 3.8.50.02.3, above, the applicant does not propose upper story-
balconies, therefore, the private outdoor space is not counted toward the 25% site-wide
Green Area requirement. Given the above, the proposal satisfies private outdoor space
requirements in Section 3.8.50.02.a - e. 
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COMMON OUTDOOR SPACE

Though not explicitly stated, staff interpret the Section 3.8.50.04 - Option to Combine
Private and Outdoor Space, to mean that combined areas should also comply with
applicable common outdoor space standards. Common outdoor space standards in
Section 3.8.50.03 are provided below. 

3.8.50.03 - Common Outdoor Space Per Dwelling Unit

a. In addition to the Private Outdoor Space requirements of Section 3.8.50.02, Common Outdoor

Space shall be provided in developments of 20 or more dwelling units, for use by all residents

of the development, in the following amounts:

1. Studio, one- and two-bedroom units: 200 sq. ft. per unit

2. Three or more bedroom units: 300 sq. ft. per unit

b. The minimum size of any Common Outdoor Space shall be 400 sq. ft., with minimum

dimensions of 20-by-20 ft. 

c. A Common Outdoor Space may include any of the following, provided that they are outdoor

areas: recreational facilities such as tennis, racquetball, and basketball courts, swimming pool

and spas; gathering spaces such as gazebos, picnic, and barbecue areas; gardens; preserved

natural areas where public access is allowed; and children’s tot lots. 

d. The Common Outdoor Space may be considered as part of the 25 percent Green Area required

under Section 3.8.50.01.  The Common Outdoor Space shall not be located within any buffer

or perimeter yard setback area. 

e. A children’s tot lot shall be provided for each 20 units.  The minimum dimensions for any tot

lot shall be 20-by-20 ft., with a minimum size of 400 sq. ft. The tot lot shall include a minimum

of three items of play equipment such as slides, swings, towers, and jungle gyms. Any one

or a combination of the following shall enclose the tot lot: a 2.5 to 3 ft.-high wall, fence, or

planter; or benches or seats. 

f. Where more than one tot lot is required, the developer may provide individual tot lots or may

combine them into larger playground areas. 

g. Housing complexes that include 20 or more dwelling units reserved for older persons (as

defined in ORS 659A) do not require tot lots.  However, Common Outdoor Space shall be

provided as specified in “a,” through “d” above. 

As explained previously, the applicant is required to provide 28,520 sq. ft. of outdoor
space. The applicant proposes to combine outdoor space by providing 688 sq. ft. in the
form of private patios, with the remaining 27,832 sq. ft. in the form of common outdoor
space. This amount of outdoor space satisfies the requirements in Section 3.8.50.02 and

3.8.50.03. The common outdoor space areas are identified in Addendum Attachments

C.37-39. In compliance with Section 3.8.50.03.b, each of the common outdoor space areas
is greater than 400 sq. ft., with minimum dimensions greater than 20-ft by 20-ft. The
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common outdoor space areas include seating areas, barbecue grills, picnic areas, and a
tot-lot as required by Section 3.8.50.03.c. The rooftop courtyard, and ground level
courtyards are counted toward the site’s Green Area, as permitted by Section 3.8.50.03.d.

As shown in Addendum Attachment C.31, the common outdoor areas are not within
buffer or perimeter yard setback areas. 

Land Development Code Section 3.8.50.03.e requires one tot-lot (children’s play area) for
every 20 units.  Each tot-lot is required to be at least 400 sq. ft. in size, include at least
three items of play equipment, and be enclosed with a 2 to 3-ft tall wall, fence, planter, or
benches or seats.  Per Section 3.8.50.03.f, the tot-lots may be combined. In the original
application, the applicant requested to vary from the requirement to provide tot-lots
because the proposed apartments were designed to attract OSU undergraduate students,
and not families. The applicant no longer requests to vary from standards in Section
3.8.50.03.f. 

Based on the 90-unit apartment the applicant is required to provide 5 tot-lots, or at least
2,000 sq. ft. of area dedicated for children to play in. The applicant proposes a 2,000 sq.

ft. tot-lot area on the rooftop plaza as shown in Addendum Attachment C.42. The
applicant proposes to provide at least three items of play equipment and to enclose the

area as required by Section 3.8.50.03.e. Condition of Approval 26, requires these tot-lot
amenities. 

Section 3.8.50.03.g does not apply to the application because the apartment is not
reserved for older persons. As proposed, the revised application complies with applicable
common outdoor space requirements. 

OUTDOOR SPACE CONCLUSION

The applicant proposes to satisfy outdoor space requirements by combining private and
outdoor space. Combining outdoor space is permitted per Section 3.8.50.04. The 688 sq.
ft. of private outdoor space proposed satisfies the applicable standards in Section
3.8.50.02, while the remaining combined and common outdoor space satisfies the
requirements in Section 3.8.50.03, including the requirement to provide a tot-lot, which the
applicant previously requested to vary from. 

PARKING AND LANDSCAPING

As originally proposed, the base minimum amount of vehicle parking was 199 spaces. The
applicant proposed two parking plans that provided 179 and 164 spaces, respectively. The
minimum amount of parking was proposed to be reduced based on the provisions in
Section 4.1.20.q. These provisions allow parking to be reduced by up to 20% based on
proximity to transit and installation of bicycle parking spaces. To achieve the 179 and 164
spaces originally proposed, the applicant requested to vary from a number of LDC
standards, and Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access standards, including:

• Use of tandem parking spaces
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• Compact spaces in excess of 40% of the total number of spaces
• Parking spaces smaller than the standard in the Corvallis Off-Street Parking and

Access Standards
• Fewer than required parking lot trees
• Narrower than required parking lot landscape buffers, and no landscape buffer on

the west and south sides of the 27  Street parking lotth

• Narrower than required landscape island.

The revised plans propose 197 parking spaces, which, as shown in Table 1.5: Unit Count
and Parking, is the minimum number required by the LDC for the number and type of

apartments (Addendum Attachment C.11).  Reductions based on section 4.1.20.q are not
requested. The additional spaces will be located in an underground parking garage. All
parking spaces are proposed to comply with the dimensional standards in the Corvallis Off-
Street Parking and Access Standards. No tandem spaces are proposed, and the number
of compact spaces does not exceed 40% of the total. As discussed later in this report, the
applicant proposes to base parking lot drive aisle widths on Institute of Transportation
Engineers standards rather than City of Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access Standards,
in order to reduce the width of parking lot drive aisles. 

Section 4.2.30, Table 4.2-2 Parking Lot Trees, requires one medium canopy tree to be
planted for every eight cars. Thirty parking spaces are proposed on the east surface
parking lot, requiring four parking lot trees. The applicant proposes 5 trees in landscape
islands and 7 trees in the landscape buffer, exceeding the minimum parking lot tree
requirement. The 27  Street parking lot contains 20 parking spaces, requiring three trees.th

The applicant proposes two trees in landscape islands and two trees in the landscape
buffer strip. As revised, the applicant satisfies applicable criteria for parking lot trees (See
Staff Report, beginning on page 27 for analysis of original proposal and for review criteria). 

Section 4.2.40.a, requires a landscape buffer to be provided along parking areas
containing four or more spaces. The buffer, or boundary planting, is required along
adjacent property lines and the public ROW. Additionally, the buffer is required to be at
least 5-ft wide, or up to 7.5-ft wide, if vehicle bumpers would overhang the buffer area.
Section 4.2.40.b requires landscape islands to be at least 8-ft at their smallest dimension. 

In the original proposal, the applicant requested to reduce the width of planter strips and
one landscape island. As revised, planter strips widths are not proposed to be narrowed.
The applicant provides a 7.5-ft wide planter strip along the east parking lot where head in
parking would overhang the planter area. In the 27  Street parking lot, 5-ft wide planterth

areas are provided, however, the parking stall lengths are long enough that, with wheel
stops, a car would not need to overhang the planter area. All parking lot landscape islands
have a minimum dimension of at least 8-ft.
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The applicant continues to request to vary from the 4.2.40.a standard that would require
a parking lot buffer between abutting property to the west and south of the 27  Streetth

parking lot. This requested variation is discussed later in this report. 

TRASH ENCLOSURE

Section 4.10.60.05 requires service areas, such as trash and recycling bins, to be located
at least 20-ft from residential buildings. Originally, the applicant proposed to place trash
and recycling bins in an enclosure near the northeast corner of the covered parking lot. The
bins would have been within 20-ft of the proposed apartment building. As revised, the trash

and recycling bin enclosure is located further from the building, along the alley (Addendum

Attachment C.40). The space where the enclosure will be constructed is at least 18-ft from
the building overhang, and more than 20-ft from the ground floor wall of the building. As
such, the requirement in Section 4.10.60.05 is satisfied.

UTILITY EASEMENT

In the original application, the applicant requested to vary from LDC Section 4.0.100.b,
which requires a 7-ft wide utility easement adjacent to all street rights-of-way (ROW). As
previously  designed, the proposed building would have intruded into the utility easement
area, and utilities were proposed to be provided within the ROW. The applicant revised the
building and site design by shifting the north building wing 4.5-ft to the south. Shifting the
building this distance provides sufficient space to provide the 7-ft wide utility easement

adjacent to Harrison Blvd as required by Section 4.0.100.b. (Addendum Attachment

C.54). As proposed, the applicant does not need to request to vary from the requirements

in Section 4.0.100.b, as the required easement will be provided (Condition of Approval

23).

BICYCLE PARKING 

The original proposal satisfied all standards related to bicycle parking. The revised
proposal includes a new covered bicycle parking area within the parking structure, behind
the northeast building segment. This new structure will accommodate bicycles previously
planned to be parked in apartments. As proposed, the application continues to comply with
bicycle parking standards. 

UNIT MIX / COUNT

As shown in the tables below, the applicant has revised the bedroom per unit mix, by
increasing the number of 4-bedroom apartments. This change results in an increase of 9
bedrooms and an increase in the average number of bedrooms per unit from 2.97
bedrooms/unit to 3.1.
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The LDC does not limit the number of bedrooms that can be provided per unit, or limit the
average number of bedrooms per unit. Vehicle parking for multi-family dwellings is required
at a ratio of 1 space / 1 bedroom unit, 1.5 spaces / 2 bedroom unit, and 2 spaces / 3

bedroom or greater unit. As shown in Table 1.5: Unit Count and Parking (Addendum

Attachment C.11), the proposal provides the minimum amount of required parking, without
asking for any reductions.  

BUILDING MATERIALS

The applicant originally proposed vertical siding on floors 2-4. The siding on these floors
is now proposed to be horizontal. The LDC does not specifically regulate the orientation
of siding. However, horizontal siding is more reflective of the siding orientation found on
surrounding residential building types, and is considered more visually compatible than the
original proposal. 

The roof was originally proposed to be metal, but is now proposed to be a dark-colored
architectural composition material. Like siding, the LDC does not specifically regulate
roofing material for buildings on this site. However, the proposed architectural composition
material is common on nearby residential buildings, making this material visually
compatible with those buildings. 

CONCLUSION ON PROPOSED REVISIONS 

The revisions proposed above were evaluated for compliance with applicable development
standards. With the exception of the noted requests to narrow parking lot drive aisle widths,
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and omit a parking lot landscape buffer in the 27  Street parking lot, the proposed revisionsth

comply with applicable development standards. The revised plans also remove 10 of the
15 requests in the original application, to vary or waive standards.

REQUESTED VARIATIONS AND WAIVERS

Addendum Attachment A contains a table from the staff report that summarizes the
originally requested variations and compensating benefits.  Table 1.2: Remaining
Variances and Waiver, in Addendum Attachment C explains the 4 requested variations
from standards, and applicant identified compensating benefits for the variations. Table 1.2

also addresses the request to waive solar access standards (Addendum Attachment

C.6).  With the exception of the request to reduce the parking lot drive aisle width, the
requested variations and waiver were also requested in the original proposal, and
addressed in the December 2, 2011 staff report. Each of the remaining requested
variations and waiver is briefly addressed below, with references to the December 2, 2011,
staff report for a more thorough analysis.

SOLAR ACCESS

Land Development Code Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access contains provisions that apply to the
subject application.  As discussed in the December 2, 2011, Staff Report beginning on
page 42, the application as originally proposed, satisfied all applicable Solar Access
standards, except for the standard in Section 4.6.30.a, below.

Section 4.6.30 - PERFORMANCE  STANDARDS

Residential Subdivisions and Planned Developments on parcels of more than one acre shall be

designed so that Solar Access Protection, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, is available

consistent with the following:

a. No reduction in Solar Access at ground level of the south face of existing residential buildings

adjacent to the development;

  
The solar access plan indicates that buildings to the north of the site would be partially
shaded between 9 a.m and 3 p.m. on November 21. Therefore, the applicant requests to
waive this standard, as permitted in Section 4.6.60, below.

Section 4.6.60 - REDUCTION OR WAIVER OF STANDARD IN PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS

For residential Planned Developments, a reduction or waiver from the requirements of Section 4.6.30

above may be granted by the Planning Commission based on the provisions of Section 4.6.40 above

or to the minimum extent necessary to:

a. Meet a broad range of residential needs by encouraging use of innovative site development

techniques and a mix of Housing Types; 

b. Address future housing needs in the community by encouraging Affordable Housing, as

defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, to increase housing choices;
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c. Reflect development constraints associated with complying with the hillside development

provisions of Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions or reflect

physical land development constraints related to the shape of the site;

d. Meet City design requirements for provision of landscaping and location of buildings

consistent with minimum setbacks; or

e. Address  sites where site planning to achieve Solar Access is negatively affected by the

construction of streets, roads, utilities, bridges, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities that are

required by the City of Corvallis Transportation Plan, or other adopted City Plan, or that are

necessary in order to maintain an acceptable functional classification of roadways adjacent

to the property.  It must be shown that no other reasonable location is available for the

required infrastructure.

A reduction or waiver may not be granted under this Section unless the applicant demonstrates that

the loss of Solar Access for current and future generations has been mitigated by a substantial

increase in energy efficiency of the proposed dwellings over Building Code requirements.

The applicant argues that the L-shaped site makes it impractical to orient the building in
a different direction. Additionally, the RS-20 setback standards require the building to be
within 10-25-ft of Harrison Blvd, and Section 4.10.60.01.b requires at least 50% of the
site’s street frontage to be occupied by a building place within the maximum setback area. 
The application satisfies the  criteria in 4.6.60.c and “d” to waive solar access standards
because of the site constraints and building location requirements. The applicant also
notes that the building is not proposed to be constructed to the maximum allowable height
in the RS-20 zone, which is 65-ft or five floors (the proposed height is just under 52-ft), and
that removing the gabled roof would not remove the need for a solar access waiver

(Addendum Attachments C.6, 7). Staff agree with this assessment as more fully
explained in the December 2, 2011, staff report, beginning on page 42. The application
also states that the proposed building is intended to achieve LEED Gold certification, and
will achieve 14-26% energy savings above Building Code requirements. Based on the
expected energy efficiency of the proposed building, the application is consistent with the
criterion in the last paragraph of Section 4.6.60. 

The applicant more fully justifies the proposed solar access waiver in Addendum

Attachments C.6, 7. As the applicant notes the purpose of LDC Chapter 4.6 - Solar
Access is to protect opportunities for solar energy to contribute to the City’s energy supply.
The full purpose statement is provide below.

Section 4.6.10 - Purposes

Solar energy can make a significant long-term contribution to the City’s energy supply.  This Chapter

is intended to encourage the use of solar energy by protecting Solar access in new Residential

Subdivisions and residential Planned Developments. 

While the application satisfies the criteria to waive solar access standards, the above
purpose statement provides further justification for the waiver. The proposed building does
not preclude opportunities for creating solar energy on the subject site, and should
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adjacent properties be replatted or developed as a Planned Development, only the
southern boundary would be impacted by the proposed building. Thus, the ability of a new
residential subdivision or Planned Development to generate solar energy would not be
significantly impacted. 

SOLAR ACCESS CONCLUSION

The applicant continues to request to waive solar access standards, which results in some
shading of three of the six buildings adjacent to, and north of the site. The proposal
satisfies the review criteria for waiving solar access standards as summarized above, and
discussed in more detail in the December 2, 2011, staff report and its attachments, and in

Table 1.2 of the revised application (Addendum Attachment C.6).

PLANTING SCREEN EASEMENT

The applicant proposes a Major Replat in order to consolidate 12 lots into one large lot. By
doing this, the applicant will be creating a through lot, or a lot that is bordered by roughly
parallel streets. The land division standards in LDC Chapter 4.4 state that, where through
lots are created, a 20-ft wide planting screen shall be required. 

Section 4.4.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS

c. Through Lots - Through Lots shall be avoided except where essential to overcome

specific disadvantages of topography and orientation.  A planting screen easement

at least 20 ft. wide shall be required between Through Lots and adjacent streets, in

accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting.  No

vehicular rights of access shall be permitted across this planting screen easement. 

All Through Lots with frontage on parallel or approximately parallel streets shall

provide the required front yard on each street, except as specified in Chapter 4.2 -

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting.

Based on the proposal, the above provision would require a 20-ft wide planting screen
easement along the site’s full frontage of NW Short Avenue. The applicant continues to
request to vary from this standard. Reasons cited by the applicant for the variation include
the ability to provide “eyes on the street” for increased security, enhancing the pedestrian
environment by allowing the building to interact with the street, and efficiently using the
available land.   As explained beginning on page 40 of the December 2, 2011, staff report,
Staff support the requested variation, and find eliminating the need for a planting screen
consistent with desired neighborhood characteristics identified in Corvallis Comprehensive
Plan (CCP) 9.2.5.

DETENTION FACILITIES

Land Development Code Section 4.0.130.b.1, below, requires detention facilities to be
designed to maximize storm water filtration.

Section 4.0.130 - STORM WATER MANAGEMENT MEASURES

b. When Detention and/or Retention are Required - See also Section 4.2.50.04 of Chapter 4.2 -

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting.
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1. New development projects that create impervious surfaces in excess of 25,000 sq. ft.

are required to implement storm water detention and/or retention measures as

specified in the Corvallis Design Criteria Manual.  Impervious surfaces include such

elements as roads, driveways, parking lots, walks, patios, and roofs, etc. Detention

facilities shall be designed to maximize storm water infiltration.  Detention or retention

facilities shall be located outside the 10-year Floodplain or the riparian easement area,

whichever is greater.  The riparian easement area is identified in Section 4.13.70 of

Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, and this standard shall apply

regardless of whether or not an easement has been granted.

Often infiltration is maximized through the use of surface detention ponds due to their open
bottoms.  To efficiently utilize the developable area of the site, the applicant proposes to
detain storm water in underground detention piping as explained in the following excerpt
from the December 2, 2011, staff report (excerpt written by staff):

To address detention requirements, the applicant is using underground detention piping. 
The proposed piping system does not allow for infiltration of the detained water.  Devco
Engineering submitted a response letter dated September 30, 2011, with an attachment 
from Foundation Engineering stating based on site conditions, it  is impractical to infiltrate
an appreciable amount of stormwater on-site.  Although not explicitly stated in the
application, the applicant is requesting a variance form LDC section 4.0.130.b.1 “Detention
facilities shall be designed to maximize storm water infiltration”   It is Staff’s understanding
that the proposed detention piping shown on the plan will not be designed to maximize
infiltration, although the pervious pavement will provide infiltration for the paved surfaces.
To have underground detention that infiltrates, requires a permit from DEQ for underground
injection control (UIC).  Staff believes it is reasonable to not require underground detention
facilities to infiltrate based on these specific site conditions and that the applicant is
attempting infiltration through the use of pervious pavement on site.  While the existing
soils do not infiltrate well, by using pervious pavement, post development infiltration will
mimic pre-development characteristics by allowing the opportunity to infiltrate and address
water quality issues.  Typically in the design of pervious pavements, a back up drainage
system is installed such as catch basins and/or under drains.

The applicant has not revised their original proposal to vary from storm water detention
requirements in Section 4.0.130.b.1, however, additional information regarding this request

is provided by the applicant in Addendum Attachments C.7 and 8.  Complete staff
analysis of proposed storm water management is found beginning on page 69 of the

December 2, 2011, staff report. Addendum Attachment B.3 also addresses storm water
issues based on questions by the Planning Commission. Staff continue to support the
request to vary from the requirement to maximize storm water infiltration, as explained in
the December 2, 2011, staff report. 

OFF-STREET PARKING AND ACCESS STANDARDS

The Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access Standards require a parking lot drive aisle
width of 26-ft for aisles serving 90-degree parking, and 16-ft for aisles serving 60 degree
angled parking. The applicant proposes drive aisle widths of 23-ft for 90-degree parking,
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and 15.75-ft for 60-degree angled parking.  The proposed standards are taken from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). It is expected that there will be a low turn-over
rate of cars in the parking areas, therefore, the narrower drive aisle based on ITE
standards is expected to adequately function in the proposed parking lots. Staff support
this variation request and find that a compensating benefit is the provision of more on-site
vehicle parking without jeopardizing the functionality of the parking lots. 

LANDSCAPE BUFFER

Land Development Code Section 4.2.40.a requires perimeter landscape buffers in parking
lots with four or more spaces.

Section 4.2.40 - BUFFER PLANTINGS

Buffer plantings are used to reduce apparent building scale, provide a transition between contrasting

architectural styles, and generally mitigate incompatible or undesirable views.  They are used to

soften rather than block viewing.  Where required, a mix of plant materials shall be used to achieve

the desired buffering effect.  At minimum, this mix shall consist of trees, shrubs, and ground cover,

and may also consist of existing vegetation, such as natural areas that will be preserved. 

At minimum, buffering is required in areas identified through Conditions of Approval, in areas

required by other provisions within this Code, and in Through Lot areas, and as required below.

Parking, Loading, and Vehicle Maneuvering Areas -

a. Buffering is required for parking areas containing four or more spaces, loading areas, and

vehicle maneuvering areas.  Boundary plantings shall be used to buffer these uses from

adjacent properties and the public right-of-way.  A minimum five-ft.-wide perimeter

landscaping buffer shall be provided around parking areas; and a minimum 10 ft.-wide

perimeter landscaping buffer shall be provided around trees.  Additionally, where parking

abuts this perimeter landscape buffer, either parking stops shall be used or planters shall be

increased in width by 2.5 ft.  On-site plantings shall be used between parking bays, as well as

between parking bays and vehicle maneuvering areas.  Low-lying ground cover and shrubs,

balanced with vertical shrubs and trees, shall be used to buffer the view of these facilities.  

Decorative walls and fences may be used in conjunction with plantings, but may not be used

alone to comply with buffering requirements. 

As originally proposed, the applicant requested to vary from the width of required parking
lot landscape strips, and requested approval to not provide a landscape strip along the
west and south sides of the 27  Street parking lot. As revised, the landscape strips meetth

width requirements where provided. The applicant continues to request to vary from the
requirement to place a landscape buffer along the west and south sides of the 27  Streetth

parking lot. The applicant identifies compensating benefits for this variation request in

Addendum Attachments C.8 and 9. In summary, the identified compensating benefits are
continued vehicle access to the abutting parking lot through the 27  Street parking lot; th

movement of the 27  Street parking lot closer to compliance with current City standards;th

and continued use of existing parking spaces which if not allowed would adversely affect
the existing parking situation in this area. Staff agree with the applicant’s assessment. The
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following excerpt from page 30 of the December 2, 2011, staff report, explains reasons for
staff support of this variation.

Third, the area along the west property line of the 27  Street parking lot is developed withth

10 vehicle parking spaces on private property. Access to these spaces occurs through the
27  Street parking lot. Installing a landscape buffer in this area would prevent access toth

those private spaces, and would disrupt the historical circulation patterns of the site. In
addition to the proposed 5-ft wide parking lot buffer, the parking lot is bordered by 8-ft wide
street planter strips, which are also proposed to be landscaped. Because the parking lot
abuts streets on two sides, each including a standard planter strip, and a parking lot on its
third side, negative compatibility impacts to surrounding uses are not expected as a result
of the applicant’s proposal to vary from landscape buffer standards in the 27  Streetth

parking lot.

It is also worth noting, that there are 2-3 trees growing on the adjacent property to the
south, abutting the parking lot, that provide greater buffering than would be achieved by
a typical planter strip with turf and shrubs. 

OVERALL CONCLUSION

The applicant originally requested  approval of a Planned Development Major Modification
to construct a new 105,000 sq. ft., 91-unit apartment complex on a 2.08 acre site. As part
of the original proposal, the applicant requested to vary from 15 development standards.
The applicant also sought approval of a Major Replat  to consolidate Lots 9-14 of Block 2,
and Lots 4-9 of Block 3 of the Arnold Way Heights Subdivision.  The original application
has been revised as described on page 2 of this report, and as a result, only 4 variations
to standards are requested, along with a request to waive solar access standards, which
is permitted by the provisions in LDC Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access.  The revised application
does not constitute a new application. Rather, it modifies the current application to achieve
greater compliance with City standards, and attempts to address concerns raised in public
testimony.

The Planning Commission has three options with respect to the Planned Development
Major Modification and three options with respect to the Major Replat application, which
include the proposed revisions:

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MAJOR MODIFICATION

Option 1: Approve the application as proposed; or

Option 2: Approve the application with conditions; or

Option 3: Deny the application.

Based on the staff analysis, it is recommended that the Planning Commission approve the
application subject to the Conditions of Approval provided at the end of the December 2,
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2011, and January 25, 2012, Staff Reports. If the Planning Commission accepts this
recommendation, the following motion to approve is suggested:

MOTION

I move to approve the Harrison Street Apartments Conceptual and Detailed Development
Plan Major Modification (PLD11-00004) as Conditioned in the December 2, 2011 and
January 25, 2012 Staff Reports to the Planning Commission.  This motion is based on
findings in support of the application presented in the December 2, 2011, and January 25,
2012, staff  reports to the Planning Commission, and findings in support of the application
made by the Planning Commission during deliberations on the request.

MAJOR REPLAT

Option 1: Approve the application as proposed; or

Option 2: Approve the application with conditions; or

Option 3: Deny the application.

Based on the analysis in this report, staff recommend the Planning Commission approve
the application subject to the Conditions of Approval provided at the end of the December
2, 2011, and January 25, 2012, Staff Reports. If the Planning Commission accepts this
recommendation, the following motion is suggested:

MOTION

I move to approve the Harrison Street Apartments Major Replat application (SUB11-00001)
as conditioned in the December 2, 2011 and January 25, 2012, Staff Reports to the
Planning Commission. This motion is based on findings in support of the application
presented in the December 2, 2011, and January 25, 2012, Staff Reports to the Planning
Commission, and findings in support of the application made by the Planning Commission
during deliberations on the request.

STAFF RECOMMENDED REVISED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

The following are Staff recommended revised conditions of approval. Condition 1 has been
modified to reference the narratives in the original and revised applications, as well as the
final revised plan set. Condition of Approval 2 has been modified to reference the revised
parking plan. Condition 23 has been modified to reflect the applicant’s proposal to provide
the required 7-ft Utility Easement. A new Condition 26 has been added to ensure
compliance with “tot-lot” standards. The Conditions of Approval have page references on
the left side which indicate where in the staff report discussion analysis is made relative to
that specific condition. 
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Staff Recommended Revised Conditions of Approval 

Page No.
Condition

No.
Condition

All 1 Consistency with Plans – All development shall comply with

applicable City standards unless a variation has been granted

through this approval. Development shall comply with the

application narratives, and revised plans in Addendum

Attachment C of the January 25, 2012, Staff Report

Addendum, except as modified by the conditions below, or

unless a requested modification otherwise meets the criteria for

a Planned Development Modification.  Such changes may be

processed in accordance with Chapter 2.5 of the Land

Development Code. 

Staff

Report

Addendum 

8-9, 15

2 Parking 

As proposed, the applicant shall provide 197 parking stalls.

Parking stall dimensions and the parking lot configuration shall

comply with Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access Standards,

except that drive aisle widths may be reduced to 23-ft between

90-degree angle parking, and 15-ft 9-in between 60-degree

angled parking. Wheel stops shall be provided where required

by Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access Standards.

31,38,39 3 Landscape Installation and Maintenance – Prior to issuance

of building permits, the applicant shall submit detailed

landscaping plans that demonstrate compliance with the

provisions of Land Development Code Chapter 4.2, and

applicable Conditions of Approval for this land use request.

The following landscaping provisions shall apply to overall

development of the site:

a. Landscape Construction Documents – Prior to

issuance of necessary building or occupancy permits,

the applicant shall submit for approval by the

Community Development Director, landscape

construction documents for this site, which contain a

specific planting plan (including correct Latin and

common plant names), construction plans, irrigation

plans, details, and specifications for all required

landscaped areas on the site.  Plantings shall comply

with LDC Chapter 4.2 and other conditions of this

approval.  All trees shall have at least a 1½-inch trunk
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Page No.
Condition

No.
Condition

caliper, four feet above the ground, at the time of

installation.  Landscaping installed as a requirement of

this proposal shall be designed to achieve a minimum

coverage of 90 percent within three years of

installation.

b. On-site Landscaping - Required landscaping on the

subject site shall be installed and inspected prior to

issuance of Final Occupancy permits.  Required

landscaping shall be illustrated on the landscape plan

submitted to comply with item (a) above, except

where, due to plant availability or performance, minor

changes that meet the Code performance criteria and

maintain at least the minimum plant density and plant

size are authorized.  Consistent with Section 4.2.20(a),

a three-year landscaping maintenance bond that

covers all landscaping required for this proposal shall

be provided to the City prior to issuance of the

occupancy permit. All landscaping shall be separated

from vehicle maneuvering areas by a raised curb. 

c. Landscaping in the Public ROW - In accordance with 

LDC Section 4.2.20.a.2, the applicant shall submit 

planting and irrigation plans for all trees and vegetation

required in the public ROW.                                          

                                                                                      

The Final Plat shall not be approved until all required

landscaping and related improvements are installed or

financially secured.   In accordance with LDC Section

4.2.20.a.3, required landscaping in the ROW shall

achieve a minimum 90% ground coverage within three

years. A financial guarantee for the installation of

required landscaping shall be provided per Section

4.2.20.a.3.                                                                     

                                                                                      

                                                                                      

The applicant shall plant at least 13 trees in the NW

Harrison Blvd planter strip, 7 trees in the Short Ave

planter strip (north side of street), 3 trees on the 27th

Street planter strip (east side), and 4 trees in the 27th

Street planter strip (west side). The two existing trees on

the south side of Short Ave shall be preserved. Prior to

landscaping, paved or gravel areas within planter strips
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Page No.
Condition

No.
Condition

shall be removed and replaced with soil. If necessary to

comply with Condition 3.d, below, trees may be omitted

from final landscape plans. 

d. Tree Planting Techniques and Tree Species - Trees

shall not be planted where they will block street signs or

traffic signals. Trees shall not be planted in areas

outlined in LDC Section 4.2.30.b, including locations

that are five feet from hard surface areas and 10 feet

from utilities. Where this is not possible, the applicant

shall submit an arborists report or include planting

specifications in the detailed landscape plan, for

approval by the City Forester, describing planting

techniques and tree species to be used in locations

where trees do not comply with location / distance

standards.   If necessary to comply with Section

4.2.30.b as determined by the City Engineer and City

Urban Forester, required trees may be omitted from

plans.                                                                            

                                                                                    All

trees planted on the site and in the public ROW shall be

an appropriate species as approved by the City’s Urban

Forester. All trees shall  be planted according to the City

of Corvallis Tree Planting Park Strips and Planting

Islands Detail, Number 610, or other technique as

required or approved by the City Urban Forester. 

34 4 Standards for Bicycle Access and Parking - Prior to

issuance of building permits, the applicant shall submit

construction details of the bicycle parking facility, for review and

approval by Development Services Division Staff demonstrating

compliance with Standards for Bicycle Access and Parking in

LDC Section 4.1.70.

41 5 Lighting Plan - All new exterior lighting fixtures shall be of a

shielded, full cut-off design. Prior to Building Permit approval,

the applicant shall submit a light plan with information

identifying exterior light locations, manufacturer specifications,

and other information deemed necessary by the Community

Development Director to determine compliance with LDC

Section 4.2.80 and LDC 4.1.70.e.
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Page No.
Condition

No.
Condition

30, 60, 62 6 Public Access Easement - A minimum 12-ft wide public

access easement shall be provided on the site, following the

location of the pedestrian connection between NW Harrison

Blvd and NW Short Avenue. This easement shall be shown on,

and recorded with, the Final Plat. 

Maintenance of all private sidewalks and sidewalks within pubic

access easements shall be the responsibility of the property

owner.

78,79 7 Harrison Blvd Plaza / Artwork - As proposed, the applicant

shall install a plaza or artwork on the subject site, and not within

the public ROW, commemorating the site’s history. As long as

the work does not exceed the thresholds requiring a Planned

Development Major Modification, no further land use action is

required to install the plaza or art. The plaza or artwork shall be

installed prior to issuance of Final Occupancy permits.

79 8 Sign Permit - The applicant shall obtain a sign permit prior to

installing any non-exempt sign on the subject site. 

60-62 9 Harrison Improvements and ROW Dedication - The

applicant shall install setback sidewalks including associated

pedestrian ramps and 12-foot wide planting strips on NW

Harrison.  Final construction plans for the pedestrian ramps and

transitions shall be reviewed to meet City standards such as

details 107, 107A and 107B which note ADA requirements for

slopes.  These improvements shall be constructed with the

PIPC plans and prior to final plat or building occupancy

(whichever comes first) as required by the LDC.  Consistent

with LDC table 4.0-1 additional ROW shall be dedicated

concurrent with the plat or building permits, as applicable, to

provide a 12-foot Planter Strip and 5-foot setback sidewalk.

61,62 10 Short Avenue Improvements - The applicant shall install

setback sidewalks on the north side of NW Short Ave. The

back of walk shall align with the existing ROW.  ADA ramps on

NW Short Ave shall be installed concurrent with the sidewalk

improvements consistent with Attachment “J-1 - Site and

Circulation Plan, Surface Level" (Addendum Attachment C.36).

61 11 Alley Improvements - Alley improvements shall consist of

widening the alley to 20 feet along the site frontage where

needed for emergency vehicle access.  Where additional width

is needed for fire department ladder truck access it shall be
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Page No.
Condition

No.
Condition

located within an emergency vehicle access easement and

maintained by the property owner.  Concurrent with widening

the alley, the existing alley approach on NW Harrison Blvd. will

need to be reconstructed to City Standards. 

62 12 Restricted Alley Access - Except emergency vehicle access,

site access to the alley shall be restricted to exit only. 

61,63 13 Asphalt Removal From Planter Strips - Concurrent with the

PIPC improvements, existing asphalt and gravel in the planter

strips fronting the site shall be removed.  Topsoil shall be

placed up to surrounding sidewalk and curb grade.  At the

latest, plantings shall occur concurrent with on-site landscaping. 

62 14 Abandonment of Existing Driveway Approaches and

Accesses - Plans for abandonment of existing site accesses

shall be submitted with the PIPC plans.

62 15 Reciprocal Access Easement - On the final plat, a reciprocal

access easement shall be provided for the existing shared

driveway on NW Harrison Blvd at the west end of the site.  This

condition may be modified if the adjacent property owner

provides a written letter requesting the abandonment of this

driveway access and another viable access point meeting LDC

criteria is provided.

67-68 16 ROW Dedication/Easements - Per LDC Section 4.0.100.f, any

easements or ROW dedications shall be shown on the plat. 

Easements for water, sewer, and storm drainage shall be

provided for facilities located outside the ROW.  Minimum

easement width shall be per LDC section 4.0.100.a.  An

environmental assessment for all land to be dedicated must be

completed in accordance with LDC Section 4.0.100.g

67,68 17 Public Improvements - Any plans for public improvements

referenced within the application or this staff report shall not be

considered final engineered public improvement plans.  Prior to

issuance of any structural or site utility construction permits, the

applicant shall obtain approval of, and permits for, engineered

plans for public improvements by private contract (PIPC) from

the City’s Engineering Division per LDC section 4.0.80.  The

applicant shall submit necessary engineered plans and studies

for public utility and transportation systems to ensure that

adequate street, water, sewer, storm drainage and street
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Page No.
Condition

No.
Condition

lighting improvements are provided.  Street signs and curb

markings will be reviewed and approved with the PIPC plans. 

 Final utility alignments that maximize separation from adjacent

utilities and street trees shall be engineered with the plans for

public improvements in accordance with all applicable LDC

criteria and City, DEQ and Oregon Health Division

requirements for utility separations   Public improvement plan

submittals will be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer

under the procedures outlined in Land Development Code

Section 4.0.80. 

67,68 18 Fire Services and Domestic Meters - New and upgraded

domestic and fire service will be part of the PIPC plans.  The

existing domestic meter and fire service will need to be

upgraded to current City Standards, including backflow

prevention. 

68,69 19 Sewer Services - The sewer service in the alley shall be

included in the PIPC permits up to the edge of the alley ROW. 

68 20 Release of Existing City Utility Easement - Concurrent with

the PIPC permits, an easement release will need to be

processed per LDC section 2.8.20 for the Utility easement that

was reserved in the vacation of NW 27  Street. th

69,70 21 Private Storm Drainage and Pervious Pavement -

Installation of the private storm drainage system and pervious

pavement will be subject to permitting through the City’s

Development Services Division and shall comply with

improvements shown on Attachment “L”- Utility Plan

(Addendum Attachment C.41).  A private maintenance

agreement with enforcement provisions to ensure maintenance

for of private storm drainage facilities and pervious pavement

shall be established in accordance with LDC sections 4.0.70.f

and 4..0.60.d prior to permitting these improvements. 

69,70 22 Private Storm Water Detention - Concurrent with

development, storm water detention shall be implemented as

proposed. The storm water detention facilities should be

designed consistent with both criteria outlined in Appendix F of

the Storm Water Master Plan, and criteria outlined in the King

County, Washington, Surface Water Design Manual, and

should be designed to capture and release run-off so the run-

off rates from the site after development do not exceed the pre-

developed conditions, based on the 2-year, 5-year, and 10-
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Page No.
Condition

No.
Condition

year, 24-hour design storms.  Installation of the private storm

drainage system will be subject to permitting through the City’s

Development Services Division.  The use of pervious

pavements may reduce the contributing area used in the

detention volume calculations. A private maintenance

agreement with enforcement provisions to ensure maintenance

for this facility shall be established in accordance with LDC

sections 4.0.70.f and 4.0.60.d.

Staff

Report

Addendum

10

23 Franchise Utility Easements - As proposed and shown on

Attachment R - Tentative Plat (Addendum Attachment C.54),

the applicant shall provide a 7-ft wide Utility Easement (UE) in

accordance with LDC Section 4.0.100.b.

70,71 24 Franchise Utilities - Prior to issuance of public improvement

permits, the applicant shall submit, as part of the public

improvement plan set, an overall site utility plan that shows

existing and proposed franchise utility locations, including

vaults, poles and pedestals.  The proposed franchise utilities

shall conform to requirements outlined in the LDC section

4.0.100, including provision of appropriate utility easements. 

The applicant shall provide confirmation the franchise utilities

have reviewed these plans prior to review by the City.

44 25 Solar Access Waiver and LEED Gold Certification - Prior

to issuance of Building Permits, the applicant shall provide

plans and information to the Development Services Division

demonstrating how LEED Gold Certification will be achieved

under the LEED-NC program. 

Staff

Report

Addendum

8

26 Tot-lot Amenities - The applicant shall provide tot-lot

amenities and enclose the tot-lot area as required by Section

3.8.50.03.3.  Compliance with this requirement shall be

demonstrated prior to issuance of a final occupancy permit for

the development.
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DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONCERNS

A. Commercial Approaches - All private accesses shall be constructed to City
standards for commercial approaches.

B. Sidewalk stamps - Per LDC section4.0.30.f, prior to issuance of any permits the
applicant shall verify if there are any existing sidewalk stamps.  Any sidewalk
stamps need to be preserved per LDC requirements. 

C. Vision Clearance -The Applicant will need to maintain/provide vision clearance per
Land Development Code Section 4.1.40.c. with the installation of any signs or
landscaping on the property.

D. Detectable Warnings - With construction permits, the need for ADA detectable
warning shall be evaluated at the alley crossing.

E. Abandonment of existing service laterals - With the PIPC plans or building
permits, the applicant shall abandon and remove any public service lateral
connections which will not be used as required by the City Engineer.

F. Excavation and Grading Plans - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the
applicant shall submit an excavation and grading plan, including erosion control
methods, to the City’s Development Services Department for review and approval.

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

H. Other  Permits - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the applicant shall
obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit if
construction activity will disturb, through clearing, grading, and/or excavation, one
acre of the site.  Additionally, any permits required by other agencies such as the
Division of State Lands; Army Corps of Engineers; Railroads; County; or Oregon
Department of Transportation, shall be approved and submitted to the City prior
to issuance of any City permits.

I. City Fiber Optic Lines - According to City maps, the City has Fiber Optic lines in
this area.  Any impacts to these lines needs to be discussed in advance of any
application for construction permits.

J. Streetscape Plan - As part of the public improvement plans, the applicant shall
include a “streetscape” plan that incorporates the following features: composite
utility plan; street lights; proposed driveway locations; vision clearance triangles
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for each intersection; street striping and signing (in conformance with the
MUTCD); and proposed street tree locations. 

K. Tree Plantings - When laying out the tree planting locations please be aware of
not blocking street signs, or traffic signals.  In addition, trees should not be
planted in areas outlined in LDC section 4.2.30.b. 

L. Mail Box Facilities - Mail box facilities will need to be provided per LDC Code
Section 4.0.110.

M. Fire Sprinkler Systems - The building shall be sprinkled as required by Building
and Fire Codes.

N. Major Replat and Property Lines - The applicant proposes to consolidate multiple
platted lots into a single lot. It is not clear if all of the platted lines are also
property lines. Construction cannot occur over property lines. If the platted lines
are also property lines, or if property lines currently divide the site ina
configuration in which buildings and associated setbacks would be in conflict,
Building Permits will not be issued until the Final Plat has been recorded. Prior
to issuance of Building Permits, the applicant will be required to demonstrate that
construction will not occur across existing property lines, or that the Final Plat has
been recorded.
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Table 7: (Revised)Summary of Proposed LDC Variations and Compensating Benefits

Report

pg #

LDC Section

Number

Standard Summary Summary of Proposed Variation

1 10, 75,

87

3.8.30.01.e 10-ft setback 9-ft setback from NW Short

Avenue

• Ground floor wall is recessed 14-ft from the property line to compensate for the upper

stories that exceed the 10-ft base minimum setback.

2 12-15 3.8.50.02.a 4,368 sq. ft. of Private Outdoor

space required

1,627 sq. ft. of Private Outdoor

Space

• More space on site for vehicle parking to minimize on-street parking impacts.

• Higher Quality Common Outdoor Space with more amenities than required.

• 1,600 sq. ft. indoor recreation room.

3 12-15 3.8.50.02.e Private Outdoor Space shall be

screened for privacy.

Private Outdoor Space not

screened for privacy.

• Improved interaction between building and public areas which enhances the pedestrian

experience;

• “Eyes on the street” concept. Increased visibility will enhance security in public areas

such as street and rooftop plaza.

4 12-15 3.8.50.03.a 24,500 sq. ft. of Common

Outdoor Space required

16,162 sq. ft. of Common

Outdoor Space 

• More space on site for vehicle parking to minimize on-street parking impacts. 

• Higher Quality Common Outdoor Space with more amenities than required.

• 1,600 sq. ft. indoor recreation room

• Proximity to Chintimini public park and OSU campus

5 16 3.8.50.03.e Five, 400 sq. ft. tot-lots required 0 tot lots 

• Not anticipated to be a significant need for tot-lots based on location and housing type. 

• Increased number of Outdoor Space amenities and areas that can be used by all ages. 

6 Corvallis Off-

Street Parking

and Access

Standards

Tandem parking spaces not

permitted

Up to 8 tandem spaces

• Efficient use of space, and more on-site parking.

• Allows for increased density in an area where higher density is appropriate.

7 18,

22,25,2

6, 

38,82

4.2.40.a 7.5-ft parking lot landscape

buffers

5-ft landscape buffers. None

proposed in two locations.

• Efficient use of space, and more on-site parking. Minimizes on-street parking impacts. 

• Screening hedge and fence on east parking lot.

• Allows existing circulation patterns to continue on 27  Street parking lot.th

• Improves existing parking compared to current conditions and moves towards full

compliance with LDC Standards.

8 27-

31,36

4.2.30, Table 4.2-

2

6 parking lot trees 4 parking lot trees

• Efficient use of space, and more on-site parking. Minimizes on-street parking impacts. 

• More trees than required by Code are planted in parking lot landscape buffers. 
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Report

pg #

LDC Section

Number

Standard Summary Summary of Proposed Variation

9 31,36 4.2.40.b Landscape islands must be at

least 8-ft wide

Landscape island 6.5-ft wide

• Efficient use of space, and more on-site parking. Minimizes on-street parking impacts. 

• Special planting techniques will be used for tree planted in this island.

10

2, 22-25 4.1.50.01 A maximum of 40% of vehicle

parking spaces can be compact

96% of vehicle parking spaces

are compact based on City

standards. 74% or 41% are

compact based on 1994 and 2010

ITE standards, respectively.

• Efficient use of space, and more on-site parking. Minimizes on-street parking impacts. 

11 42-44 4.6.30.a Solar protection for adjacent

residential buildings

Solar protection proposed to be

waived through Sections 4.6.60.c

and 4.6.60.d.

• Proposal satisfies criteria for waiver of standards:

• Site configuration and other solar access standards require east/west building

orientation.

• Maximum building setback is 25-ft, so building must be relatively close to north property

line.

• PODS require building to be oriented towards street.

• High density zone almost always requires multi-story buildings.

12 48,49 4.10.60.o.a.5 Service areas must be at least

20-ft from on-site and off-site

residential buildings.

Service area inside on-site

residential building

• Increased convenience for tenants.

• Minimizes impacts to surrounding uses associated with trash/recycling because service

area would be further away from surrounding uses.

13 40,41,8

6,87

4.4.20.03.c Through-lots must have a 20-ft

planting screen easement.

No planting screen easement.

• Facilitates pedestrian access to the site, and provides easy to understand pedestrian

environment regarding how to access the site.

• Encourages “eyes on the street”, which will enhance security.

• Avoids conflicts with PODS which require buildings to be oriented toward streets.

14 70,71 4.0.100.b 7-ft wide utility easement

provided

Not provided in some locations

• In some locations the utilities will be located in the street ROW . This allows for

additional ROW  for a 12-ft planter strip along NW  Harrison Blvd, while also serving the

site with utilities as required.

15 69,70 4.0.130.b.1 Detention facilities do not allow

maximize storm water infiltration.

Detention piping not designed

for storm water infiltration.

• Pervious pavement used to provide infiltration for paved surfaces, not the proposed

piping.

• The typical way to maximize storm water infiltration is to use a detention pond. Using

pervious pavement and detention piping, rather than a pond is a more efficient way to

use the available space on this high density, infill development site.
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MEMORANDUM
January 19, 2012

TO: Bob Richardson, Community Development / Planning

FROM: Matt Grassel, PW / Engineering / Development Review

SUBJECT: Harrison Apartments, (PLD11-00004) - Comments on Application
revisions in response to public testimony at the Planning
Commission meeting and written responses to Planning
Commission Questions.

Comments on compiled information dated January 17, 2012.

Changes to the application listed in Table 1.1 impacting Engineering related
issues:

Utility Easement

“Provide a 7' wide franchise utility easements instead of an easement of varying
widths.  Since, we shifted the Harrison Boulevard wing of the building 4'6" south,
this provides enough room to create a 7' wide franchise utility easement along
the north side of the building.  See final tentative plat map, dated January 10,
2012 for more detail.”

The revised proposal by the applicant is consistent with LDC section 4.0.100.b
which requires a minimum 7-foot wide utility easement adjacent to all street
ROW’s.  The applicant shows the proposed easement on their attachment “R”.

Planning Commission Questions and Engineering Responses.

Planning Commissioner - Feldmann

Q1. Could you clarify the use of the parking lane on the south side of Harrison Blvd?
Couldn't that be used for a left turn lane (at alley, Arnold, or 26th)? Many of the
parking issues are a result of directing traffic off Harrison and into the
neighborhood streets rather than directly from Harrison into the project (or by left
turn at Arnold, 26th, or alley).

R1. It may be possible to remove parking for a turn lane.  To remove parking would
require a traffic order and associated process including public outreach and
signature by the City Manager.  Since parking in this area is already in high
demand, removal of any on street parking will likely aggravate the on street
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parking situation.

In response to a left turn lane west bound on NW Harrison Blvd. to south bound
on NW Arnold Way, the March 3, 1997, draft Harrison Corridor Study addressed
this movement and recommended the left turns from Harrison Blvd. to Arnold
Way continue to be prohibited.   The improvements to Harrison at 29th and 30th

were completed in 1999 and were based on information in the Draft Corridor
Study.  Additionally the geometry/skew of this intersection and limited ROW
could create challenges in designing a properly functioning left turn from NW
Harrison to NW Arnold Way. 

Based on engineering principals and functional classification of streets, it is
generally preferable to provide site access via local streets vs. an arterial. 
Additional accesses on Harrison Blvd. would likely add to Harrison congestion. 
LDC section 4.1.40.a, addresses access restrictions on arterial streets.

Background from 1996 Corvallis Transportation Plan (page 3-4):

“Roadways have two functions: to provide mobility and access.  From a
design perspective, these functions can be incompatible; high continuous
speeds are desirable for mobility, while low speeds are more desirable for
access.  Arterials emphasize a high level of mobility for through movement;
local facilities emphasize the access function; and collectors offer a
balance of both functions.” 

“The local street system serves traffic within neighborhood areas and
facilitates access between the collector system and land uses adjoining
local streets.”

Q4. Will the driveway near the southeast corner of Arnold and Harrison remain? It's
the one on the NW corner of the project. Will future uses of that neighboring
property use that Harrison entrance? Looking at A.109, it's not clear how that
driveway would be used if the proposed project property boundary extends into
its path. Will it conflict with the bike parking?

R4. The existing access on the west end of the site provided access to an old
hospital parking lot. This access is located over a property line as shown on an
existing topographical survey (staff report Attachment A.128).  Since these
properties are no longer owned by the same entity, a reciprocal access
easement will need to be granted for the adjacent property to retain access
(proposed condition #15).  Because this is an adjacent lot not owned by the
same entity, improvements need to remain on the applicant’s property or in the
ROW unless there is a cooperative agreement.  On staff report Attachment
A.109, there is a curb shown just north of the bike parking delineating the
vehicular access area.  If the adjacent property is redeveloped, the access will be
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reviewed with those development plans.

Q5. Shouldn't the connection between the proposed sidewalk and existing sidewalk
on the west side match the location/angle of the one on the east side? This gets
into the driveway question above.

R5. There is a proposed sidewalk transition on the east side of the existing driveway. 
The setback sidewalk on the applicant’s site is located in the proposed new
ROW.  On the west side of the existing driveway, the sidewalk location is
constrained by the existing ROW.

Q6. Why doesn't the indented sidewalk extend the length of the Harrison Blvd.
frontage?  Shouldn't it continue to the western edge of the area north of the
covered bike parking? This gets into the driveway question above.

R6. The sidewalk transitions at the edge of the existing driveway.  If it were extended
to the property line the existing driveway would need to be modified.  To extend
the sidewalk to the property line and make the driveway work right, the applicant
would need to encroach onto the adjacent property.

Planning Commissioner - Howell

Stormwater Issues

Q4. Please address the questions raised by Dave Eckert’s testimony, including
whether the separation of stormwater and wastewater systems will only be
achieved on the property, then flow back into a combined system.

R4. The site is located within a combined sewer area.  There are pipes that only
handle storm drainage, but they eventually flow to a combined sewer and to the
treatment plant.  This area does not have a piped storm drain system directly to a
river or stream. 

Staff report attachment A.113 shows the utility plan for the site.  Consistent with
Development Services (City) Policy 1003, the applicant is proposing separate
storm drain connections that eventually flows to the combined sewer.  This
allows sewer and storm drain connections to be differentiated and the possibility
to separate the system in the future if necessary.  Most of the site storm drainage
runs to the combined sewer manhole in NW 27th Street.  A separate site storm
drainage system for the roof top is connected to a combined sewer MH on NW
Harrison Blvd. 
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Traffic Circulation

Q5. Please address circulation issues raised by Cindy Peyton’s testimony, resulting
from the restriction on left turns from westbound Harrison to southbound Arnold.

R5. See response R1 under Commissioner Feldmann above.  The restricted left turn
from Harrison to Arnold Way was result of the public process associated with the
draft Harrison Corridor study.   This causes traffic to use alternative routes.

L:\CD\Planning\Land Use Cases\PLD - Planned Development\PLD11 Cases\PLD11-00004 Harrison Apartments\Staff
Report\Attachments\Revised Staff Report Attachments\PW Memo to Planning 1_18_12.wpd
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project^ ecological development 
413 SW 13th Ave, suite 300 
portland or 97205 
 

         Page 1 of 27 

January 17, 2012  
(List of supporting documents updated 01.23.2012) 
 
Mr. Robert Richardson 
Associate Planner, Planning Division 
City of Corvallis 
P.O. Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339 
 
RE: Harrison Apartments (PLD11-00004, SUB11-00001) 
 Compilation of Information submitted in the January 4th and January 10th Letters  
 
 
Mr. Richardson, 
 
As requested in our letter dated December 28, 2011, we submitted adjustments to the Harrison Apartments Plan 
on January 4, 2012. These adjustments provided a detailed response to public comment received during the 
December 14-21 period. Since then, we received follow-up questions from you via email and responded to these 
on January 10, 2012. As you requested, the following letter compiles the information submitted on January 4 and 
January 10 into one document for easy distribution within the City.   
 
 
 
------------ Extracted text from the January 4, 2012 Letter  ------------ 
 
Mr. Richardson, 
 
As discussed in our letter request dated December 28, 2011, we are hereby submitting adjustments to the 
Harrison Apartments Plan and providing a detailed response to the comments received by the Planning 
Commission. Our goal with the Harrison Apartments is to create a legacy project that meets a high standard of 
quality, design, and sustainability within the zoning requirements for the site and that addresses the concerns of 
the Corvallis community.  
 
While our previous submittal made a concerted attempt to deal with the comments and concerns solicited 
through our outreach meetings, it has become increasingly apparent, and reinforced at the Planning Commission 
hearing, that our proposed parking quantity, which is allowed by code and supported by the planning staff, is the 
main objection to the plan.  Although we feel our original proposal has merit and creates an increase in quality of 
life through a pedestrian-oriented sustainable community on a currently vacant site, we understand the value of 
creating good neighborhood relations and have decided to further adjust our plan to address their concerns.  
 
While keeping our application fundamentality intact, the enclosed adjustments make modifications that are 
responsive to the issues raised by our neighbors and reduce the number of variances from 15 to 4 with one 
waiver. In order to achieve this, we decreased the number of units by 1; increased the number of bedrooms by 
9; increased the combined private and common outdoor open space; increased the number of parking stalls to 
197; eliminated all tandem and mechanical parking; reduced the number of compact spaces; widened the 
landscape buffer; included tree islands and a tot lot; moved the trash enclosure, widened the utility easement; 
and ensured that all portions of the building are within the minimum front yard setback.   
 

 Addendum Attachment C.1

EX
H

IB
IT

 K
 - 

34



 
 

project^ ecological development  Page 2 of 27 

Other modifications to the building that are not code related include changing the roof material and the direction 
of the siding. The remainder of this letter discusses these in greater detail and demonstrates how our plan meets 
the intent of the Planned Development Process, Comprehensive Plan, and the Vision 2020 Statement.  
 
We respectfully request that you confirm our application remains fundamentally intact, that an extension to the 
120-day rule has been granted, and that a new hearing date (before Planning Commission) of February 1, 2012 
can be arranged. Finally, we would like to express our continued enthusiasm for forwarding a plan that we 
believe: meets the intent of the code, provides a new innovative sustainable housing option for Corvallis, and 
enhances the livability of the neighborhood and the community. We thank you for your ongoing time and 
consideration.  
 
Best Regards, 
 

 
Tom Cody, Managing Partner 
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PART 1: ADJUSTMENTS TO ADDRESS PUBLIC COMMENT  
The existing application remains fundamentally intact while modifying the plan to respond to the concerns 
expressed during the public comment period, which in turn reducing the number of variances requested. The 
adjustments are summarized below and the variances they relate to are numbered according to “Table 1: 
Summary of Proposed LDC Variations” shown on page 4-5 of the staff report. 
 
Table 1.1: Adjustments to the Harrison Apartments Plan  
Topic Adjustment to Plan Variance 

Eliminated 
Building The part of the building closest to Harrison Boulevard shifted 4’6” south 

and the part of the building closest to Short Avenue shifted 1’ north; 
providing the minimum front yard setback of 10’ for both parts of the 
building. In summary, the building has a front, side yard, and rear yard 
setback of a minimum of 10’. The building has a maximum front yard 
setback of 25’, expect where open courtyards with pedestrian 
amenities are provided. The open courtyards are allowed by code to 
increase up to 50 percent of the building front beyond the maximum 
setback. The open courtyard section of the building front is only 23 
percent of the total front, which is allowed by code (4.10.60.01.a).  
 
*Note: Building setbacks are measured from line of building overhang to 
the property line. See Attachment SK-2 for a detailed drawing 
showing these dimensions. 

#1: Setback 
(3.8.30.01.e)  
 

Outdoor 
Space 

An increase in the combined common and private area outdoor space 
to meet Land Use Development Code and screening of outdoor spaces 
for privacy. (See Table 1.3, Attachment PSK-1, PSK-2, PSK-3, A-5, 
A-6, A-7, A-8, A-9) 
 
Common Outdoor Space  
The minimum size of any common outdoor space is within the allowed 
minimum of 400 sq. ft., with minimum dimensions of 20-by-20 ft. and is 
not located within any buffer or perimeter yard setback area. The 
common outdoor space provides both active and passive amenities. 
The groundfloor courtyards will provide passive areas for seating, 
reading and socializing with community. The upper courtyard will be 
more active and include a tot lot, picnic and barbecue areas, and 
includes enough area for active games such as Frisbee. A green roof on 
the Harrison wing of the building will include large and small deck areas 
connected by pathways and will be accessible by both an elevator and 
stairways. The green roof is expected to be more passive in nature and 
provide for lounging, eating, viewing, reading, and studying. The 
changes to the existing design, as a result of the green roof, are 
structural, waterproofing/drainage, and the addition of guardrails along 
its southern perimeter, and half of the west and east perimeter. All 
spaces listed above will provide places for people to sit.  
 
Private Outdoor Space 
Private outdoor space is provided through groundfloor and private 
patios. These patios will be elevated from the ground and screened 
and/or designed to provide privacy for the users of the space. 
Evergreen shrub planting and guardrails for the porches will accomplish 
this screening. The design of the screening will ensure that the porches 
are somewhat visible from the sidewalk for safety concern. 

#2, #3, #4: Private 
and Common 
Outdoor Common 
Space (3.8.50.02, 
3.8.50.02.e, 
3.8.50.03.a) 
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Tot Lots Included a playground area of 2,000 SF (combination of the five 
required tot lots). The playground will include a minimum of three items 
of play equipment such as slides, swings, towers, climbing rocks, and 
jungle gyms and will be enclosed by a 2.5 to 3 ft.-high wall, fence, 
planter, or benches/seats. Details of play structure and incorporated 
equipment to be finalized at time of Building Permit Review. 

#5: Tot Lot 
(3.8.50.03.e) 

Parking  An increase in the number of parking stalls to 197 spaces, which meets 
the Land Use Development Code parking standards for this 
development (See Table 1.5 and 1.6). The additional parking stalls will 
be accommodated in an underground parking structure below the roof 
garden.  

N/A: This 
modification 
exceeds the 10% 
reduction in parking 
stalls permitted 
outright due to 
bicycle facilities and 
the site’s proximity 
to transit. 

An increase in the parking stall widths and lengths to meet the City’s 
Off-Street Parking and Access Standards. This includes eliminating a 
number of parking efficiency measures including increased compact 
stalls on the site, mechanical parking, and tandem parking stalls. 

#6, #10: Off-Street 
Parking and Access 
Standards – 
Minimum stall 
dimension width; 
Tandem parking not 
permitted. (4.1.40) 

Landscape Provide parking area tree islands and increase the landscape buffer to 
Land Development Code standards in the surface parking lots. 
 
This differs from the previous plan in that the landscape buffer widths 
expanded to a minimum of 7’ plus the 6” curb width: 7’-6”, so the 
fence is not needed per code compliance 4.2.20.e. An evergreen 
hedge will be planted with the mix of evergreen groundcovers. The plan 
shows as many trees as is required by code.  

#7, #8, #9: 5’ wide 
landscaped buffer 
between parking 
and adjacent 
property, or 7.5’ 
where no wheel 
stops are provided; 
parking lot trees 
req’d (4.2.40.a) 

Trash 
Enclosure 

Move the trash enclosure to more than 20’ from the building. #12: Service areas 
to be minimum 20’ 
from residential 
building. 
(4.10.60.05) 

Utility 
Easement 

Provide a 7’ wide franchise utility easement instead of an easement 
with varying widths. Since, we shifted the Harrison Boulevard wing of 
the building 4’6” south, this provides enough room to create a 7” wide 
franchise utility easement along the north side of the building. See final 
tentative plat map, dated January 10, 2012 for more detail.  

#14: 7’ wide 
franchise utility 
easement required 
(4.0.100 –b) 

Bike 
Parking 

Provide a new covered area within the parking structure for bike 
parking and shift the bike stalls previously within apartments and other 
areas into this area. (See Table 1.5) 

N/A 

Unit Mix / 
Count 

A minor adjustment to the unit count/mix within the same building 
envelope and footprint. (See Table 1.5)  

N/A 

Materials A revision to the building’s siding on floors 2-4 from vertical in direction 
to horizontal.  

N/A 

Roof An adjusted roof design of a dark-colored architectural composition 
rather that the previously proposed metal roof.  

N/A 
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As a result from the adjustments to the application, the applicant is requesting four variances and one waiver. 
The following summarizes why a particular waiver or variance could not be avoided and the resulting benefits.  
 
Table 1.2: Remaining Variances and Waiver  
No. LDC 

Section 
Standard Variance / Compensating Benefits OR  

Waiver / Justification for Waiver  
#11
b 

4.6.30.a Solar 
protection 
for 
adjacent 
residential 
buildings 

Waiver:  Solar protection proposed to be waived through Sections 4.6.60.c 
and/or 4.6.60.d. Solar Access protection is measured by unobstructed solar 
access for 4 hours between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. on November 21. 
Unfortunately, the minimum setbacks and allowable building heights for this 
zone do not ensure Solar access protection.  
 
There are six buildings to the north of this development; three of them will 
maintain solar protection. The remaining three will not, however, two of the 
buildings are minimally affected by the new development in that the facades 
are shaded for a limited amount of time during a 4-hour period. Additionally, 
the other building has existing trees on its property that already limit solar 
access. (See A0.1: Solar Access Plan) 
 
Justification for Waiver: As requested by the Land Development Code: 
 Purpose of the Solar Access Chapter: Solar energy can make a 
significant long-term contribution to the City’s energy supply. This 
Chapter is intended to encourage the use of solar energy by protecting Solar 
Access in new Residential Subdivisions and Residential Planned 
Developments. 
Requirement: Loss of Solar Access for current and future generations 
mitigated by a substantial increase in energy efficiency over code.  
Response: This project is targeting LEED Gold with an energy savings of 
between 14% and 26% above code, which is a substantial increase over 
code and mitigates loss of solar access.  
 
4.6.60.c: Reflect development constraints associated with physical land 
development constraints related to the shape of the site. 
Response: The development site is unusually shaped; in that it is L-shaped 
with the area of land where it is practicable to place a building is relatively 
narrow and oriented in the east-west direction.  Furthermore, maximum 
setback requirements for the RS-20 zone dictate the placement of the 
building relatively close to the property line between 10’ and 25’.  It is 
therefore a fundamental conflict between the requirement to maintain solar 
access for the residences across NW Harrison Blvd to the north of the 
development site, the requirement to place the building within the maximum 
setback, and the ability to provide a feasible and desired density on the site, 
all per the Comprehensive Plan goals.  
 
However, to maximize solar access for adjacent properties, we have 
designed a building with a large average setback of 19’1” (max can be 25’) 
and put a portion of the building within a setback greater than the maximum 
by providing courtyards in front of the building; this is allowed by code and 
feasible in certain locations on the site. We also did not take advantage of 
the fully allowed building height of 65’ or 5 floors but rather are proposing to 
build to 51’ and 4 floors. Note: eliminating the gable of the roof does not 
remove the need for a solar access waiver. 
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4.6.60.d: Meet City design requirements for provision of landscaping and 
location of buildings consistent with minimum setbacks 
Response: Project meets the minimum setbacks. 
 
Supported by the following Comprehensive Plan Policies: 
3.2.1 - The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis UGB will emphasize: 
(B) Efficient use of land; (D) Compact urban form. 
9.2.5 – (A) Higher density close to transit; (H) Buildings close to the street, 
entrance oriented toward public area. 

#13 4.4.20.03
.c 

20’ wide 
planting 
screen 
easement 
facing 
street 

Variance:  Proposed re-plat of existing lots will create a through lot. Project 
proposes to place buildings facing both adjoining streets, rather than place 
planting screening facing one street. The unusual condition of this site makes 
this variance necessary to achieve a pedestrian-oriented experience on Short 
Avenue. 
 
Compensating Benefit:  Increased density and more efficient use of land, 
while enhancing pedestrian environment by providing building frontage with 
windows and architectural features rather than blank wall of vegetation. This 
increases security with “eyes-on-the street” and provides a pedestrian 
friendly streetscape with visible, covered front porches on both streets – 
Harrison Boulevard and Short Avenue, which is one of the characteristics of 
the neighborhood.  
 
Supported by the following Comprehensive Plan Policies: 
3.2.1 - The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis UGB will emphasize: 
(B) Efficient use of land; (D) Compact urban form. 
3.2.3 -The City shall address compatibility conflicts through design and other 
transitional elements, as well as landscaping, building separation, and 
buffering. 
9.2.1 – Maintain neighborhood characteristics 
9.2.4 – Pedestrian-oriented 
9.2.5 - (H) Buildings close to the street, entrance oriented toward public 
area; (I) Security enhanced, openings and windows overlook public areas 

#15 4.0.130.b
.1 

Detention 
facilities 
designed 
to 
maximize 
storm 
water 
infiltration 

Variance:  Detention facilities will be provided according to code to reduce 
peak runoff; however, due to subsurface conditions, they will not be 
designed to maximize storm water infiltration.  
 
The geotechnical memorandum states in part, “infiltration into underlying 
materials is not favorable”. This speaks directly to the infiltration potential of 
the existing on-site soils, which are fine grained. This type of soil makes it 
impractical to infiltrate an appreciable amount of storm water on-site through 
a detention facility. The City staff in their report concurred that it is 
reasonable to not require underground detention facilities to infiltrate based 
on these specific site conditions. We understand this type of variance is 
common and has been approved for other projects, because of similar soil 
conditions.  
 
Compensating Benefit:  
This plan creates a condition that is an improvement over existing conditions 
by 1) by mimicking pre-development characteristics; 2) using pervious 
pavement on the site, and 3) including a green roof on the Harrison 
Boulevard wing of the building. This, by design, reduces the impervious 
surface of the site from 73,459 SF to 43,937 SF. 
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For this site and project, with the premise and direction from the City’s Storm 
water Master Plan, the applicant proposes pervious pavement to provide the 
water quality function for all pollution-generating pavement and the inclusion 
of a green roof to decrease the quantity of runoff from the site by increasing 
evapotranspiration from the roof and increasing the quality of water that 
eventually leaves the site via the roof.  
 
The applicant’s proposal includes 21,600 square feet of pervious pavement 
sections, which translate to 21,600 square feet of earth contact area for 
storm water being treated in these pavement sections. To create that much 
actual soil/water contact in an underground detention system would require 
1,500 to 2,000 lineal feet of trench for a 48-inch diameter detention pipe. 
This is much more trench and pipe than this project will require for a 
detention facility.  
 
Thus the opportunity for infiltration, while not favorable, is still maximized in 
the applicant’s proposal which creates the greatest soil/water contact area 
when compared to what is possible as a component of the storm water 
detention system 
 
In summary, considering the soil conditions that exist, this plan provides a 
more appropriate and applicable way to provide storm water infiltration on 
the site, increase the quality of water outflow, and decrease quantity of storm 
water outflow from the site.  
 
Supported by the following Comprehensive Plan Policies: 
10.3.6 - Minimize the effects of development on downstream drainage 
systems through the use of appropriate strategies as identified in the 
Stormwater Master Plan. 
 
Supported by the following Storm water Master Plan Policies: 
5.4.2.7 QN-8 – (a) Minimize the proportion of each development site 
allocated to surface parking and circulation; (c) Use pervious materials and 
alternative designs where applicable, such as infiltration systems, (g) retain a 
larger percentage of vegetated area within all types of development to 
increase rainfall interception; (h) pursue the use of retention and infiltration 
facilities where the soils are suitable to control runoff volume, peak flow. 

#A 
 

Off-Street 
Parking 
and 
Access 
Standard 

Drive aisle 
width  
 
90 degree 
parking – 
26’ 
 
60 degree 
parking – 
16’ 
 
 

Variance:  Use the Institute of Transportation Engineers Standard (5th 
Addition), a universally accepted national standard, for the drive aisle 
dimension in the covered parking structure.   
 

Type 90 degree 60 degree 
Proposed 23’ 15’9” 
ITE Standard 23’ 13’6’ 
Corvallis Standard 26’ 16’ 

 
Compensating Benefit:  This variance reduces the size of the area 
dedicated to parking-related circulation and provides for more landscaped 
area between the north wing of the building and the sidewalk on Harrison 
Boulevard. The following benefits result when parking-related circulation is 
minimized: 1) a more efficient use of land; 2) smaller consumption of energy 
and resources to build the structure – less excavation and building materials; 
3) a more compact urban form for the development; 4) parking design allows 
for the relocation of covered bicycle parking spaces to a more secure 
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location; 5) smaller quantity of impervious surface on the site; and 6) greater 
quantity of parking than minimum required by code. 
 
As an additional compensating benefit, the applicant is providing bike 
parking at 10% above code requirement and proposes to make car-share 
opportunities available to residents through a Eugene-based car-share 
company.  The applicant proposes to provide financial incentives to car-free 
tenants, in the form of free waiver of the car-share application and annual 
membership fee.  The car-share company proposed is WeCar 
(http://aboutus.wecar.com/), which already has a presence on OSU campus.  
 
Maximizing the parking on the site by increasing the efficiency of the covered 
parking lot, in combination with the above described compensating benefits, 
will serve to eliminate parking pressure in the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
Supported by the following Comprehensive Plan Policies: 
3.2.1 - The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis UGB will emphasize: 
(B) Efficient use of land; (C) Efficient use of energy and other resources; (D) 
Compact urban form. 
7.7.8 – City consider strategies (incentives) to encourage green builder 
construction. 
11.4.3 - All traffic generators shall provide adequate parking. 
11.7.7 - Opportunities for increasing residential density 
12.2.5 - Promote clustering 
14.3.1 – Infill development preferred 

#B 
 

4.2.40.a 5’ wide 
landscape
d buffer 
between 
parking 
and 
adjacent 
property 
 
 
 

Variance:  At 27th St parking lot, we will not provide a landscape buffer 
along the south, southwest, and west side of the property. Currently, 
property owners to the south, southwest, and west side of the 27th Street 
parking lot, enter, with permission, the Harrison Apartments property to 
access the rear portions of their lots where they have parking.. If we provide 
a 5’ landscape buffer between the 27th parking lot and these properties, the 
property owners will no longer have access to existing parking on the rear 
portions of their lots, which they currently use. 
 
Compensating Benefit:  
Maintains existing parking layout of the 27th parking lot and the variance 
allows for permissive access to adjacent off-site parking, and in doing so 
does not adversely affect an existing parking situation in the neighborhood. 
In effect, it allows adjacent private property owner to access parking on their 
lots through the Harrison Apartment property, providing a benefit of 
maintaining 10 parking spaces for adjacent property owners that would not 
exist if the buffer, according to code, were implemented.  The change 
improves the existing parking lot above historical conditions. Further, the 
variance allows us to continue the existing permissive access as well as 
neighboring off-site parking quantity and layout, and in doing so does not 
adversely affect an existing parking situation in the neighborhood.  
 
Supported by the following Comprehensive Plan Policies: 
3.2.1 - The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis UGB will emphasize: 
(B) Efficient use of land; (D) Compact urban form. 
3.2.3 - The City shall address compatibility conflicts through design and 
other transitional elements, as well as landscaping, building separation, and 
buffering. 
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Table 1.3: Common and Private Outdoor Space Required and Provided 
Note: Attachment PSK-1, PSK-2, PSK-3 details the location of all common and private outdoor space.  
 
Required Common Outdoor (SF) Private Outdoor (SF) 
48 SF/unit x 90 units - 4,320 
200 SF/unit x 28 units (1BR & 2 BR) 5,600 - 
300 SF/unit x 62 units (3BR & 4BR) 18,600 - 

Total Required 
24,200 4,320 

28,520 Combined 
 

Provided Combined (SF) Private Outdoor (SF) 
Patios - 688 
NW Corner of the North Wing 1,768 - 
SW Corner of the North Wing 986 - 
Upper Courtyard 15,803 - 
NE Corner of the South Wing 1,035 - 
Green Roof 8,240 - 
Total Provided 28,520 Combined 
 
 
 
 
Table 1.4: Green Area Provided and Lot Coverage 
Locations Green 

Area (SF) 
% of  
Site 

Landscaped  
Area (SF) 

% of  
Site  

Upper Courtyard 14,327 15% 8,702 35% 
Harrison Blvd Courtyards 8,561 9% 5,618 23% 
Short Avenue Courtyards 2,966 3% 1,600 6% 
Parking Lot Landscaping and 
Walkways 

8,408 9% 7,102 29% 

Side Yards 2,902 3% 1,754 7% 
Total 37,164 38% 24,704 26% 
 
Site 96,703 100% 
Lot Coverage 59,539 62% 
Green Area  37,164 38% 
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Table 1.5: Unit Count and Parking 
Unit Type  Units Beds Car Spaces* Bike Spaces* 
1 BR / 1 BA 1 1 1 1 
2 BR / 2 BA 27 54 41 41 
3 BR / 2 BA 24 72 60 48 
4 BR / 3 BA 38 152 95 76 
Total  90 279 197 166 

With 10% Reduction per LDC 4.1.20.q^ 174 166 
Total Provided 197  

(70% covered) 
183  

(66% covered) 
Compared to Code 10% more  10% more  

 
* Section 4.1.30 – Off-Street Parking Requirements  
^ Section 4.1.20.q.1 - A reduction of up to 10% of required vehicle parking may be allowed if a transit stop, 
developed consistent with Corvallis Transit System guidelines and standards, is located on-site or within 300 ft. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1.6: Parking Type 
Type Count Percentage 
Regular Spaces 113 57% 
Compact 78 40% 
Accessible 6 3% 
Total 197 
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PART 2: MEETS THE INTENT OF THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
 
We submit that the proposed Harrison Apartments Projects meets the intent of the Planned Development (PD) 
process.  The intent of this process is to establish procedures that permit flexibility in the land development 
process allowing for innovation in site planning and architectural design. The PD process provides an avenue for 
an owner to request variations from development standards while maintaining the intent of the Comprehensive 
Plan and the Land Development Code. This process allows the promotion of efficient use of land and 
implementation of a more economical arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, land uses, and utilities.  
Given this, we believe our proposal, in its spirit and its technicalities, meets both the intent and the requirements 
of the PD process. 
 
As a general comment pertaining to the application, it is important to bear in mind that this development site is an 
urban infill redevelopment site, and as such is heavily constrained.  Many aspects of the site that are outside of 
the developer’s control include, but are not limited to, lot size and shape, street pattern, and access points.  As 
such, it is appropriate to request a substantial number of variances, in order to balance the intent of the Land 
Development Code (LDC) requirements, such as parking, open space, landscaping, and setbacks, as well as 
meet the needs and desires of the surrounding neighborhood.   
 
A similar development that could be proposed on a greenfield site in the urban fringe could very likely be 
submitted with few or no variance requests; however, the Corvallis Vision 2020 statement and Comprehensive 
Plan are adamant that infill redevelopment within the urban core of the City is preferable.   
 
It is also important to balance the economic realities that accompany any proposal for development.  An alternate 
proposal could also theoretically be submitted for this site that requested few or no variances (for example, one 
that relies on multi-level structured underground parking to meet parking requirements or a typical infill 
townhouse development with less management and parking controls); the fact that such a proposal is 
prohibitively expensive to construct means that no such development proposal is likely to be forthcoming or that 
a development not in the best interest of the neighborhood would occur.  
 
Therefore, the City’s alternatives to accepting a development proposal that requests variances would be either to 
have this valuable property (in close proximity to OSU and downtown) remain vacant for many years after the 
demolition of the existing building is complete, or to approve a development of a typical development pattern and 
management style common to areas surrounding campus without the unique features that the Harrison 
Apartments proposal offers.   
 
This proposal, which we believe is the most appropriate development for the site, fulfills the review criteria for a 
PD and ensures consistency with the density requirements of the Comprehensive Plan and applicable policies 
and standards adopted by the City Council.  
 
This is demonstrated through the fourteen compatibility factors summarized on Table 2.1. More detailed 
information, diagrams, and photographs can be found in our original application for Harrison Apartments.  
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Table 2.1: Compliance with Compatibility Factors  

1 Compensating 
Benefits for the 
variations being 
requested 

Compensating benefits for the variances requested were outlined in our 
original application. We believe these benefits offset the requested 
development standard modifications. However, given subsequent public 
comment, we modified our application to reduce the number of variances 
and detailed those compensating benefits in Table 1.3 above.  

2 
 

Basic Site Design  
(Organization of Uses 
on a site and the 
Uses’ relationships to 
neighboring 
properties) 

ORGANIZATION OF USES ON THE SITE 
Harrison Apartments embodies all of the best smart growth, new urbanist 
planning, and sustainable design principles, combining increased density 
with a pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly environment.  By placing this kind 
of elegant density near jobs and fulfilling transit goals of increased 
ridership, and decreased car dependencies are met. The development 
emphasizes an attractive streetscape at the site frontage and a large 
interior landscaped common outdoor space, which places the majority of 
vehicular parking under a raised courtyard structure, hidden from view.   
 
The building on the site was placed to front along the two major streets 
adjoining the site, NW Harrison Boulevard and NW Short Avenue. The 
design of the building with ground floor apartments and porches that face 
the street and are accessible from the sidewalk provide “eyes-on-the-
street” which increase security and visibility and provide a 
residential/pedestrian-scale environment. 
 
Structured parking is tucked between the two wings of the building and 
surface parking is placed along an alley and on NW 27th Street screened 
and away from view along the major street, NW Harrison Boulevard.  
 
USES RELATIONSHIP TO NEIGHBORORRING PROPERTIES 
The Multi-family Residential Use on the site is compatible with the Uses 
on neighboring properties, which include but are not limited to:  
fraternities and sororities, single-family residential (most being rented to 
multiple students), religious assembly, and/or vacant.  Additionally, all 
properties that are immediately adjacent to the subject site also bear the 
RS-20 Zoning Designation, so no compatibility conflicts between uses are 
anticipated. 

3 
 

Visual Elements  
(Scale, structural 
design and form, 
materials, etc.) 

SCALE 
The buildings are of an appropriate scale and compatible with the 
underlying zoning designation (RS-20) and the neighboring properties.  
The proposed development complies with the RS-20 development 
standards for this site and meets the code with regards to density, height, 
lot area, and setbacks. 
 
First-Thirty-Feet 
Experience has taught us that the first thirty feet of a building are the most 
important as that is what the community experiences and engages.  
Accordingly, we have paid particular attention to this area of the building.  
Through materials, articulation, window placement, landscaping, 
canopies, and front stoops, we have provided an attractive and richly 
detailed experience.  These are features normally found in the residential 
realm and allow our building to conform to its context.    
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Height 
The proposed building at 4-stories is 13’ feet shorter (1 story lower) than 
the maximum height allowed outright for this site. Properties to the east, 
north, south, and west contain a diverse mix of building sizes and uses, 
though most common are 2-3 story multi-family dwelling units and/or 
fraternities and sororities.  The largest building in the immediate 
neighborhood is The Gem apartment building, which is 7 stories tall. 
Please note that the distances from site noted below are approximate.  
 
Example A: Stories on Larger Buildings in the Vicinity  
(See Figure 1.1 for photographs) 
Existing Building on the Site: 2-3 stories (allowed outright: 5 stories) 
Alpha Gamma Delta (eastern edge of the site): 2.5 stories 
Delta, Delta, Delta (eastern edge of the site): 2.5 stories 
Alpha Gamma Rho (Harrison Blvd/26th St, 150’ from site): 3 stories 
Alpha Tau Omega (Van Buren Ave/26th St, 200’ from site): 2.5 stories 
White Bear Apartments (29th St/Tyler Ave, 594’ from site): 3 stories 
Townhouse Development (23rd St/Polk Ave, 0.19mi from site): 3 stories 
The Gem (Kings Blvd./Jackson Ave, 0.31mi from site): 7 stories 
 
Length and Depth 
The development site is unusually shaped in that it is L-shaped with the 
area of land where it is practicable to place a building being relatively 
narrow and oriented in the east-west direction.  Furthermore, maximum 
setback requirements for the RS-20 zone dictate the placement of the 
building relatively close to the property line.  It is therefore a fundamental 
conflict between the requirement to maintain solar access for the 
residences across NW Harrison Blvd to the north of the development site, 
and the requirement to place the building within the maximum setback 
from NW Harrison Boulevard.  Also, feedback from neighbors indicates 
that they prefer to have the building close to the street, as that location 
greatly enhances the residential neighborhood feel of the development.  
Such a configuration also screens the parking and internal areas from the 
street.  
 
This resulted in the frontage along NW Harrison Boulevard to be designed 
to provide an appropriately scaled building with a strong pedestrian 
environment adjacent to the sidewalk. This frontage is consistent with 
neighboring properties, the intent of the zoning code, and the goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 
This was successfully achieved by 1) breaking up the building along 
Harrison into four parts so that the building setback varies along its length 
from 10’ to 25’, the maximum allowed setback; 2) recessing the roofline 
and the building façade at the two stairwell locations to break up the 
length of the building; 3) keeping the depth of the building at 52 feet, 
which is similar to the typical depth of a single-family house; 4) pushing 
back the ground floor of the building to provide for covered porches; and 
5) providing trees and landscaped garden courtyards between the 
sidewalk and the building. These measures give the building variety, 
texture, and landscaping, which is compatible with the underlying zoning 
and diverse neighborhood context. 
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Example B: Length of Larger Buildings in the Vicinity 
(See Figure 1.2 for photographs) 
See below for the lengths of larger private buildings in the surrounding 
community, within a 0.37mi radius of the proposed site.   
 
Note: The lengths and distances noted below are approximate. All of 
these existing buildings, except for the one on the site, have facades that 
are almost entirely straight and parallel to the street with little to no relief. 
The proposed Harrison Boulevard apartments vary in distance from the 
street in four sections, with its longest section being 127 feet in length.  
The longest building is the area is Franklin School with a straight façade 
approximately 418 feet in length.  
 
Existing Building on the Site: 329’ 
Townhouse Development (23rd St/Polk Ave, 0.19mi from site): 263',  
Corvallis Caring Place (NW of above property, 0.23 mi from site): 293' 
Fred Meyer (Buchanan Ave/Kings Blvd, 0.23 mi from site): 358' 
Franklin School (NW 19th/NW Taylor, 0.37 mi from site): 418' 
Harding School (Harrison Blvd/NW 31st St, 0.27 mi from site): 405' 
 
STRUCTURAL DESIGN AND FORM 
The positive visual experience of the site is maximized by locating the 
larger of the two parts of the building to orient toward NW Harrison 
Boulevard and placing all of the façades within the maximum allowed 
setback, except where courtyards with pedestrian amenities are provided 
along NW Harrison Boulevard. The north facade, facing NW Harrison 
Boulevard, has directional breaks so that the building is essentially divided 
into four sections, each one facing the street at a slightly different angle.  
This breaks up the façade and provides a more interesting and varying 
appearance.  Through its features, the building is designed so that it is 
perceived as 4 separate and smaller buildings.    
 
Although near the College Hill, North College Hill and Chintimini 
neighborhoods, the site is not located within the bounds of a 
neighborhood association. Nor is the site governed by any design or 
historic review standards. The site is not in a historic district.  This said we 
have designed the building to relate to Corvallis’ residential and historic 
character. Our team has chosen not to mimic historic building details but 
rather to develop a contemporary building language that has an 
appropriate structural design and form for the site and zoning, while 
incorporating aspects typical of a larger historic building. 
 
Example 1: A typical profile of larger historic buildings have well-defined 
base, body, and crown to the building and provide a different material 
treatment for each part. This allows the base of the building to be more 
defined in terms of materiality and to provide a richness of materials at the 
eye-level of pedestrians. The building has incorporated these elements 
through varying the profile, form, and material treatments for each part.  
 
Example 2: The steep roof pitch is not only highly encouraged by the 
code but is also prevalent in many of the historic Tudor Revival Style 
buildings and newer contemporary buildings around the site.   
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Example 3: Windows in historic buildings 1) vary in size, 2) are in 
groupings, 3) are usually recessed with a sill to provide depth in the 
façade, and 4) usually have a trim around the windows to give it a visual 
“pop” of interest. The windows in the façade of this building are grouped 
into clusters, some which are recessed into the building and others that 
pop out of the building to give visual interest. These groupings contain 
windows of various sizes and types (single-hung, casement, and picture 
windows) with surrounding trim. The design for the windows is in keeping 
with the diversity of historical architectural styles in the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
 
MATERIALS  
In response to neighbor concerns we have changed the siding to align 
horizontally with the building, like similar facings in the neighborhood.  In 
keeping with the majority of buildings in the surrounding neighborhoods, 
this project uses the natural materials of wood and brick with varying 
textures to give the building a residential look and feel. Two colors of 
natural stained cedar siding which constitutes the majority of the façade 
material is complimentary to the horizontal lap siding that is primarily 
found on other residential properties in the vicinity.  The darker colored 
roof on the building is also complimentary to the gray and brown colors of 
the asphalt shingle roofing materials of neighboring buildings.  
Additionally, the site is heavily landscaped and this landscaping is visible 
from the street frontage, similar to residential homes in the vicinity.   

4 
 

Noise attenuation The proposal is designed with internal circulation on floors 2-4 and no 
outward facing recreation areas or balconies.  No other special measures 
have been considered for noise attenuation, nor will this project create 
any noises greater than or not typical of the surrounding residential uses. 

5 Odors and 
emissions 

Odors on the site are anticipated to be similar to those permitted on 
adjacent residential lands.  Corvallis is currently in compliance with State 
and Federal air and water quality standards. It is anticipated that any 
emissions resulting from this development will be minimal. This project is 
not expected to affect the City’s compliance with these State and Federal 
standards. 

6 Lighting Complies.  All new exterior lighting for the project will be shielded so as 
not to produce glare onto adjacent properties.  The proposed fixtures are 
designated as “Full Cut-Off” according to the standards issued by the 
Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (IESNA) and as such 
will meet the standard of lamp concealment outlined in the City 
standards.   

7 Signage All new signage will be in compliance with LDC Chapter 4.7.   

8 Landscaping for 
buffering and 
screening 

The proposed application complies with all of the standards associated 
with landscaping for buffering and screening, except for those requested 
through variances addressed in Compatibility Factor #1. 

9 Transportation 
facilities 

As the Traffic Impact Analysis indicates that the anticipated vehicular 
traffic trips generated will be fewer than the current approved uses as 
either a Hospital or a Nursing Home, the existing street network is 
adequate to handle all vehicular traffic associated with the site. NW 
Harrison Boulevard currently has bicycle lanes on both sides of the street, 
and Corvallis Transit System has several lines with stops in the immediate 
vicinity of the site. 
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10 Traffic and off-site 
parking impacts 

TRAFFIC 
There are no adverse effects on traffic anticipated, as the Traffic Impact 
Analysis indicates that vehicular trips generated by the project 
development will be fewer than the quantity generated by the current 
approved uses as either a Hospital or Nursing Home. 
 
OFF-SITE PARKING IMPACTS 
Off-site parking impacts are not anticipated as the project is designed to 
promote pedestrian, bicycle, and transit transportation over vehicular.  
Furthermore, through the removal of a driveway access from NW Harrison 
Boulevard, one additional on-street parking space will be made available.   
 
On street parking on NW Short Ave and NW 27th St will be reconfigured 
to accommodate changes in access drive locations; however, no parking 
spaces will be lost as a result.  Therefore the net impact to the quantity of 
on-street parking spaces associated with the development site is an 
increase of one.  

11 Utility 
Infrastructure 

STORMWATER 
Storm water will be detained on-site in below grade facilities. Storm water 
will be released at historical rates to the combination systems in NW 
Harrison Boulevard and NW Short Avenue. The applicant proposes a new 
separated public storm drain in Short Avenue which will allow easy 
separation of storm and sanitary in the future. Storm water quality and 
ground water infiltration will be accomplished by the construction of 
porous pavement sections at the locations for all pollution generating 
surfaces as defined by the City’s Storm Water Master Plan. The project 
will also include a functional green roof on the northern wing of the 
building adjacent to Harrison Boulevard. This will provide for additional 
storm water cleansing and decreased runoff by increased 
evapotranspiration. State permitting for underground injection control will 
not be required, as shown through the requested variance addressed in 
Compatibility Factor #1. 
 
WATER 
The site is located in the first level of the public water system. The 
applicant proposes separate fire and domestic water services from the 
public lines in NW Harrison Boulevard and NW Short Avenue. The original 
hospital/Heart of the Valley facility was served from the Harrison 
Boulevard public line only. Fire protection systems will be designed based 
upon actual flow and pressure measurements at the time of permit 
application. The water system master plan does not indicate any need for 
system improvements in the project vicinity. 
 
SANITARY SEWER 
The site is located in the Fillmore Basin. The wastewater utility system 
plan states there are no structural problems with the trunk lines or 
laterals, and the system has capacity through full build out of the City. 
Any drainage from the covered structured parking will be routed to the 
sanitary sewer. The existing lines are combination lines. The applicant 
proposes to outlet to the 10” lateral in the public alley to the east of the 
site.  
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12 Effects on air and 
water quality  
 

This project does not create any air or water quality impacts, which would 
be inconsistent with or in excess of the RS-20 zoning, or the surrounding 
residential uses. Storm water quantity and quality measures will be made 
consistent with the City’s adopted Master Plan and Design Standards.  

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

The application complies with this compatibility factor by orienting 
buildings toward the main streets, putting primary building entrances to 
face the street, providing landscaped open courtyards, placing 82% of 
the building within the maximum setback, dedicating 21-23% of the 
building area to windows or doors (minimum is 15%), hiding parking, 
varying building materials, incorporating a high roof pitch, providing 
ground floor porches, ensuring that sidewalks are continuous and 
connected, and complying with all other required standards.  

14 Preservation and/or 
protection of 
Significant Natural 
Features. Streets 
shall also be designed 
along contours, and 
structures shall be 
designed to fit the 
topography of the site 
to ensure compliance 
with these Code 
standards. 

There is no inventoried Significant Vegetation, Riparian Corridors, 
Wetlands, Floodplains, Steep Slopes, or Landslide Hazards on the site.   
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PART 3: FUFILLS THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND VISION 2020 
The proposal fulfills the intent and standards set forth in the Comprehensive Plan and also fulfill the City’s Vision 
2020 Statement.  
  
Table 3.1: Fulfills the Intent of the Comprehensive Plan 
No. Section 3 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds the Intent 
3.2.1 B The desired land use pattern 

within the Corvallis Urban 
Growth Boundary will 
emphasize: Efficient use of 
land 

This is a larger piece of land in the heart of Corvallis. It is 
connected to infrastructure and locates housing near jobs 
and transit. This project efficiently repurposes a currently 
vacant, underutilized site.  

3.2.1 C The desired land use pattern 
within the Corvallis Urban 
Growth Boundary will 
emphasize efficient use of 
energy and other resources  

This project is targeting LEED Gold with an energy savings of 
at least 14% above code. In one of our most recent projects, 
Courtside Apartments, we were able to achieve 26% above 
code in energy savings, 40% water use reduction, and 
recycle 75% of our construction waste. This project would 
target similar and other efficiency metrics.  

3.2.1 D The desired land use pattern 
within the Corvallis Urban 
Growth Boundary will 
emphasize compact urban 
form 

This is an infill project with a building that is designed to fit 
into the scale of the neighborhood while maximizing the site’s 
potential. The density on the site was designed in a compact 
form - grouping them into one building leaving room on the 
site for parking and open space.  

3.2.1 E The desired land use pattern 
within the Corvallis Urban 
Growth Boundary will 
emphasize efficient provision 
of transportation and other 
public services  

This project emphasis a land use pattern that puts higher 
density housing next to transit. This contributes to the 
population that is near a transit stop and most like to use 
transportation services - increasing ridership, which will 
support the viability of these systems long-term. 

3.2.1 F The desired land use pattern 
within the Corvallis Urban 
Growth Boundary will 
emphasize neighborhoods 
with a mix of uses, diversity 
of housing types, pedestrian 
scale, a defined center, and 
shared public areas. 

The surrounding area is predominately a mix of single-family 
homes (mostly rented to students), townhouses, duplexes, 
fourplexes, and large fraternity/sorority buildings. The 
Harrison Apartments will add to the diversity of housing types 
available to residents in this neighborhood by providing a 
sustainable apartment community option. Currently, there are 
no LEED certified multi-family residential buildings in 
Corvallis, this would be the first and would target LEED Gold.  
 
The design of the ground floor of the building differs from the 
upper floors, allowing residents in these apartments to 
directly access an outdoor porch and the sidewalk. This 
attracts a diversity of people with different living situations to 
live in the building. The building provides for those who want 
individual apartments with more privacy and those who want 
to live as a part of a residential community with shared 
corridors. We imagine the upper floors to be more attractive 
to certain people with the ground level more attractive to 
others. We follow Fair Housing Policy to ensure that all 
residents have equal access to the housing of their choice. 
 
The project is proposing a mix of apartment types including 
2, 3 and 4 bedroom apartments.  This will make the project 
suitable to a wider array of people.   
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The project has been designed to have a pedestrian scale 
along the street frontage, with a shared central public 
promenade and private open space that define its center.  

No. Section 7 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds the Intent 
7.2.2  The City shall continue to 

advocate responsible 
environmental behavior 
from its citizens and 
neighbors.  

We believe the City will be an advocate for this project as it is 
designed to be environmentally responsible in its design 
through: building orientation, efficient layout, construction 
procedures that recycle construction waste, and utilization of 
local materials and materials with recycled content. In 
addition, this project advocates environmental responsibility 
from its own residents through a sustainable residents’ 
programs that promote recycling, reuse, and transit/bike/foot 
transportation. 

7.2.3  The City shall participate in 
efforts to improve 
environmental quality at the 
local, national, and global 
levels 

The construction methods of this building (targeting LEED 
Gold) will improve indoor air quality by the usage of low-
emitting materials; reduce heat island effect from the roof; 
reduce light pollution by light fixture choices and placement; 
reduce water and energy usage; and incorporate recycled 
content and rapidly renewable materials. Additionally, the 
removal of asbestos in the current building on the site, will 
contribute toward environmental quality at the immediate 
local level.  Also of local significance is the fact that the 
building promotes pedestrian and bicycle activity through its 
design and facilities and allows people to become less car 
dependent by locating housing proximate to jobs and transit.  

7.2.5  The City shall encourage the 
use of the most appropriate 
technology in all new 
developments and existing 
businesses and industries to 
comply with or exceed State 
and Federal environmental 
standards. 

The project is designed to have energy savings at least 14% 
above current energy standards, with the goal of 26%. The 
technology used in the building includes passive design and 
controllable systems for lighting and thermal comfort - this 
includes operable windows, motion sensors to turn off lights, 
and control for thermal comfort within individual rooms.  

7.3.7  The City of Corvallis shall 
actively promote the use of 
modes of transportation that 
minimize impacts on air 
quality.  

Modes of transportation that minimize impacts on air quality 
include foot, bike, and use of transit rather than the 
automobile. This development provides housing for potential 
renters at the heart of the City where these modes of 
transportation are attractive and viable.  

7.5.5  The City shall attempt to limit 
unnecessary increases in the 
percentage of Corvallis' 
impervious surfaces.  

This project reduces the impervious surface of the site from 
73,459 SF to 43,937 SF. 

7.7.8  The City will consider 
strategies, such as 
incentives, to encourage the 
use of green builder 
construction methods and 
materials in private 
construction.  

The project will utilize green building methods and materials 
in its construction. This includes construction waste 
management of at least 50% recycled or salvaged, recycled 
content of at least 10%, regional materials of at least 10%, 
use of rapidly renewable materials, and incorporation of low-
emitting materials (adhesives and sealants, paints and 
coatings, flooring systems, composite wood and agrifiber 
products). The project team is open to the City providing 
incentives to promote these and other measures that could 
be potentially employed in the building construction. 
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No. Section 9 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds the Intent 
9.2.1  City land use decisions shall 

protect and maintain 
neighborhood 
characteristics (as defined in 
9.2.5) in existing residential 
areas.  

Though on a major thoroughfare, we are proposing a 
residential project with attendant parking and open space.  
We are emphasizing the pedestrian experience and 
connectivity. One of the main characteristics about this 
neighborhood is that it is pedestrian-friendly; with homes and 
buildings that front on the sidewalk and tree lined streets. 
This project creates residential pedestrian connectivity and 
frontage on a site that currently does not exist and provides 
more trees to line the street than currently exist. 

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

 In addition to above, we have also organized the hierarchy 
toward bicycles, pedestrians, and public transportation 
above the automobile.  Accordingly the parking is largely 
separated, contained and screened.  

9.2.5 Development shall reflect neighborhood characteristics appropriate to the site and area. 
New and existing residential, commercial, and employment areas may not have all of these 
neighborhood characteristics, but these characteristics shall be used to plan the development, 
redevelopment, or infill that may occur in these areas. These neighborhood characteristics are 
as follows: 

9.2.5 A Comprehensive 
neighborhoods have a 
neighborhood center to 
provide services within 
walking distance of homes. 
Locations of comprehensive 
neighborhood centers are 
determined by proximity to 
major streets, transit corridors, 
and higher density housing. 
Comprehensive 
neighborhoods use 
topography, open space, or 
major streets to form their 
edges. 

This development contributes to the neighborhood as being 
a “comprehensive neighborhood” by adding a new and 
higher density housing type next to a major street and transit 
corridor within a walking distance of services at the 
neighborhood center along NW Monroe Avenue.  

9.2.5 B Comprehensive 
neighborhoods support 
effective transit and 
neighborhood services and 
have a wide range of 
densities. Higher densities 
generally are located close to 
the focus of essential services 
and transit. 

This development contributes to the wide range of densities 
in the neighborhood by adding a higher density option that is 
located close to transit. This will effectively add new riders to 
the transit system, supporting an effective transit system.  

9.2.5 C Comprehensive 
neighborhoods have a variety 
of types and sizes of public 

The development provides a variety of open spaces on the 
site - from smaller and large courtyards to a small plaza and 
rooftop garden for its residents. It also provides a public 
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parks and open spaces to 
give structure and form to the 
neighborhood and 
compensate for smaller lot 
sizes and increased densities. 

walkway through the site connecting the public from NW 
Harrison Boulevard to NW Short Avenue.  

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

The building is compatible with the underlying zoning of the 
site and the surrounding neighborhood in terms of scale, 
mass, and building orientation. See Table 2.1, Section 2 and 
3 above for a description. 

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

 This development contributes to the mix and diversity of 
densities and housing types in the neighborhood by adding a 
sustainable apartment complex option.  

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

This project provides a mid-block pedestrian and bicycle 
connection from NW Harrison Boulevard to NW Short 
Avenue that currently does not existing.  

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

The proposed development puts the building frontage along 
the NW Harrison Boulevard and NW Short Avenue to 
reinforce the sidewalks along those streets as the main 
pedestrian connections along the site. This design makes it 
easy for people to understand where they are how to get to 
where they want to go.  
 
The majority of views out of the site occur along the public 
streets connecting residents to the surrounding 
neighborhoods and public streets.  

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

The building is close to the street, with 57.7% of the building 
frontage located at the minimum allowed setback of 10’. The 
main entrances to both wings of the building are oriented 
toward the public areas. 
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9.2.5 I Neighborhoods have public 
areas that are designed to 
encourage the attention and 
presence of people at all hours 
of the day and night. Security 
is enhanced with a mix of uses 
and building openings and 
windows that overlook public 
areas. 

The ground floor apartments, covered porches, and 
entrances provide “eyes-on-the-street” and a presence of 
people at all hours of the day and night. Additionally, a 
manager’s unit and leasing on the ground floor provide 
additional eyes on the public areas. The building will also 
have an extensive security system and management controls 
including: videophone access for guests, security cameras, 
key card access, a live-in onsite manager, and live-in 
community assistants.  

9.2.5 J Neighborhoods have 
automobile parking and 
storage that does not 
adversely affect the 
pedestrian environment. 
Domestic garages are behind 
houses or otherwise minimized 
(e.g., by setting them back 
from the front facade of the 
residential structure.) Parking 
lots and structures are located 
at the rear or side of buildings. 
On-street parking may be an 
appropriate location for a 
portion of commercial, 
institutional, and domestic 
capacity. Curb cuts for 
driveways are limited, and 
alleys are encouraged. 

The design and location of the parking tucked into the 
building and along the side of the building does not adversely 
affect the pedestrian environments along NW Harrison 
Boulevard and NW Short Avenue. Additionally, curb cuts for 
driveway are limited, with the majority of visible parking 
located along an existing alley.  

9.2.5 K Neighborhoods incorporate a 
narrow street standard for 
internal streets, which slows 
and diffuses traffic. 

The proposed development does not have an internal street. 

9.2.5 L Neighborhood building and 
street proportions relate to 
one another in a way that 
provides a sense of enclosure. 

The scale of the building is appropriately sized to provide a 
sense of enclosure along the street edge.  

9.2.5 M Neighborhoods have street 
trees in planting strips in the 
public right-of-way. 

The proposed development provides a row of street trees 
and planting strips along its public right-of-ways.  

9.3.7  To the maximum extent 
possible in residential areas, 
glare from outdoor lighting 
shall be shielded and noise 
shall be limited.  

All new exterior lighting for the project will be shielded so as 
not to produce glare onto adjacent properties. The design of 
the building, without balconies, and with the main common 
open space facing inward and parking hidden in the center of 
the building, limit noise from the proposed development. 

9.7.3  The City and OSU shall work 
toward the goal of housing 
50% of the students who 
attend regular classes on 
campus in units on campus or 
within a 1/2 mile of campus 
 
 

The proposed development is two blocks or 0.2 miles from 
campus. 
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No. Section 11 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds the Intent 
11.4.3  All traffic generators shall 

provide adequate parking.  
The proposed development is providing a parking count that 
is adequate and exceeds the minimum allowed by code. 

11.4.5  The City shall continue to 
promote the use of other 
modes of transportation as 
an alternative to the 
automobile, especially in areas 
where there is a shortage of 
parking facilities.  

This development promotes the use of other modes of 
transportation due to its close proximity to transit facilities, 
services, and campus, and by providing generous bike 
parking facilities and a shared-car (WeCar) onsite. 

11.5.8  All new and redeveloped 
institutional, commercial, and 
multi-family development shall 
provide bicycle-parking 
facilities that include covered 
parking.  

This development provides 183 bike-parking stalls with 66 
percent covered. 

11.6.4  New development and 
redevelopment projects shall 
encourage pedestrian access 
by providing convenient, 
useful, and direct 
pedestrian facilities.  

This development provides both east-west and north-south 
pedestrian access to the site, making useful and direct 
connections into and out of the development. 

11.6.7  Where minimizing travel 
distance has the potential for 
increasing pedestrian use, 
direct and dedicated 
pedestrian paths shall be 
provided by new development.  

Not Applicable. This development is not large enough for 
people to drive to points within site. Residents of this building 
will naturally connect to other areas of the development 
through internal and external pedestrian paths.  

11.7.5  New or redeveloped 
residential, retail, office, and 
other commercial, civic, 
recreation, and other 
institutional facilities at or near 
existing or planned transit 
stops shall provide 
preferential access to 
transit facilities.  

The connection to the transit stop on NW Harrison Boulevard 
and NW Arnold Way is straight and direct along the 
pedestrian sidewalk from the proposed development. 

11.7.7  The City should seek 
appropriate opportunities 
for increasing residential 
density and providing 
industrial and commercial 
development along existing 
and proposed transit 
routes.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This development is in compliance with the current high-
density residential zoning of the site (RS-20). The 
Comprehensive Plan and LDC indicate the appropriateness 
of high-density development in this area along existing transit 
routes. 
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No. Section 12 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds the Intent 
12.2.5  The City shall encourage land 

use patterns and development 
that promote clustering and 
multiple stories, take 
advantage of energy efficient 
designs, and have ready 
access to transit and other 
energy efficient modes of 
transportation.  A location 
where this is desirable is in the 
Central City.  
 
 

The proposed development clusters the building on the site, 
provides multiple stories (4 stories), takes advantage of 
energy efficient designs in its east-west building orientation 
and target of LEED Gold rating, and has ready access to 
transit, bike, and car-sharing modes of transportation. The 
site is also located in the Central City.  
 

12.2.6  The City shall actively promote 
the use of energy efficient 
modes of transportation.  

See above description.  

12.2.7  The City shall encourage the 
development of high density 
uses that are significantly less 
dependent on automobile 
transportation 

See above description. 

No. Section 14 How the Proposed Project Meets or Exceeds the Intent 
14.3.1  Infill and redevelopment within 

urban areas shall be preferable 
to annexations.  

The proposed project is located on an urban infill site, and 
hence has site constraints and limitations. These limitations 
are acknowledged and accommodated through the Planned 
Development process to create a project that meets the 
intent of the Land Use Development Code while promoting 
efficient use of land and energy and facilitating a more 
economical arrangement of buildings, circulations systems, 
land uses and utilities.  
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The following chart highlights points from the Vision 2020 Statement that relate to the proposed development 
and how it lives up the vision. A detailed description of these points can be reviewed in the specifics of the 
Comprehensive Plan in Table 2 above.  
 
Table 3.2: Fulfills the Intent of Vision 2020 Statement  
Residential Center Downtown Corvallis offers attractive residential options for many 

residents. Those living downtown are drawn to the convenience, variety 
of housing options, and safety afforded them.  

Celebrating Diversity Corvallis is free of any and all behavior that creates and/or supports 
prejudice, bigotry and hate. Enriched by OSU's foreign student 
population, Sister City and international exchange programs, Corvallis 
has become a community of many cultures. 

Regional Transportation 
System 

Public and private sector collaboration has resulted in a regional 
transportation system, which makes it easy for employees to walk, cycle 
or ride mass transit to work. The regional system also links with the 
north-south high-speed rail system for those traveling to Eugene, 
Salem, or Portland. Public and private incentives exist which encourage 
employees to use mass transit. This, in turn, has reduced the reliance 
on the automobile as well as eased traffic congestion and air pollution. 
Congestion, particularly through the downtown, was also eased with the 
extension of the north-south bypass.   In addition, the Corvallis Regional 
Airport offers service with daily flights to points in Oregon, Washington, 
California and beyond. A base for airfreight services, particularly in 
conjunction with the airport's industrial park, serves as a relief airport for 
Portland and Eugene and provides hangar space and support services 
for locally based corporate planes. 

Making Decisions In land use planning, citizens and government attempt to balance the 
rights and responsibilities of individual property owners with the interests 
and needs of the community. 

Protecting Our 
Environment 

Paragraph 2: Corvallis recognizes the connection between 
development patterns and impacts on the environment. More efficient 
land-use through higher densities and compact development reduces 
the amount of land required for development and the negative impacts 
of an extended infrastructure. 

Protecting Against 
Pollution 

Paragraph 2: Air pollution has been lessened, thanks to changing 
attitudes and actions by residents, strict environmental regulations, an 
increased emphasis on non-polluting forms of heating and 
transportation, conservation and technological advances. The number 
of daily auto trips and the length of those trips has been significantly 
reduced by: close coordination of land use and transportation decisions 
creating a careful mix of uses within neighborhoods; designing and 
building neighborhoods that are safe, easy, and convenient to walk and 
bicycle in; and building pedestrian connections between 
neighborhoods. 
Paragraph 3: Trees have been planted throughout the community to 
take advantage of their aesthetic qualities, to provide cooling during the 
summer, and for their ability to help cleanse the air we breathe.   

Where People Live Paragraph 1: Corvallis in 2020 offers balanced and diverse 
neighborhoods, incorporating mixed-use, that is accessible to residents 
without driving, which form the building blocks that support a healthy 
social, economic, and civic life. 
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A City of Neighborhoods All development in Corvallis contributes to the creation of complete 
neighborhoods. Development standards have been created based on 
the characteristics of traditional Corvallis neighborhoods. These 
standards insure that development and redevelopment create, protect, 
and enhance neighborhood form while facilitating the community-wide 
needs to improve transportation choices, provide housing for a diverse 
population within safe attractive neighborhoods, and maintain resource 
lands, natural areas, and recreational open spaces. 

Pedestrian Scale Buildings and trees are close to the street, providing an intimate outdoor 
room, which is comfortable to pedestrians. 

Diversity and the Public 
Realm 

Paragraph 1: Several older neighborhoods have incorporated a variety 
of housing types and small, neighborhood services. 
Paragraph 2: Buildings are oriented to the street to add security and 
help define the public space. 

Maintaining Livability Paragraph 2: A high quality of life, and housing opportunities for those 
who live, work, and study in the community, are all found in Corvallis.  

 
 
 
 
 
PART 4: SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 

[See Following Pages] 
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figure 1.1: stories on larger buildings in the vicinity of the site (1 of 2)

existing building 2-3 stories: (5 allowed by right)

delta delta delta (eastern edge of site): 2.5 stories

alpha tau omega (van buren ve/26th St, 200’ from site): 2.5 stories

alpha gamma rho (harrison blvd/26th st, 150’ from the site): 2.5 stories

alpha gamma delta (eastern edge of site): 2.5 stories

white bear apartments (29th st/tyler Ave, 594’ from site): 3 stories
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figure 1.1: stories on larger buildings in the vicinity of the site (2 of 2)

the gem (kings blvd./jackson ave, 0.31mi from site): 7 stories townhouse development (23rd st/polk Ave, 0.19mi from site): 3 stories
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existing building on the site: 329’

corvallis caring place (nw of above property, 0.23 mi from site): 293’

harding school (harrison blvd/nw 31st St, 0.27 mi from site): 405’franklin school (nw 19th/nw taylor, 0.37 mi from site): 418’

fred meyer (buchanan ave/kings blvd, 0.23 mi from site): 358’

townhouse development (23rd st/polk Ave, 0.19mi from site): 263’

figure 1.2: length of larger buildings in the vicinity
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Memorandum 

To:  File 

From:  Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 

Date:  January 24, 2012 

Subject: Written Testimony - Harrison Street Apartments (PLD11-00004,
  SUB11-00001) 

Enclosed with this cover memorandum is written testimony that was received 
after the January 4, 2012, Planning Commission meeting, and before the Staff 
Report Addendum was printed on January 25, 2012.
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� � � �
�

January 24, 2012 

Mr. Robert Richardson 
Associate Planner 
Planning Division, City of Corvallis 
501 SW Madison Street 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Re: Harrison Apartments  

Dear Members of the Corvallis Planning Commission:  

On behalf of SERA Architects in Portland Oregon, we fully support the Harrison Apartment project and 
sincerely hope the land use application will be approved by the Corvallis Planning Commission. 

SERA Architects has a staff of 100 and we provide services in Architecture, Urban Design, and 
Sustainability.  We are nationally recognized for our expertise in smart growth, transit oriented development 
projects, sustainability expertise, and historic preservation.  We are active in designing and building projects 
in the context of historic neighborhoods and also in restoring historic buildings such as Weatherford Hall 
and Kearney Hall at OSU as well as the recent addition of Dennis Hall to the First Presbyterian Church in 
Corvallis which was awarded a Historic Compatibility award by the City of Corvallis. 

We believe the Harrison Apartment project is exactly what the City of Corvallis needs and desires.  It will be 
a high quality infill development that will be well managed and will fulfill the goals of the Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan and the 2020 Vision Statement.  We would like to respectfully offer our professional 
opinion that the proposed design is compatible with its context and an appropriate response to its location 
and merits approval. 

Thank you for your consideration 

Sincerely, 

SERA Architects 

   

Kurt Schultz AIA, LEED AP    Bing Sheldon FAIA 
Principal      Chairman  
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From: kathy corjasso
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Street Apartments
Date: Saturday, January 14, 2012 8:09:39 AM

     As a permanent resident of this neighborhood, I am very concerned about the
lack of on- site parking and the effect of the overflow on nearby streets.  Along with
the apartment dwellers, we also have to consider the visitors that come and go. 
This traffic (which is aready troubling during the week) will turn into a constant
nightmare for the rest of us who make our home here.
     Also of concern is the rooftop "common area".   Oh my goodness,  did someone
say party deck?   The noise will carry for blocks.  

Please add me to your mail list for any updates or info you may wish to send out.
You will be hearing more from me in the future
Kathy Corjasso
2962 NW Van Buren
Corvallis, OR  97330

Section 4.1.30 - OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS
Minimum parking requirements for Use Types in all areas of the City, with the
exception of
the Central Business (CB) Zone and the Riverfront (RF) Zone, are described in
Sections
4.1.30.a through 4.1.30.f. Minimum parking requirements for the Central Business
(CB)
Zone are described in Section 4.1.30.g.
a. Residential Uses Per Building Type -
1. Single Detached and Single Attached - Zero Lot Line, and Manufactured
Homes -
a) Vehicles - Two spaces per dwelling unit.
b) Bicycles - None required.
2. Duplex, Attached, and Multi-dwelling -
a) Vehicles -
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit.
2) One-bedroom Unit - One space per unit.
3) Two-bedroom Unit - 1.5 spaces per unit.
4) Three-bedroom Unit - 2.5 spaces per unit.
b) Bicycles -
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit.
2) One-bedroom Unit - One space per unit.
3) Two-bedroom Unit - 1.5 spaces per unit.
4) Three-bedroom Unit - Two spaces per unit.
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From: Karin and Tim
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Testimony against Harrison Apartments
Date: Friday, January 13, 2012 4:58:57 PM

To City Planning:

I  will be out of town for the public hearing, so am putting in writing
my continued opposition to the Harrison Apartments.

As stated earlier, I do think this project is a good plan for the
property, given its proximity to campus.  But also, as stated earlier, I
think it is the responsibility of the city to adhere to the maximum
amount of parking spots as spelled out by code.  The proposed changes 
add 18 more parking spots.  But the total number of bedrooms increases
by 9.  So the net gain of parking spots is only 9.  Realistically
speaking, that is not enough.  Anyone who drives by this area at most
times of the day would be hard pressed to find ANY free parking spots. 
So even if some students do choose to live in these apartments without
cars, there still will be a large percentage with cars with no where to
park them. The parking problem is not going to go away.  The city needs
to take a stand, and get developers to provide maximum parking.

Thank you for considering my input.

Karin Krakauer
643 NW 12th st
Corvallis 97330
541-752-6813
tkmm@comcast.net
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From: Bethann Ryker
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: Harrison Project / HOV / Comment
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2012 11:48:16 AM

Sir,

We have lived on NW 27th. for the past 37 years.  Both of my kids were born in the old hospital and I
had personal interaction with the Heart of the Valley while it was in operation.

The impact on the neighborhood surrounding the site while it was a hospital, in our opinion, was much
greater than what will be experienced when the new project is completed.

We look forward to the beautiful new buildings eliminating what has become a major eyesore.  The
recent modifications to the plan have met our expectations !

Certainly the city of Corvallis can use some additional income from a prospering business.

We wholeheartedly support the project !

Thank you for the consideration.... 

Ken and Bethann Ryker
752-3521 
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From: krakauer stewart
To: Richardson, Robert
Subject: comments regarding Harrison Apts.
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2012 12:28:40 PM

To whom it may concern:

 I'd like to restate my concerns regarding the proposed Harrison Apts. 
First of all, as summarized in the Gazette Times, the proposed changes
sound more like an attempt to fool or confuse than a genuine effort to
address citizen concerns.  First of all, if there are fewer overall apartments,
but more overall bedrooms, then there must be more multiple bedroom
units, which as we know tend to attract more large parties which will
obviously exacerbate the problems of parking, noise and litter.  Increasing
bedrooms also obviously increases the need for additional resident
parking.  By my simple calculations, the revised plan provides an whopping
increase of approximately .0431 parking spaces per tenant.  I urge the city
to demand a meaningful change in the proposal that adequately addresses
parking for this needed project in an already heavily congested area.

Thanks,  Tim Stewart    
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