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CORVALLIS 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

January 21, 2014 
6:30 pm 

 
[Executive Session at 6 pm] 

 
Downtown Fire Station 

400 NW Harrison Boulevard 
 

[Note:  The order of business may be revised at the Mayor's discretion. 
Due to time constraints, items on the agenda not considered  

will be continued to the next regularly scheduled Council meeting.]

 
COUNCIL ACTION  
 
6:00 pm – Executive Session under ORS 192.660(2)(d) (status of labor negotiations) 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
 
II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
III. ROLL CALL 
 
IV. PROCLAMATION / PRESENTATION / RECOGNITION 
 
 A. Martin Luther King, Jr. Essay Contest Winners  
 
 B. Arts and Culture Commission Update 
 
 C. Medical Marijuana Update 
 
V. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS – This is an opportunity for visitors to address the City 

Council on subjects not related to a public hearing before the Council.  Each speaker is 
limited to three minutes unless otherwise granted by the Mayor.  Visitors' Propositions will 
continue following any scheduled public hearings, if necessary. 

 
VI. CONSENT AGENDA – The following items are considered to be routine and will be enacted by 

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

 
 A. Reading of Minutes 
  1. City Council Meeting – January 6, 2014 
   City Council Work Session – January 14, 2014 
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  2. For Information and Filing (Draft minutes may return if changes are made by the 
Board or Commission) 

   a. Airport Commission – November 5, 2013 
   b. Arts and Culture Commission – December 18, 2013 
   c. Citizens Advisory Commission on Transit – November 12, 2013 
   d. Corvallis-Benton County Public Library Board – December 4, 2013 
   e. Downtown Commission – December 11, 2013 
   f. Downtown Parking Committee – November 5, 2013 
   g. Economic Development Commission – November 12, 2013 
   h. Historic Resources Commission – December 3 and 10, 2013 
   i. Housing and Community Development Commission – December 18, 

2013 
   j. Planning Commission – November 20, 2013 
   k. Public Participation Task Force – January 9, 2014 
 
 B. Announcement of vacancy on Arts and Culture Commission (Rodgers) 
 
 C. Announcement of appointment to Board of Appeals (Hazleton) 
 
 D. Announcement of reappointment to Commission for Martin Luther King, Jr. (Rosa) 
 
 E. Confirmation of appointment to Arts and Culture Commission (Wiegand) 
 
 F. Approval of an application for a Limited On-Premises Sales liquor license for Eric Pugh 

and Ben Sargeant, owners of B@Es, LLCs, doing business as Cirello’s Pizza, 
919 NW Circle Boulevard, Suite F (Change of Ownership) 

 
 G. Approval of an application for a Full On-Premises Sales liquor license for Min-Hsin 

David Lin, owner of T House, LLC, 413 SW Jefferson Avenue (New Outlet) 
 
 H. Approval of an application for a Limited On-Premises Sales liquor license for Sang Cho 

Han, owner of Aomatsu Japanese Restaurant, 122 NW Third Street (Change of 
Ownership) 

 
 I. Acknowledgement of Transit Operations Fee adjustment 
 
 J. Confirmation of an Executive Session for January 21, 2014 at 6:00 pm under ORS 

192.660(2)(d) (status of labor negotiations) 
 
VII. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA 
 
VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
IX. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS, ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, AND 

MOTIONS 
 
 A. Human Services Committee – None. 
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 B. Urban Services Committee – January 7, 2014 
  1. Residential Parking Districts [information] 
 
 C. Administrative Services Committee – None. 
 
X. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS 
 
 A. Mayor's Reports 
 
 B. Council Reports 
 
 C. Staff Reports [information] 
 
  1. City Manager's Report – December 2013 
  2. Council Request Follow-up Report – January 16, 2014 
  3. Snow Event Report 
  4. Community Development Updates 
  5. Economic Development Monthly Business Activity Report 
 
XI. NEW BUSINESS 
 
XII. PUBLIC HEARINGS – 7:30 pm 

 
 A.  A public hearing to consider a Land Development Code Text Amendment relating to 

street standards on the Oregon State University campus (LDT13-00001) [direction]  
 
XIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For the hearing impaired, a sign language interpreter can be provided with 48 hours' notice prior to the 
meeting.  Please call 541-766-6901 or the Oregon Communications Relay Service at 7-1-1 to arrange for 
TTY services.  A large print agenda can be available by calling 541-766-6901. 
 
 

A Community That Honors Diversity 



 

 
C I T Y   O F   C O R V A L L I S 

 
A C T I V I T Y   C A L E N D A R 

 
JANUARY 20 - FEBRUARY 1, 2014 

 
MONDAY, JANUARY 20 
 
< City Holiday - all offices closed 
 
TUESDAY, JANUARY 21 
 
< No Human Services Committee 
 
< Downtown Parking Committee - 4:00 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue 
 
< No Urban Services Committee 
 
< City Council - 6:00 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard (executive session) 
 
< City Council - 6:30 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard 
 
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 22 
 
< Administrative Services Committee - 3:30 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue 
 
< Watershed Management Advisory Commission - 5:15 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 

500 SW Madison Avenue 
 
THURSDAY, JANUARY 23 
 
< Public Participation Task Force - 11:00 am - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue 
 
< Marys River Natural Area Boardwalk - 5:30 pm - Parks and Recreation Conference Room, 1310 SW Avery 

Park Drive 
 
SATURDAY, JANUARY 25 
 
< Government Comment Corner (Councilor Penny York) - 10:00 am - Library Lobby, 645 NW Monroe 

Avenue 
 
MONDAY, JANUARY 27 
 
< City Legislative Committee - 10:00 am - City Hall Meeting Room A, 501 SW Madison Avenue 
 
THURSDAY, JANUARY 30 
 
< Marys River Natural Area Boardwalk - 5:30 pm - Parks and Recreation Conference Room, 1310 SW Avery 

Park Drive 
 
SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 1 
 
< Government Comment Corner (host to be determined) - 10:00 am - Library Lobby, 645 NW Monroe 

Avenue 



 
 

 

 

 
 

Wednesday 
January 22

nd
 

7 p.m. 
Majestic Theatre 

Corvallis 

 

541-758-7827 

Join us for a screening of the 

award winning documentary 

“World Peace and  

other 4
th

 Grade 

Achievements”  
 

              
 

Teacher and musician         
John Hunter                      

is the inventor of the                   
World Peace Game 

                               
 Filmmaker Chris Farina documented one class’s 
participation in his film, World Peace and Other 4th 
Grade Achievements. This exceptional and moving 
look into Mr. Hunter’s classroom is an engaging and 
exciting example of what project-based, problem-
based, highly energized and relevant teaching and 
learning looks like.  
 
The film shows what is possible when educators 
continue to grow, learn and challenge themselves. 

INVITES YOU TO CELEBRATE DR. MARTIN L. KING JR. DAY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

THE CITY OF CORVALLIS, OREGON 

DR. MARTIN L. KING JR. 

COMMISSION 

● ●  

  

Corvallis Mayor Julie Manning 
will present the annual  

High School essay awards  
 

John Hunter will have a 
question and answer session 

following film screening. 
 

Community Reception to 
follow 

 
A donation of a non-perishable 

food item is appreciated. 
 

A Special thanks to 
 

 
*Accommodations for a disability can be 

made by calling 541-737-8560 at least one 

week prior to the event. 



Film Screening and Q&a  
with John hunter

Wednesday January 22 @ 7pm
maJeStic theater - corvalliS, or

John Hunter will be also be giving the  
2014 ava Helen and Linus pauling memorial Lecture

“The Seeds of Peace Tomorrow are in the Children of  Today” 
 the following day (01/23) @ 7pm in milam auditorium

Accommodations for disability can be made by calling 541-737-8560 prior to January 15th.

Co-Sponsored by the Corvallis Commission for Martin Luther King Jr., the School of History, Philosophy, and Religion, 
 the Ava Helen and Linus Pauling Memorial Lecture Fund, OSU Peace Studies, and the Anarres Project for Alternative Futures.
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 

COUNCIL ACTION MINUTES 

 

January 6, 2014 

 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

Agenda Item Information 
Only 

Held for Further 
Review Decisions/Recommendations 

Proclamation/Presentation/Recognition    
 1. Corvallis Forest Activities Report Yes   
 2. PPTF Update Yes   
Pages 7-9    
Visitors' Propositions    
 1. Partnership to Reduce Underage 

Drinking (Wershow, Locey) 
Yes   

 2. MRNA Boardwalk (Childers, 
Griffiths, Pereira) 

Yes   

 3. Corvallis Chamber of Commerce 
(Dwyer) 

Yes   

 4. Commendation - Parks and Recreation 
Department Staff (Kosanovic) 

Yes   

Pages 9-10    
Consent Agenda    
Pages 10-11    
Unfinished Business    
 1. 9th and Maxine Findings of Fact    Adopted Findings of Fact passed 

U 
 2. Campus Crest/The Grove 

Deliberations 
   Approved Comprehensive Plan 

amendment passed 5-4 
 Approved zone change passed 5-4 
 Postponed deliberations of 

Conceptual/Detailed Development 
Plan and subdivision; referred to 
Planning Commission issue of 
conditions of approval passed U 

Pages 11-14, 18-23    
Public Hearing    
 1. FY 11-12 and 13-14 CDBG/HOME 

Action Plan Amendment 
   Approved amendments: 

 Re-allocate $150,000 (HOME) 
from Home Life project to 
WNHS Julian Apartments 
project; 

 Re-allocate $206,000 (HOME) 
from WNHS's Lancaster Bridge 
Apartments project to Julian 
Apartments project; 

 Identify $239,000 (HOME) 
income from re-payment of 
WNHS Seavey Meadows 
Community Land Trust project 
to Julian Apartments project 



 
Council Minutes Summary B January 6, 2014 Page 5 

 

Agenda Item Information 
Only 

Held for Further 
Review Decisions/Recommendations 

Public Hearing -- Continued    
 2. FY 14-15 CDBG/HOME Action Plan Yes   
Pages 15-18    
Items of HSC Meeting of December 17, 
2013 

   

 1. Council  Policy CP 07-4.16, "Code of 
Conduct for Patrons at Parks and 
Recreation Facilities, Events, and 
Programs" 

   Returned to staff for revisions 

Page 23    
Items of USC Meeting of December 17, 
2013 

   

 1. Airport Master Plan    Approved Plan update; directed 
staff to prepare Comprehensive 
Plan amendment passed U 

 2. Residential Parking Districts Yes   
Pages 24-25    
Items of ASC Meeting of December 18, 
2013 

   

 1. Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Report 

   Accepted Report passed U 

Page 25    
Other Related Matters    
 1. Supplemental Budget – Transfer 

Appropriations and Close Funds 
   RESOLUTION 2014-01 passed U 

Page 26    
Mayor's Reports    
 1. Government Comment Corner Yes   
 2. Senior Citizen Foundation of Benton 

County Celebration 
Yes   

 3. Quality of Life Violations Yes   
 4. Re-Election Decision Yes   
Page 26    
Council Reports    
 1. Mayor's Re-Election Decision 

(several) 
Yes   

 2. Land Use Analysis Information 
(Sorte) 

Yes   

 3. University of California Irvine 
Housing (Sorte) 

Yes   

 4. Council Work Session (York) Yes   
 5. MRNA Boardwalk (York) Yes   
 6. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., Birthday 

Celebrations (Beilstein, Manning) 
Yes   

 7. Genetically Modified Organisms 
(Hirsch) 

Yes   

Pages 26-27    
Staff Reports    
 1. Follow-up to Visitors' Propositions 

Testimony 
Yes   
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Agenda Item Information 
Only 

Held for Further 
Review Decisions/Recommendations 

Staff Reports -Continued    
 2. Council Requests Follow-up Report – 

January 2, 2014 
Yes   

 3. Update on Healthy Streets Healthy 
Streams Grant 

Yes   

Page 27    
 
Glossary of Terms 
ASC Administrative Services Committee 
CDBG Community Development Block Grant 
FY Fiscal Year 
HOME Home Investment Partnerships Program 
HSC Human Services Committee 
MRNA Marys River Natural Area 
PPTF Public Participation Task Force 
U  Unanimous 
USC Urban Services Committee 
WNHS Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services 



 
Council Minutes B January 6, 2014 Page 7 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
COUNCIL ACTION MINUTES 

 
January 6, 2014 

 
 I. CALL TO ORDER 
 

The regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Corvallis, Oregon, was called to order at 
6:30 pm on January 6, 2014, in the Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard, Corvallis, 
Oregon, with Mayor Manning presiding. 

 
 II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
 III. ROLL CALL 
 

PRESENT: Mayor Manning, Councilors Brown, Beilstein, Hogg, Brauner, York, Traber, 
Hervey, Hirsch, Sorte 

 
Mayor Manning directed Councilors' attention to items at their places, including an updated City boards, 
commissions, and committees directory; a calendar for Council members to indicate their anticipated absences 
during upcoming months; information regarding the Marys River Natural Area (MRNA) boardwalk project 
(Attachment A); and information from the Friends of Corvallis Parks and Recreation (Attachment B). 
 
 IV. PROCLAMATION / PRESENTATION / RECOGNITION 
 
 A. Corvallis Forest Activities Report 
 
  Charlie Bruce, Watershed Management Advisory Commission Chair, reviewed highlights of 

the Corvallis Forest Activities Report. 
 This was the fifth annual report. 
 The City's watershed was established at the base of Marys Peak and provided 

approximately one-third of the City's water supply. 
 The City Council approved an update of the City's Forest Stewardship Plan, which was 

initially adopted during 2006.  Many objectives and activities in the Plan were 
accomplished. 

 Approximately 1,000 acres of the watershed were previously logged, so many of the 
"units" were of even age, comprised of young Douglas Fir. 

 Invasive vegetation species were being removed. 
 The Rock Creek bridge was replaced. 
 Through a cooperative venture with Siuslaw Forest, monitoring was conducted to track 

stream and reservoir water temperatures.  The temperatures were within the State's 
requirements, and the reservoir had minimal impact on stream water temperature. 

 Rare, endangered vegetation species grew on portions of the watershed; their survival 
and growth were aided through management of invasive species. 

 Endangered animal species that accessed the watershed were monitored. 
 Thinning sales contributed much of the funds needed for watershed enhancement 

projects.  Grants and cooperative funding with other agencies also helped. 
 One thinning sale was marketed to four Western Oregon mills. 
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 Education efforts would be continued. 
 
  Mr. Bruce thanked Commission members, Council Liaison Hervey, City staff, Trout 

Mountain Forestry, and various cooperative agencies  
 
Mayor Manning thanked Commission members for their efforts.  She attended the annual 
watershed tour and was impressed by the dedication and commitment to managing the forest. 
 
Councilor Beilstein also thanked the Commission and staff for their management efforts.  He 
inquired about the large logs (placed in streambeds to provide habitat), which were washed 
downstream during flooding events. 
 
Mr. Bruce said the logs would not be replaced in their initial locations.  A project was 
planned with Marys River Watershed Council and the United States Forest Service to add 
stream log structures on private land downstream. 
 
City Watershed Specialist Ward clarified that some logs drifted downstream but were still in 
the creek and functioning to remove sediment and provide fish habitat; one log was 
dislodged from under a bridge. 
 
Councilor Hervey said he was pleased with the Commission's efforts on behalf of the City. 

 
 B. Public Participation Task Force Update 
 
  Kent Daniels, Public Participation Task Force (PPTF) Chair, presented a report on recent 

activities: 
 The PPTF had met seven times, twice monthly. 
 Ten "tiny task forces" or subcommittees met. 
 Most work to date involved collecting information and researching public participation, 

board and commission systems, and neighborhood associations and systems. 
 Work included seeking Council approval of a small budget to cover expenses; surveying 

current board and commission members; collecting information and feedback from City 
Manager Patterson, most Department Directors, and some staff; surveying most 
Department Directors; speaking with many staff members; contacting and obtaining 
information from existing neighborhood associations; meeting with Mayor Manning and 
the three Department Directors responsible for most of the City's advisory bodies; 
attending many advisory body meetings to inform them of the PPTF's activities; 
conducting online and telephone research of other cities regarding the PPTF's charge and 
what they were doing in related areas of interest. 

 PPTF members researched information sources available from non-profit organizations 
that provided advice and support to local governments in the PPTF's areas of interest. 

 
  Annette Mills, PPTF Vice Chair, announced that the PPTF would host public meetings 

January 13 and 30 to build upon responses to the advisory body and neighborhood 
association surveys and solicit community input.  The first meeting would be very 
interactive, with attendees meeting with PPTF members for discussions about strengthening 
the public participation system, building engagement and diversity, and enhancing 
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communication.  Input from the first meeting would be used to form the PPTF's 
recommendations to the Council. 

 
Mr. Daniels said the PPTF, after the January 13 meeting, would begin developing its 
recommendations to the Council; continue seeking feedback, comments, and insights from 
Mayor Manning, Councilors, staff, and citizens; and conduct a late-March public meeting to 
seek citizens' feedback and comments regarding draft proposals.  The PPTF would present its 
recommendations to the Council May 5. 

 
 V. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS 
 
 Stewart Wershow, a member of the Partnership to Reduce Underage Drinking, explained that the 

Partnership had an objective of being recognized by the public and supporting other organizations 
and events with similar aims.  The Partnership planned to distribute a survey to gauge the 
community's awareness of the Partnership; responses would contribute to the Partnership's 
communication efforts. 
 
Kelly Locey, Benton County Health Promotion Specialist, added that the survey Mr. Wershow 
referenced was part of the Partnership's communication plan, which involved understanding the 
community's awareness of the Partnership and where it might best target its efforts.  In response to 
Mayor Manning's inquiries, Ms. Locey explained that the survey would be distributed during the next 
two months, with slight modifications for the different target groups, including the Council. 
 
Laurie Childers resides near the MRNA, which was established as a condition of approval for a land 
development project.  Fast-moving flood water a couple years ago damaged the MRNA boardwalk.  
The Federal Emergency Management Agency granted the City funds that would pay for 75 percent of 
the work to rebuild the boardwalk; the City must provide the remaining 25 percent.  Efforts were 
underway to raise the needed funds.  The FEMA grant required that existing boardwalk materials be 
salvaged and re-used and that re-construction be completed by November 1, 2014.  MRNA neighbors 
were working to ensure a successful project.  Public meetings would be held January 23 to receive 
public input regarding a design and January 30 to review the input and finalize the design.  In 
response to Mayor Manning's inquiries, Ms. Childers confirmed that the boardwalk need not be re-
built according to its current design; she believed a boardwalk of the same design would be damaged 
by another flooding event.  She also believed that many of the existing support posts and other wood 
could be re-used.  The boardwalk did not have sufficient lateral support and bracing.  Posts for the 
new boardwalk would be placed deeper into the ground with concrete. 
 
Betty Griffiths, representing Friends of Corvallis Parks and Recreation, said the Friends supported 
and assisted the MRNA neighbors in obtaining the funds needed to re-build the MRNA boardwalk.  
She said more than $3,000 was raised by sending a few letters.  MRNA neighbors planned a 
fundraising event for February and an event for individual donors during February or March.  The 
Friends hoped to raise all of the necessary funds by June. 
 
Ms. Griffiths referenced tonight's handout (Attachment B) about various projects for which the 
Friends group was raising funds.  The Arnold Park play structure must be replaced; an anonymous 
donation of $25,000 to the Friends provided the City with the funds necessary to match a grant for 
the play structure.  She thanked the Council for supporting moving Sunnyside School to Owens 
Farm; the Friends received $21,000 towards the School project.  She believed Corvallis residents 
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were fortunate to live in a community with generous citizens.  She urged everyone to financially 
support the Friends. 

 
Chere Pereira, a MRNA neighbor, said she and her husband suggested a fundraising event to support 
re-building the MRNA boardwalk.  Neighbors met to plan an event involving music, arts, food, and 
children's activities.  A date was not set for the event, but the musical theme would be "Restore the 
Boardwalk." 
 
Councilor York thanked the MRNA neighbors for working with the Friends group to develop ideas to 
re-build the boardwalk. 
 
Kevin Dwyer, Corvallis Chamber of Commerce (Chamber) Executive Director, announced the 66th 
annual Celebrate Corvallis event January 17, which honored leading community members and 
businesses in the arts, the environment, entrepreneurship, non-profit agencies, and "first citizens" in 
four age categories ranging from high school students through senior citizens.  He distributed fliers 
about the event (Attachment C). 
 
Mr. Dwyer announced the Chamber's economic forecast luncheon January 8 with a panel discussion 
including representatives from Oregon State University (OSU), the City's Economic Development 
Commission, local commercial real estate, and an Oregon economist. 
 
Mr. Dwyer distributed the Chamber's 2013-2014 membership directory and directed the Council's 
attention to headline articles in the publication. 
 
Gerry Kosanovic purchased a house in North Corvallis, bordering Brandis Park, and experienced 
storm water flowing from the Park downhill into his property.  He installed new drainage on his 
property, but that did not fully accommodate all of the storm water flow from the Park.  Storm water 
from the Park during a heavy 2012 rain event flooded his patio and crawl space.  He proposed to 
Parks and Recreation Department staff possible solutions to the situation to drain storm water to 
existing storm drains.  Parks Operations Specialist McGettigan indicated that the proposal seemed 
valid, and staff constructed a trench drain on the hill behind Mr. Kosanovic's and his neighbor's 
properties, allowing drainage to the storm drain system.  Since then, Mr. Kosanovic did not 
experience excessive drainage from the Park to his property, and the trench seemed to be working as 
designed.  He thanked Parks and Recreation staff for efficiently and promptly responding to his 
suggestion.  He presented a letter to Parks and Recreation Director Emery. 

 
 VI. CONSENT AGENDA 
 

Councilors Hervey and Traber, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt the Consent Agenda as 
follows: 

 A. Reading of Minutes 
  1. City Council Meeting – December 16, 2013 
  2. For Information and Filing (Draft minutes may return if changes are made by the 

Board or Commission) 
   a. Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission – November 1, 2013 
   b. Parks, Natural Areas and Recreation Board – November 21, 2013 
   c. Public Art Selection Commission – December 18, 2013 
   d. Public Participation Task Force – December 19, 2013 
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 B. Announcement of vacancy on Board of Appeals (Voorhees) 
 
 C. Announcement of appointment to Arts and Culture Commission (Wiegand) 
 
 D. Confirmation of appointment to Public Art Selection Commission (Coucke) 
 
 E. Acknowledgment of receipt of updated Advisory Boards, Commissions, and Committees 

directory 
 
 F. Acknowledgement of receipt of 2013 updated City Council Policies 
 
 G. Acknowledgement of postponement of NW Cleveland Avenue Traffic Review 
 
 H. Schedule a public hearing for January 21, 2014 to consider a Land Development Code Text 

Amendment relating to street standards on the Oregon State University campus (LDT13-
00001) 

 
 I. Schedule an Executive Session for January 21, 2014 at 6:00 pm under ORS 192.660(2)(d) 

(status of labor negotiations) 
 

The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 VII. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA – None 
 
VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
 A. Adoption of Findings of Fact and Order relating to a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and 

an appeal of a Planning Commission decision (CPA12-00001, ZDC13-00001 – 9th & 
Maxine) 

 
Declarations of Potential or Actual Conflicts of Interest, Consistent with the City Council's 
Interpretation of Land Development Code Section 1.1.60, as Determined at the November 
18, 2013 City Council Meeting 
 
Councilor Brauner stated that, at the November 18, 2013 Council meeting, it was believed 
that he had an actual conflict of interest.  It was later determined that he had a potential 
conflict of interest because of the proximity of his residence to the subject property.  He 
attended all of the Council's deliberations, except the final deliberations following the 
November 18 determination of a conflict of interest.  He reviewed the Council's deliberations 
from that meeting, he believed he could vote on the findings of fact, and he intended to do 
so. 
 
Declarations of Ex Parte Contacts Since Public Hearing and Deliberations – None. 
 
Declarations of Site Visits Since Public Hearing and Deliberations – None. 
 
Rebuttals to Declarations – None. 
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Councilors Hervey and Brown, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt the Formal 
Findings and Order related to a Comprehensive Plan amendment and appeal of a Planning 
Commission decision regarding Ninth and Maxine.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor Manning announced that any participant not satisfied with the Council's decision may 
appeal to the State Land Use Board of Appeals within 21 days of the date of the Council's 
decision. 

 
 B. Deliberations relating to a Comprehensive Plan amendment request and appeal of associated 

Zone Change, Planned Development, and Subdivision decisions (CPA11-00002, ZDC11-
00005, PLD13-00003, and SUB13-00001 – Campus Crest/The Grove) 

 
Declarations of Potential or Actual Conflicts of Interest, Consistent with the City Council's 
Interpretation of Land Development Code Section 1.1.60, as Determined at the November 
18, 2013, City Council Meeting – None. 
 
Declarations of Ex Parte Contacts Since Public Hearing 
 
Councilor Hirsch declared that he was a member of Beit Am, which owned property adjacent 
to the subject property.  He had conversations with members of the congregation to 
determine if the church's issues related to the proposed development were resolved.  He was 
uncertain whether he had a conflict of interest, but he had some minor ex parte contacts.  He 
declared that he could make an impartial decision. 
 
Declarations of Site Visits Since Public Hearing – None. 
 
Rebuttals to Declarations – None. 
 
Questions of Staff 
 
Mayor Manning noted that the staff report addressed Councilors' questions following the 
public hearing. 
 
Planning Division Manager Young reviewed that the Council agreed to honor a citizen's 
request and hold open the public record for seven days to receive additional pubic testimony. 
 The record was held open an additional day because non-emergency City offices closed 
early on the designated deadline day.  The applicant submitted a final written argument 
December 17, and staff responded to Councilors' questions. 
 
Councilor York said she inquired about group living, specifically independent senior 
housing, and excluding assisted living.  Staff's response addressed assisted living.  She said 
she found the information she needed. 
 
Councilor Hirsch said he reviewed previous Council meetings in preparing for tonight's 
deliberations.  He submitted questions to staff today and appreciated staff's prompt 
responses. 
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Councilor Hervey referenced from public testimony submitted since the public hearing 
concerns regarding noise.  One citizen suggested installation of a noise barrier between the 
development and Beit Am's property.  He asked how a multi-unit property would be affected 
by the City's nuisance property legislation in terms of noise. 
 
Community Development Director Gibb said the Police Department managed noise issues, 
and noise from the property would be addressed based upon complaints and evaluations in 
relation to the noise regulations. 
 
Police Chief Sassaman added that noise complaints were specific to the location or 
individuals creating the disturbance.  Police officers would respond to complaints and 
attempt to determine the source of the noise and deal with the people creating the noise. 
 
Deliberations 
 
Councilor Brown noted that the Council must decide four matters.  It seemed that the 
decision regarding the requested Comprehensive Plan amendment would affect the decisions 
on the other matters. 
 
Councilors Brown and Sorte, respectively, moved and seconded to deny the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment based upon the Planning Commission's findings and 
recommendation and findings presented by the City Council during their deliberations, 
subject to the adoption of Formal Findings at a subsequent City Council meeting. 
 
Councilor Brown opined that the status quo was sufficient unless there was a demonstrated 
need to change the status quo; he did not find a demonstrated need for a change. 
 
Councilor Sorte concurred, adding that the case before the Council had analogies to a recent 
Council denial of a requested Comprehensive Plan amendment.  He explained his analysis of 
the application: 
 He believed the Council must determine whether the community chose its path for the 

future or was driven to a path for the future by particular institutions and self-interests.  
He did not question the importance of self-interests or priorities of corporations or 
whether institutions sensitive to state-wide goals were important or appropriate.  Those 
interests may not be the highest priority for Corvallis' goals. 

 He reviewed all of the public hearings twice.  He could not make statements during the 
first public hearing and asked some questions during the second public hearing. 

 After reviewing the public hearings, he would normally try to give the benefit of the 
doubt to those testifying and presenting information.  Then he would try to reinforce 
their statements as being useful and build upon it.  He had extensive discussions with 
City Attorney Fewel, who said that approach was not appropriate.  He must critique the 
information provided and explain to the Council why he did not consider the information 
credible or useful in the decision. 

 He sought three factors in testimony:  1) the sources of information, and typically more 
than one source approaching the issue from a different perspective; 2) context and 
comparables across time and place; and 3) the sensitivity of the analysis to changes in 
the variables suggested in the testimony. 
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 He was unable to judge the comparables of the applicant's technical (land use and 
transportation issues) analysis.  Comparables and sources were provided.  He considered 
the economic analysis not credible and not useful.  The applicant's November 27 
memorandum and November 21 memorandum from the economic consultants did not 
include long-term (more than 10 or 15 years) historical context comparable data from 
Oregon or other metropolitan areas, nor discussion.  The applicant asserted that 
Corvallis' population did not change as much as the Oregon State University (OSU) 
student population changed, so there must be a housing shortage.  The memoranda did 
not discuss what the single largest housing "bubble" burst in history might cause.  The 
applicant referenced 500 new residential units converted from single-family, owner-
occupied dwellings to student-occupied dwellings.  That information was interpreted to 
mean more student or apartment housing was needed.  He urged the Council to consider 
why the applicant did not indicate actions elsewhere, how the housing "bubble" affected 
those actions, whether these factors were important, whether the factors addressed the 
sensitivity, and how the factors affected other areas in terms of comparability. 

 The applicant's analysis used the number of OSU students but did not discuss how many 
students were already living in Corvallis or nearby communities, the consumer 
preferences of those students, or access to labor markets and labor opportunities in other 
communities in the region.  The American Community Survey was used in the 
applicant's analysis but was not used again.  The applicant did not use the most-dynamic, 
most-current measurement available elsewhere in the analysis. 

 The Council extensively discussed rental vacancies during the public hearing.  The 
applicant's testimony discussed the increased cost of rental units but did not indicate 
whether the increase was important or unusual.  No comparable rates were provided for 
the state or other communities in the region.  Therefore, he questioned how the rate 
increase was useful information.  The applicant used the Consumer Price Index to assert 
the importance of the rate increase; however, he believed better, comparable rental rate 
information was available. 

 Those supporting and opposing the proposed development did not indicate how the 
currently allowable build-out of the property would satisfy the perceived housing needs. 
 He appreciated the applicant's presentation of what could be built on the property, but it 
did not indicate how needs could be met under the current or proposed zoning 
designation. 

 Supporting testimony addressed economic benefits of the proposed development but did 
not indicate how the comparables between developing the property under the current and 
requested zoning designations would financially impact the local community.  There was 
no indication of long-term economic benefits from potential residents of the proposed 
development and no discussion of spending patterns by students compared to residents 
of a more-diverse setting. 

 
Councilor Sorte said he would support the motion before the Council because he believed 
significant long-term social and economic benefits would be lost if the application was 
approved. 

 
Mayor Manning recessed the meeting from 7:25 pm until 7:30 pm. 
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 XII. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
 A. A public hearing to consider an amendment to the 2011-12 and 2013-14 Community 

Development Block Grant/HOME Action Plan 
 
Mayor Manning reviewed the order of proceedings and opened the public hearing. 
 
Staff Report 
 
Housing Division Manager Weiss explained that City staff spoke with Willamette 
Neighborhood Housing Services (WNHS) and Northwest Housing Alternatives (NHA) (a 
Portland, Oregon-based, non-profit owner and developer of affordable housing).  NHA 
currently owned the Julian Hotel apartment building.  Staff and WNHS discussed the Julian 
Hotel building before NHA purchased the building.  Staff and WNHS were concerned that, if 
the building was sold for market-rate housing, some very valuable, affordable housing would 
be lost from the community.  Staff and WNHS developed a plan to accomplish a long-term 
goal of preserving the Julian's affordable housing. 
 
The Julian Apartments included 35 units at SW Second Street and SW Monroe Avenue; 30 
units had one bedroom each, and 5 units were studio apartments.  The apartments were 
among the most affordable in Corvallis, and tenants received United States Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Section 8 subsidization.  Tenants' incomes were 
below 50 percent of the Benton County median income, and some had virtually no income. 
 
To maintain the quality of the Julian Apartments, the Council approved investing $100,000 
in Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding from the Fiscal Year 2013-2014 
allocation for a smaller, re-roofing project.  Subsequently, WNHS had opportunity to acquire 
the building through an application to the State for low-income housing tax credits.  With 
those opportunities, WNHS requested that the City invest $595,000 in HOME Investment 
Partnerships Program (HOME) funds.  The Housing and Community Development 
Commission (HCDC) considered the request last July and unanimously recommended 
approval of the request.  WNHS applied to the State and learned in November that its 
application was approved.  The last element to complete the project was City funding of 
$595,000 in HOME funds.  The funds could be granted, if some allocations were transferred 
from other projects.  Two projects were awarded HOME fund allocations that were no longer 
needed: 
 For Fiscal Year 2011-2012, the City allocated two years of funds to Home Life for 

construction of four units to house clients with special needs.  Home Life's fundraising 
efforts were so successful, it did not need $150,000 of the allocation. 

 For Fiscal Year 2013-2014, the City allocated funds to WNHS for the Lancaster Bridge 
affordable-housing rehabilitation project.  The project was almost completed and would 
not need the additional $206,000 allocated for the current fiscal year. 

 
  Transferring funding from projects identified in an Action Plan required a formal Plan 

amendment. 
 
The City loaned HOME funds to the WNHS Seavey Meadows Community Land Trust 
Project.  The project was almost completed, and buyers were approved for almost all of the 
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units.  The construction portion of the loan would likely be repaid during the current fiscal 
year, as the units were purchased.  The funds may be re-allocated only to a project eligible 
for HOME funding, such as the Julian Apartments project.  The current Action Plan could be 
amended to identify that $239,000 of the overall loan would be re-allocated for a 
rehabilitation project. 
 
Public Testimony 
 
Jim Moorefield, WNHS Executive Director, reviewed written testimony (Attachment D).  
The proposed rehabilitation project would correct structural issues, such as sloping floors.  
He believed it was important that properties such as the Julian Apartments remained 
affordable, rent-assisted housing.  The Julian Apartments were a unique property in 
Corvallis.  Tenants paid only 30 percent of their income for rent for downtown housing; 
many of the tenants did not have vehicles and relied upon the building's location. 
 
Mayor Manning closed the public hearing. 
 
Questions of Staff – None. 
 
Deliberations and Final Decision 
 
Councilors Traber and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to approve an amendment 
to the City's Fiscal Year 2011-2012 Community Development Block Grant/HOME 
Investment Partnerships Program Action Plan to re-allocate $150,000 in HOME funding 
from the Home Life four-plex project to the Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services 
Julian Apartments rehabilitation project; to approve an amendment to the City's Fiscal Year 
2013-2014 CDBG/HOME Action Plan to re-allocate $206,000 in HOME funding from 
WNHS's Lancaster Bridge Apartments rehabilitation project to its Julian Apartments 
rehabilitation project; and to approve an amendment to the City's Fiscal Year 2013-2014 
CDBG/HOME Action Plan to identify an allocation of $239,000 in HOME program income, 
to be earned from the re-payment of a construction loan for the WNHS Seavey Meadows 
Community Land Trust project, to the Julian Apartments rehabilitation project.  The motion 
passed unanimously. 

 
 B. A public hearing to consider the 2014-15 Community Development Block Grant/HOME 

Action Plan 
 

Mayor Manning reviewed the purpose of the public hearing and opened the public hearing. 
 
Staff Report 
 
Mr. Weiss explained that the Council must conduct a public hearing to receive ideas of how 
the Federal allocations could be invested and feedback regarding previous investments.  The 
comments would be integrated into future action plans and five-year consolidated plans to 
maintain continuity of ideas into the future.  The current Action Plan was the first under a 
new five-year Consolidated Plan, which identified general goals to be achieved by investing 
the Federal fund allocations through the HUD CDBG and HOME programs.  For the current 
fiscal year, the City received approximately $271,000 in HOME funding and approximately 
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$493,000 in CDBG funding.  Staff did not yet know the allocations for Fiscal Year 2014-
2015.  The allocations decreased more frequently than they increased over the past five 
years. 
 
Mr. Weiss said staff did not seek Council decisions tonight.  Staff expected to begin 
receiving funding applications from agencies January 10.  The HCDC would hear the 
proposals during February and develop funding allocation recommendations for the next 
fiscal year's Action Plan.  The Council would consider the draft Action Plan during a public 
hearing in April.  The Council-adopted Action Plan would be forwarded to HUD mid-May. 
 
Public Testimony 
 
Betty Griffiths asked the Council to consider combining the CDBG and HOME allocations 
with other funding sources to complete a large, significant project, rather than supporting 
multiple small projects. 
 
Sheila O'Keefe, South Corvallis Food Bank Associate Director, said her agency received 
allocations from the City's CDBG fund to pay its rent.  The Food Bank would apply for 
funding again for the next fiscal year.  The Food Bank operated with a financial deficit the 
past few years because of increased requests for assistance.  The deficit was lower this fiscal 
year but would likely continue into the next fiscal year.  A loss of CDBG funding would 
seriously impact the Food Bank, which currently served 305 households (totaling 1,150 
people) per month; each household received a food supply that would last approximately five 
days.  She referenced continuing Congressional discussions about further reducing benefits 
from the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly known as Food 
Stamps) and the recent expiration of long-term unemployment benefits.  Those 
circumstances could result in an increase in requests for assistance during the next few 
months.  She hoped for another year of funding assistance from the City so the Food Bank 
could continue supporting South Corvallis residents. 
 
Mayor Manning closed the public hearing. 
 
Questions of Staff 
 
Councilor York liked that the Julian Apartments project served people with very low 
incomes, maintained downtown housing, and helped preserve an important historical 
resource in the community.  She considered preserving historical resources a worthwhile 
added value of the CDBG and HOME programs.  She asked whether preservation and 
rehabilitation efforts should be referenced in the funding projects. 
 
Mr. Weiss said referencing historic resource preservation or rehabilitation could be 
beneficial. However, the programs established client incomes as primary focuses.  Under 
Federal regulations, projects must benefit people of specific low-income levels.  The Julian 
Apartments project would clearly qualify from a client-income perspective, and historic 
preservation would be an added benefit.  Projects must be performed according to approval 
from the State Historic Preservation Office when appropriate.  Staff would support pursuing 
the secondary goal of historic preservation. 
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Councilor Hervey appreciated the focuses on not letting rent-assisted housing become 
market-rate housing and rehabilitating existing structures to continue serving low-income 
members of the community. 

 
VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS – Continued 
 
 B. Deliberations relating to a Comprehensive Plan amendment request and appeal of associated 

Zone Change, Planned Development, and Subdivision decisions (CPA11-00002, ZDC11-
00005, PLD13-00003, and SUB13-00001 – Campus Crest/The Grove) – Continued 
 
Councilor Beilstein said he would oppose the motion.  He believed there was definitely a 
shortage of housing in Corvallis, but the type of housing that was needed was not relevant.  
If the supply of typical college student housing was insufficient, students would use housing 
that might otherwise accommodate low-income families; conversely, an excess of typical 
student housing could be occupied by low-income families.  He noted that new apartment 
developments in Corvallis were being rented for $700 per bedroom, which he considered 
excessive.  He would like local housing prices to decrease.  The rapid expansion of OSU 
student enrollment and staffing contributed to the local housing shortage.  He did not find a 
reason to oppose re-zoning the subject property to develop more housing within a convenient 
distance from OSU's campus. 
 
Councilor Traber expressed opposition to the motion for reasons somewhat similar to 
Councilor Beilstein's.  He also believed Corvallis had a shortage of typical college student 
housing, combined with a substantial increase in OSU student enrollment and not a 
commensurate growth in typical student housing.  Increased OSU student enrollment 
resulted in an increase in OSU staff.  The Council received testimony regarding rent and 
vacancy rates, which were indicative of a rental housing shortage.  If there was not a housing 
shortage, housing costs would be more reasonable, typical student housing would be more 
available, and fewer typical single-family houses would be converted for student housing.  
He believed other attributes of the proposed development would create other community 
benefits, with advantages outweighing disadvantages.  The housing shortage must be 
addressed, and the proposed development would do so in an appropriate manner. 
 
Councilor York said she would support the motion.  She believed there was a demonstrated 
need for more housing in Corvallis, but not of a particular type.  She believed housing 
flexibility was needed, and the proposed development was very specialized.  She noted that 
higher-education enrollment fluctuated.  If the development was constructed and no longer 
desirable for college students or OSU enrollment decreased, the resulting vacant 
development would be a problem for the community.  She considered public testimony to 
represent community concerns and an attempt to influence decision makers.  Voters 
repeatedly opposed annexation requests for the subject property and approved a request with 
very specific limitations.  She acknowledged that there could be extreme situations when it 
would be appropriate for the Council to over-ride voters' actions.  Such situations would 
involve extreme changes in circumstances and changes in community values and opinions 
concerning a previous decision. She wanted to respect voters' earlier annexation approval. 
 
Councilor Brauner acknowledged strong arguments for and against the requested 
amendments.  He concurred that housing was needed.  He was concerned about changing the 
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zoning from what was part of the the approved annexation.  He was also concerned about 
extreme pressure on housing in the community caused by the demand for OSU student 
housing.  All of these issues had near-even importance for him.  He evaluated the requested 
amendment in terms of community needs.  With each annexation request for the property, 
the development footprint and vote margin decreased, and he believed many people voted on 
the requests with a desire to preserve a unique natural area and wetland.  The City had an 
opportunity to purchase the property, but voters defeated a necessary bond issue.  A 
subsequently approved bond issue purchased a portion of the property not involved in the 
requested amendment; that property was preserved.  He had difficulty attributing the 
annexation approval to the issue of proposed single-family housing or preservation of more 
of the original space with a smaller development footprint.  The proposed development 
involved a smaller footprint, with more property dedicated for protection.  This indicated 
recognition of a community need to protect natural resources.  Therefore, he could support 
overturning the Planning Commission's decision and oppose the motion before the Council. 
 
Councilor Brauner noted the impacts on surrounding areas as a result of the proposed 
development size.  The proposed development might accommodate more occupants in living 
units than a single-family development.  However, he was not convinced that a development 
on the subject property under the existing zoning designation, without zoning exceptions, 
could have a worse affect on traffic and the natural areas than the proposed development.  
After weighing all the issues and arguments, he believed he must oppose the motion. 
 
Councilor Hirsch said the argument for opposing the motion involved the request to change 
the zoning designation, which caused him reluctance.  He concurred with Councilor 
Brauner's comments.  He said it seemed that many of the arguments against the proposed 
development were from people who did not want any development on the site.  
Unfortunately, that was not an option; and the proposed development's footprint and the 
amount of land that would be preserved as open space prompted him to oppose the motion. 
 
Councilor Hervey said he reviewed Planning Commissioners' comments carefully; the 
Commission's review process was thorough and had a tied vote broken by the Commission 
Chair.  He believed the Council was also trying to balance advantages and disadvantages, 
which was difficult.  He appreciated Councilor Sorte's desire for more information, and he 
would like a means of requesting that information.  He previously lived near the subject 
property and opposed previous annexation requests; however, at that time, he and his 
neighbors were most concerned about protecting the trees along NW Harrison Boulevard 
(Harrison), should increased traffic from a development prompt removing the trees to widen 
the street.  Something could now be developed on the annexed property, and the case was 
made that there might be less transportation impact from the proposed development than 
from a typical development under the existing zoning designation.  He appreciated the 
applicant's plan to extend NW Circle Boulevard through the property, as it would divert 
some of the traffic from the development.  His long-term concerns regarding annexing the 
property were somewhat addressed by the proposed development.  He believed the Council's 
decision involved balancing advantages and disadvantages, and he believed the proposed 
development had a slight advantage.  He appreciated concerns not on the record regarding 
whether the developer was a desired member of the community, but that could not be a factor 
in the Council's decision. 
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Councilor Hogg noted the significance of amending the Comprehensive Plan and the need to 
demonstrate that doing so involved more advantages than disadvantages.  He concurred with 
Councilor Brown regarding a lack of a demonstrated need for the development and with 
Councilor Sorte that the status quo was appropriate.  He agreed with the Planning 
Commission's recommendations and that the disadvantages outweighed the advantages.  He 
noted the many issues involving traffic along Harrison, including pedestrian and bicyclist 
safety along a narrow road with high vehicle speeds, particularly during hours of darkness.  
He considered the subject site the wrong location for a large student-based housing project, 
as there were no stores, restaurants, or other facilities nearby, resulting in extensive vehicle 
traffic to and from the development.  He also believed the proposed development would not 
be suitable for low-income community members.  He concurred with Councilor York that 
community values must be considered, and community members expressed their views that 
the proposed development was not appropriate for the site or the community.  He said he 
would support the motion. 
 
Councilor Sorte responded to other Councilors' comments: 
 No one provided comparable data demonstrating that the City had excessive rental rates. 

 Without comparable data, the Council could not determine if there was a housing 
shortage in the region.  Corvallis' housing and labor and OSU students' needs did not 
stop at the City Limits.  The applicant based all of its arguments on OSU changes, but it 
did not address what would be expected to happen when a housing "bubble" burst and 
the conversion from owner-occupied to tenant-occupied housing occurred as a result of 
foreclosures and lending difficulties. 

 Voter approval of the request to annex the subject property occurred after Harding 
Elementary School was closed because of declining enrollment.  The annexation was 
considered an option to increase enrollment.  Residents of the school's neighborhoods 
did not strongly oppose the annexation because they wanted the families that would 
reside in the housing development proposed with the annexation.  The neighborhoods 
needed a mixed-use development on the subject property.  He urged Councilors to 
consider the long-term impacts to the community from developing single-purpose 
housing units. 

 
  Councilor Hervey responded that Harding Elementary School was closed primarily because 

of a seismic study that determined the building was unsafe, rather than a decrease in 
enrollment. 
 
Councilor Sorte concurred but said the building was re-assessed and re-occupied shortly after 
it was closed. 
 
The motion failed four to five on the following roll call vote: 
Ayes: Brown, Hogg, York, Sorte 
Nayes: Beilstein, Brauner, Traber, Hervey, Hirsch 
 
Councilors Beilstein and Traber, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, based upon the staff recommendation and findings 
presented by the City Council during their deliberations, subject to the adoption of Formal 
Findings at a subsequent City Council meeting. 
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The motion passed five to four on the following roll call vote: 
Ayes: Beilstein, Brauner, Traber, Hervey, Hirsch 
Nayes: Brown, Hogg, York, Sorte 
 
Councilors Beilstein and Hervey, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the zone 
change request brought forth by the applicant on appeal, based upon the City Council's 
decision to approve the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and upon the City Council's 
findings on this matter.  This motion was based upon findings in the August 23, 2013 staff 
report to the Planning Commission and findings presented by the City Council during their 
deliberations, subject to the adoption of Formal Findings at a subsequent City Council 
meeting. 
 
Councilor Sorte asked whether the Council could remand the zone change request to the 
Planning Commission. 
 
Mr. Gibb responded that the Planning Commission discussed that the zoning designation and 
Comprehensive Plan must align.  The Planning Commission primarily discussed the 
potential for the Council to remand the Planned Development Plan and subdivision requests, 
should the Council approve the Comprehensive Plan amendment and zone change.  The 
Commission's meeting minutes included the Deputy City Attorney's explanation of that 
scenario.  Mr. Gibb reviewed the Land Development Code (LDC), which did not specifically 
provide for such a remand; however, the Council could interpret the Code differently. 
 
Mr. Fewel added that the LDC did not allow or prohibit the Council remanding an issue to 
the Planning Commission.  As the City's governing body, the Council could decide how to 
interpret the LDC.  He noted that almost all land use decisions were subject to the State's 
120-day decision timeline, which could prevent a remand; the case before the Council was 
not subject to the timeline.  His office believed that the Council, when it adopted the LDC, 
did not contemplate the possibility of remanding decisions; therefore, it was not suggested as 
a normal process. 
 
Councilor Brauner opined that a possible remand action was more appropriate for a later 
decision on the present case. 
 
Councilor Beilstein opined that changing the zoning designation to a higher density of 
housing in a smaller area was advantageous to address the community's housing shortage by 
creating a more-efficient development.  He further believed that the requested zoning 
designation would facilitate providing City services and be less disruptive to natural areas. 
 
Councilor Traber concurred that a more-compact development would create more protected 
open space on the subject property. 
 
Councilor Brauner observed that the zoning designation change was necessary to align with 
the approved Comprehensive Plan amendment. 
 
Councilor Hervey concurred with Councilor Brauner and expressed interest in the remand 
option. 
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The motion passed five to four on the following roll call vote 
Ayes: Beilstein, Brauner, Traber, Hervey, Hirsch 
Nayes: Brown, Hogg, York, Sorte 
 
Councilors Brauner and Sorte, moved and seconded to remand the Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan and the subdivision to the Planning Commission. 
 
Councilor Brauner said the Planning Commission gave the Council a recommendation 
regarding the Comprehensive Plan amendment, and the zoning designation should align with 
the Plan.  The Commission did not provide the Council with details concerning possible 
conditions of approval for the planned development.  Staff presented the Council with 
options of denial, approval without changes, or approval with conditions.  He would like the 
Commission's insight regarding conditions of approval before rendering a decision.  
Therefore, he considered it appropriate to remand the issue to the Commission.  The 120-day 
timeline was not applicable to the case.  While he did not want to extend the decision-making 
process, the proposed project was so important to the community that it was appropriate to 
consider any conditions of approval the Commission thought should be imposed. 
 
Councilor Sorte concurred.  He noted that many of the project opponents expressed concerns 
related to qualify of life and traffic, which could be addressed by not approving the zoning 
designation change.  With approval of the zoning designation change, the concerns could be 
addressed by applying more conditions of approval and possibly amending some of the 
conditions approved by the Planning Commission. 
 
Councilor Traber noted that the Planning Commission addressed the Comprehensive Plan 
amendment and zone change.  The Commission's record did not include extensive detail 
regarding other issues.  He respected the Commissioners' expertise in identifying conditions 
of approval to address concerns. 
 
Mr. Gibb inquired whether Council intended that a remand to the Planning Commission 
would result in the Commission's subsequent decision being final or whether the decision 
could be again appealed to the Council. 
 
Councilor Brauner, the motion maker, said the Council could ask the Planning Commission 
to present recommendations or make a decision that could be appealed to the Council.  Based 
upon normal practice, he would assume the Commission's decision could be appealed to the 
Council.  Councilor Sorte, the motion seconder, concurred. 
 
Mr. Fewel said staff discussed the remand option.  The LDC indicated that Council decisions 
were considered final.  He questioned whether the Council's remand decision could be 
appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals.  The LDC allowed the Council to refer a land 
use matter to a committee.  Mr. Gibb confirmed, citing LDC Section 2.0.50.09.a.3.  
Mr. Fewel noted that, when the Council adopted the term "committee," the definition did not 
specifically state that it included the Planning Commission. 
 
Councilor Brauner suggested that the Council table to a specific meeting its decisions 
regarding the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan and the subdivision and, in the 
meantime, ask the Planning Commission to provide advice regarding any appropriate 
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conditions of approval for the proposed development. 
 
Mr. Fewel responded that the suggestion seemed to be a permissible action, consistent with 
the LDC. 

 
Mayor Manning recessed the meeting from 8:29 pm until 8:39 pm. 
 
  Councilors Brauner and Sorte withdrew their motion. 

 
Councilor Brauner moved to postpone deliberations regarding the proposed Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan and subdivision until a future Council meeting and refer to the 
Planning Commission the issue of any conditions of approval that should be added to the 
Commission's decisions to satisfy applicable criteria, with the Commission to provide 
recommendations to the Council; the Commission's deliberations to be limited to the record; 
and the Council to re-open the public hearing, limited in scope to the conditions of approval 
recommended by the Commission, before rendering a decision concerning the Conceptual 
and Detailed Development Plan and the subdivision. 
 
Councilor Sorte seconded the motion but suggested that the Council's deliberations be re-
opened but that no public hearing be held. 
 
Councilor Brauner explained that the motion would ask the Planning Commission to review 
its record and recommend conditions of approval.  The Council's public hearing did not 
reference any conditions that could or would have been placed on the proposed 
development.  With the Commission's action limited to deliberations, based upon its record, 
he believed the Council should give the public opportunity to comment on the recommended 
conditions of approval. 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 

 
 IX. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS AND ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, AND MOTIONS 
 
 A. Human Services Committee – December 17, 2013 
 
  1. Council Policy Review and Recommendation:  CP 07-4.16, "Code of Conduct for 

Patrons at Parks and Recreation Facilities, Events, and Programs" 
 
   Councilor Beilstein reported that the Committee reviewed the Policy and noted that 

the Code of Conduct included tobacco use in City parks and at City programs.  That 
aspect of the Policy was not updated to align with a recent amendment to the 
Municipal Code concerning tobacco use in City parks.  The Committee returned the 
Policy to staff for revision, and the Committee will review the Policy at a future 
meeting. 



 
Council Minutes B January 6, 2014 Page 24 

 B. Urban Services Committee – December 17, 2013 
 
  1. Airport Master Plan 
 
   Councilors Brown and Hogg, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the 

Airport Master Plan update and direct staff to prepare a Comprehensive Plan 
amendment to incorporate the new Airport Master Plan.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 

 
  2. Residential Parking Districts 
 
   Councilor Brown reported that the Committee continued discussing the concept of 

residential parking districts (RPDs).  The Committee will present to the Council an 
overall RPD Program proposal soon. 
 
The Committee reached consensus on several RPD Program elements: 
 RPD resident permits should be $20 per year, and non-resident permits should 

be 115 percent of OSU's faculty permit price. 
 Parking permits should be allocated to properties, based upon square feet of 

land. 
 The on-street parking space utilization target should be 75 percent and serve as 

the basis for selling non-resident parking permits. 
 

   The expanded RPD Program would be implemented September 1, 2014.  In the 
meantime, signs would be installed and additional parking enforcement staff would 
be hired and trained.  Staff will mail informational postcards to residents of the 
affected neighborhoods this month. 
 
Councilor Beilstein considered the 75-percent utilization rate appropriate.  He asked 
how the City would maintain that rate, such as constructing parking facilities, 
acquiring off-street parking within the RPDs, or increasing permit fees to discourage 
purchase of permits. 
 
Councilor Brown responded that staff counted the number of on-street parking 
spaces within each RPD and multiplied by 75 percent to determine the number of 
permits that would be available. 
 
Councilor Traber expressed support for the two-fee parking permit format and 
setting the non-resident permit fee higher than OSU's faculty permit fee. 
 
In response to Councilor Traber's inquiry, Councilor Brown discussed whether the 
amount of off-street parking should be considered when calculating resident permits 
available for properties within each RPD.  The concept was expected to extremely 
complicate the permit-allocation methodology, so it was not under consideration. 
 
Councilor Traber noted some proposed RPDs already had very little on-street 
parking.  If each property was allocated the same number of permits and an 
apartment development provided extensive on-site parking but was allocated 
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additional on-street parking based upon property size, this may create some 
inequity.  He asked that on-site parking for apartment developments be considered 
before on-street resident parking permits were allocated according to the property-
square-footage formula. 
 
Councilor Brown acknowledged the difficulty in analyzing all of the RPD details. 
 
Councilor Hervey asked Council members to submit their concerns to the 
Committee so they could be reviewed before the final proposal was presented.  He 
said the Committee extensively discussed the projected costs of operating the RPD 
Program, projected revenues from permit sales and citation fines, and whether costs 
and revenues would balance.  He was interested in developing a cost-neutral 
program.  Staff indicated that it would be extremely difficult to predict the costs and 
revenues.  When the Committee agreed upon the resident and non-resident permit 
fees, he said he would advocate that the Council allocate contingency funds in case 
Program costs exceeded revenues.  He did not want to re-allocate funds from other 
departments to cover Program costs. 
 
Councilor Sorte opined that RPD residents paid the price for the community's 
economic development in the form of OSU.  He considered it appropriate that City 
funds be used to give RPD residents one or two free RPD resident parking permits.  
He did not oppose charging for non-resident parking permits.  He urged that the 
Program include an easy means of adding new RPDs.  He said expanding the RPDs 
would cause non-residents to park in adjacent neighborhoods. 
 
Councilor York noted that many neighborhoods did not have on-street parking. 
 
This issue was presented for information only. 

 
 C. Administrative Services Committee – December 18, 2013 
 
  1. Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) 
 
   Councilor Brauner reported that the Committee reviewed the CAFR.  He 

commended Finance Department staff, noting that the City again received a "clean" 
audit.  He added that the CAFR contained extensive information about the 
community, including the sizes of various employers and which property owners 
paid the most in property taxes. 
 
Councilors Brauner and Traber, respectively, moved and seconded to accept the 
June 30, 2013 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
Mayor Manning thanked Finance Director Brewer and her staff for their excellent 
work. 



 
Council Minutes B January 6, 2014 Page 26 

 D. Other Related Matters 
 

1.  Mr. Fewel read a supplemental budget resolution increasing transfer appropriations in 
the Parks and Recreation, Fire, and Library Funds to close all three Funds. 
 
Councilors Brauer and Sorte, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt the resolution. 

 
RESOLUTION 2014-01 passed unanimously. 
 
 X. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS 
 

A. Mayor's Reports 
 
 Mayor Manning reported that she hosted Government Comment Corner January 4.  John 

Blocker, Senior Citizen Foundation of Benton County President, invited Council and 
community members to the Foundation's open house and 30th anniversary celebration 
January 22 at the Corvallis Senior Center. 
 
Mayor Manning referenced an article from the December 26 edition of the Corvallis Gazette-
Times regarding decreases in ten categories of violations affecting neighborhood quality of 
life.  She commended Police Chief Sassaman and his staff, OSU staff, OSU/City 
Collaboration Project participants, neighborhood associations, and others for their efforts 
toward improving life in Corvallis.  She noted that progress was being made. 
 
Mayor Manning announced that she would not seek re-election as Corvallis' Mayor because 
of time constraints.  She gave Council members a statement regarding her decision.  [A press 
release was provided to the media at the conclusion of the meeting {Attachment E}.]  She 
assured the Council and community of her commitment to complete her term as Mayor; 
remain fully involved; and continue representing the Council and Corvallis citizens on the 
League of Oregon Cities, Cascades West Council of Governments, and Regional Accelerator 
and Innovation Network boards. 

 
B. Council Reports 

 
  Several Councilors expressed disappointment that Mayor Manning would not seek re-

election, thanked her for her leadership during her term, and acknowledged the dedication of 
City volunteers and staff. 
 
Councilor Sorte expressed a desire to share with Council members what he learned while 
developing analysis information he was unable to use concerning the Campus Crest/The 
Grove application. 
 
Councilor Sorte reported that his daughter moved into an apartment owned by the University 
of California Irvine, which, with other California colleges, recognized their impacts on 
communities and desires to assist their employees.  The colleges sought ways to address 
housing issues.  He suggested that several models were available that could help Corvallis 
and OSU accomplish more. 
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Councilor York reminded the Council about its January 14 work session, including a 
progress check regarding the "2020 Vision Statement." 
 
Councilor York thanked Ward 1 residents for testifying regarding the MRNA boardwalk. 
 
Councilor Beilstein reminded Council members and citizens of the Dr. Martin Luther 
King, Jr., holiday January 20, the City's January 22 celebration, and OSU's January 20 peace 
breakfast.  He urged everyone to attend the celebrations. 
 
Mayor Manning added that the winners of the City's Dr. King celebration essay contest 
would be invited to the January 21 Council meeting for recognition. 
 
Councilor Hirsch referenced recent State legislation regarding State regulation of genetically 
modified organisms (GMOs).  He expressed concern regarding the effects of GMOs and 
asked whether the City could regulate GMOs in the community.  Staff agreed to provide a 
follow-up report. 

 
C. Staff Reports 

 
  1. Follow up to Visitors’ Propositions Testimony 
 
  2. Council Requests Follow Up Report – January 2, 2014 
 
  3. Update on Healthy Streets Healthy Streams Grant 
 
 XI. NEW BUSINESS – None. 
 
XIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:13 pm. 
 

APPROVED: 
 
 
 

__________________________________________ 
MAYOR 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
CITY RECORDER 



Reconstruction of the 
Mary's River Natural Area Boardwalk: 

A Community Project for 2014 
Corvallis, Oregon 

The Mary's River Natural Area (MRNA) is situated on theSE side of Brooklane Dr, an area with no other parks. 

The establishment of MRNA was part of approval of a development, wherein the boardwalk making the wetland park 

accessible was provided to the city at no cost. The fast-flowing water and debris carried by the three floods of 2012 

overwhelmed the structure, and the boardwalk was destroyed. Fortunately, as part of the national flood relief, FEMA 

will fund 75%, which is $193,910. They require us to provide a 25% match which is $64,637, and that most materials 

be salvaged and reused. A key restriction: the work must be completed by November 1, 2014. Time is short! 

Timeline: 

Now-June: Fund raising! The Friends of Corvallis Parks and Recreation have taken charge of the fundraising 

Jan. 6th: present strategic pian to City Council 

Jan 23: Public meeting! Thursday 5:30 -7pm, Parks and Rec. Meeting Room, Avery Park 

The public is invited to learn about the project and share their priorities and ideas for the boardwalk. For example: 

should it lead to the site of the future bridge? Should it be straight or curved? Should we have exits to the wetland 

surface? Send your ideas now to jacqueline.rochefort@corvallisoreqon.gov. 

Jan 30: Public meeting! Synthesize and finalize designs 5:30- 7pm, Parks and Rec. Meeting Room, Avery Park 

February: Build community support via door-to-door discussions through the adjacent neighborhood. 

March: Complete design 

April1: put project out for bidding, due May 10 

June 1: select contractor, complete fundraising 

July: Construction begins 

Nov 1: completed! 
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Healthy Parks, Facilities and Programs Lead to Healthy, Vibrant Lives 

Friends of Corvallis Parks and Recreation 

Fiends is an independent 50l(c)(3) non-profit organization dedicated to protecting and improving 
Corvallis's parks and recreation programs and facilities for all residents. Corvallis parks are wonderful 
public assets that offer a unique opportunity to enhance our city and region. Raising funds to maintain 
the parks and recreation facilities and programs can be achieved best through partnerships between the 
city, other partners and the users of the facilities and programs. For more information go to our 
website at or contact us at 

~~==~~,~~~~~~~~~==~ 

The Friends will seek grants and other funding opportunities during the fiscal year 2013-2014 and beyond for 
the following City of Corvallis Parks and Recreation Projects. These are not listed in priority; timing depends 
upon funding availability. 

• Marys River Boardwalk - The boardwalk was washed out and destroyed in 2011 flood 
This boardwalk is part of an important interconnected trail system that was a requirement of 
development for the Brooklane Estates sub-division. The trail was constructed in 2003 as an 
elevated boardwalk designed to protect the natural resource, the wetlands. A FEMA grant will 
pay for 7 5% ($19 3, 91 0) of the cost to replace the boardwalk. However, these funds require a 
25% match ($64,637). The money for the match must be collected by June 2014 so that the 
project can be completed by the required date of November 2014. The Friends are actively 
working with the neighborhoods and have collected more than $3,000 for this project. 

• Gaylord House Roof & improvements - Historic house located in Washington Park 
The Gaylord House is the oldest dated house in the city of Corvallis, and is listed in the 
National Register. At one time, the house was proposed to be used as an interpretive center/or 
early Corvallis history. The house has not been used in several years and has fallen into 
disrepair. The structure has immediate need for a new roof, as well as other improvements that 
must be done with sensitivity to the era of the structure and with due regard to State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) requirements. 

• Ron Naasko Playground New playground to be designed and built to ADA standards 
Ron Naasko was a former resident a/Corvallis and a Veteran of the VietNam war. He spent a 
great deal of time along the Corvallis Riverfront, and enjoyed the atmosphere so much that he 
lived on the Riverfront. Ron enjoyed watching children play on the riverfront and was a strong 
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advocate for a children's playground somewhere along the riverfront. A children's playground 
is planned at Shawala Point on south riverfront in close proximity to the skate park. The 
playground is in the planning stages now, but will hopefully be built in the summer of2015. 

• Osborn Aquatic Center - Install in-water-climbing wall. 
This project allows for the installation of a climbing wall inside of the indoor pool. This wall 
attaches to the wall of the pool and can be removed if needed. This new feature will help to 
attract middle school age kids (an under-served group) while allowingfor a new and 
entertaining feature in the indoor pool during lower use times. 

• Trails - Re-surface trails at Chip Ross Park and Bald Hill Park 
Both the sites are heavily used and need trail improvements. This project allows for the re
surfacing of pedestrian trails that are degraded and eroded. The project will provide for 
grading and re-surfacing of these trails to facilitate stable slopes and use throughout the year. 

• Franklin Park play structure- Current play structure deemed unsafe and is scheduled to be 
removed soon. 
Like many of the city's older play structures, Franklin Park is in need of a new structure. A 
new play structure will be designed after reaching out to the neighborhood to determine what 
types o.fplay features they would like to have in this neighborhood park. That information will 
be used to select and design a play area that meets the needs of the neighborhood while 
promoting active, healthy living. 

• Arnold Park play structure - Replacement to ADA standards 
This project provides a new play structure designed to promote physical fitness. The play 

structure will be designed as an obstacle course and come with a set of activities that can be 
done to promote physical activityfor the whole body. The cost for this work is approximately 
$121,000. The city has been awarded a grant for 50% of this cost. The remainder will come 
from System Development Charges paid by local developers and from donations. The Friends 
have received a very generous anonymous donation of$25,000 for this project so that in can 
go forward in the spring/summer 2014. 

• Owens Farm 
o Owens Barn Assessment 

This barn (Knotts-Owens) has been listed by Restore Oregon as one of the ten most 
endangered historic places in the State of Oregon. The city has been awarded two 
small grants for $5,000 and the Friends have received a donation o.f $500 for the 
assessment of the barn. This assessment will determine the best strategyfor the 
restoration of the barn and how to proceed with the project. 

o Barn and House - Restoration 
This project will restore and/or rebuild the Knotts-Owens Farm homestead and barn so 
that it can be used as a museum and working century farm. 

o Sunnyside School 
This project will relocate and restore the 1911 school house from its current location to 
Owens Farm to eventually serve as a classroom or visitor center. The Friends have 
raised more than $21,000 towards this project. 
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The Proposed acquisition and rehab of the Julian Hotel by Willamette 

Neighborhood Housing Services 

A little additional information beyond what is in the City Council packet: 

• The total project cost is a little over $8.2 million, of which $3.7 million will be spent on 

construction costs. 

• The Julian was originally constructed in 1893- 121 years ago as the Hotel Corvallis. It became 

the Julian Hotel in 1911 when it was renovated and the 4th floor was added. 

Why support the Julian Hotel project? 

• The Julian is a key downtown property of historical importance and character. It's also been a 

long time since it was comprehensively rehabilitated and is in sore need of repair. It's time to 

add modern levels of weatherization and seismic upgrades. 

• It provides a housing type rare in the Corvallis market: all of the units are studio or one

bedroom apartments. 

• All of the apartments are rent-assisted, meaning tenants pay rent on a sliding scale with the 

HUD Section 8 Program picking up the rest. As noted in "Benton County's Ten Year Plan to 

Address Homelessness," there is no housing program more critical to the well-being of extremely 

/ow-income people than rent assistance programs like the one at the Julian. If the Julian was 

acquired by a developer not committed to affordable housing, this rent assistance could have 

been lost and the apartments converted to market rate rentals or condos. 

Who are the residents? 

• Almost all are extremely low-income: median Income is $8,796; 22 of 32 residents (69%) have 

incomes at or below the 2013 federal poverty level. 

• Most are disabled: 24 of 32 (75%) residents have a disability. 

• Almost a third are seniors: 9 of 32 (28%) residents are seniors. 

• There is a waitlist of 95 households. 
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CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

January 6, 2014 
For More Information: 541-766-6985 

Office of the Mayor 
501 SW Madison Avenue 

P.O. Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339-1083 

(541) 766-6985 
FAX: (541) 766-6780 

e-mail: mayor@council.ci.corvallis.or. us 

Corvallis Mayor Julie Manning will not seek re-election when her four-year term expires 

in December, she announced at the Jan. 6 City Council meeting. 

"Serving as Mayor is both very rewarding and very time-consuming/, Manning said. 111t 

is an ongoing challenge to balance this work with my other responsibilities.'' 

Manning continues to serve as Vice President for Marketing, Public Relations and 

Development at Samaritan Health Services in addition to her role as Mayor. She anticipates 
l 

returning to full-time status at Samaritan after completing her term in office. 

"I plan to remain fully engaged in my role as Mayor throughout 2014, and I will work to 

facilitate a smooth transition to the Mayor-Elect after the November election,, she said. 

In 2014, Manning will continue to serve on the boards of the League of Oregon Cities 

(LOC) and the Oregon Cascades West Council of Governments. She will also chair the LOCs 

Finance and Taxation Policy Committee this year. In addition, she will be among the founding 

Board members of the Regional Accelerator and Innovation Network (RAIN) initiative that will 

be formally organized this year after receiving legislative funding in 2013. 

-30-

A Community That Honors Diversity 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
COUNCIL WORK SESSION MINUTES 

 
January 14, 2014 

 
The work session of the City Council of the City of Corvallis, Oregon, was called to order at 7:00 pm on 
January 14, 2014, in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue, Corvallis, Oregon, 
with Mayor Manning presiding. 
 
 I. ROLL CALL 
 

PRESENT: Mayor Manning; Councilors York, Beilstein, Hervey, Brown, Sorte, Traber 
 

ABSENT: Councilors Brauner and Hogg (excused) 
 

The Mayor and Councilors were joined by facilitator Kaci Buhl, City Manager Jim Patterson, 
Library Director Carolyn Rawles-Heiser, Fire Chief Roy Emery, Police Chief Jon Sassaman, 
Community Development Director Ken Gibb, and City Recorder Carla Holzworth. 

 
 II. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

A. Progress toward achieving the 2020 Vision 
 

Following Mayor Manning’s introductory comments, Councilor York noted the intent is 
for the Mayor and Councilors to share their thoughts about the City’s progress toward 
meeting the Vision.  Councilor York reviewed Ms. Buhl’s background, citing her work at 
Oregon State University and Leadership Corvallis. 
 
Ms. Buhl led the Mayor and Council through a series of activities, which included small 
group discussions on assumptions about the state of Corvallis in the year 2020 (Attachment 
A) and use of a continuum to rate progress toward achieving elements of the Vision 
(Attachment B). 

   
 B. Scheduling Council Work Sessions and Special Meetings 
 

Councilor Sorte said he has tried to recruit fellow citizens to serve on the Council, but the 
time commitment and meeting schedules have prevented some from running for office.  
Councilor Sorte would prefer to schedule special meetings on Council weeks to provide 
some scheduling consistency relative to his other commitments. 
 
Councilor Beilstein said he is not sure a week of focused meetings would bring more 
Council candidates, but he acknowledged that discontinuing noon meetings has been 
helpful.   
 
Councilor Hirsch said when trying to schedule his other activities, the day of the week is 
more important to him, rather than having meetings on a specific week.   
 
Councilor Traber said the day of week could be helpful, but he noted Council Committee 
meetings sometimes do not fall on the first week of the month.  
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Councilor Hervey said that 6:30 pm Monday Council meetings where land use matters are 
discussed and 5 pm Tuesday Urban Services Committee meetings can make for two long 
days in a row.  
 
Councilor Brown agreed with Councilor Hervey’s observations. 
 
Mayor Manning suggested work sessions could be held at an earlier time on Council days, 
perhaps at 4 pm. 
 
City Manager Patterson said other communities operate differently and nothing compares 
to Corvallis.  The demands placed on Corvallis City Councilors are significant and it takes 
extraordinary people to make the commitment to serve. 
 
Councilor York said she has tried to recruit more women to serve on the Council, but most 
have declined due to family commitments.  She noted that Council liaisons to Boards and 
Commissions are good, but perhaps liaison assignments to outside groups could be 
reconsidered.   
 
Mayor Manning observed the topic will require more discussion and she noted that 
recommendations from the Public Participation Task Force (PPTF) could be a factor to 
consider in future discussions; the group agreed.  PPTF recommendations are expected to 
come before the Council in April, so scheduling the next quarterly work session some time 
after that makes sense.   
 
City Manager Patterson asked that any future meeting schedule changes also consider 
impacts on staff.   
 
Councilor Traber asked City Manger Patterson to provide comparator information about 
how Council-related meetings are scheduled in other similar-sized cities.  Councilor 
Hervey requested feedback from staff regarding the timing of items for Council packets. 

 
 III. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 The meeting adjourned at 8:40 pm. 
 
       APPROVED: 
 
 
 
       _______________________________ 
       MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________________ 
CITY RECORDER 



ATTACHMENT A 

Assumptions about the state of Corvallis in the year 2020 
Derived from 2020 Vision, Comprehensive Plan and Transportation Plan. 

Was this assumption correct? Circle one 

OSU enrollment will remain stable at 15,000. Pretty Much- Hard to Say- Not Really 

One private business, HP, will provide Pretty Much- Hard to Say- Not Really 
10,000 jobs. 

Much of property tax to support community Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 
will come from HP. 

Population growth will happen Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 
proportionately, students and non-
students. 

Beavers and Ducks will remain only Pretty Much - Hard to Say - Not Really 
marginally competitive in football. 

The availability of public dollars for Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 
transportation will remain about the 
same. 

There will be a significant shift toward more 
owner occupancy. 

Rental housing will remain affordable for 
low-income residents. 

The housing needs of students will be about 
the same as those of other residents. 

Average household size will remain the 
same. 

Population will be in the range of 57,500 to 
63,500. 

Benchmarks will be used to gauge progress 
toward goals. 

Corvallis will remain the historic, civic, and 
cultural heart of Benton County. 

The Willamette and Marys Rivers will 
continue to provide open space and 
recreation. 

Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 

Pretty Much - Hard to Say - Not Really 

Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 

Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 

Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 

Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 

Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 

Pretty Much- Hard to Say- Not Really 



Employment rates will be high in the 
servic~s, sales, professional and 
technical occupations. 

Travel times, particularly to work and home, 
will improve and congestion will 
decrease. 

Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 

Pretty Much - Hard to Say- Not Really 



ATTACHMENT B 

Two thirds of the 
Vision realized, 

We have lost 
Barely out of the 

About one third 
About halfway way there. Right on Vision nearly 

and we're doing 
ground since of the way the work to 

1997. 
starting blocks. 

there. 
there. track for 2020, given realized. 

maintain the 
the timing. 

status. 

This is no longer a goal. The status quo is self-sustaining. 



AIRPORT COMMISSION 
MINUTES 

November 5, 2013 
DRAFT 

 
 

Present 
Rod Berklund, Chair 
Lanny Zoeller, Vice-Chair 
Louise Parsons 
Todd Brown 
Bill Dean 
Douglas Warrick 
Bill Gleaves  
Paul Woods 
Biff Traber, Council Liaison 
 
Absent 
 

Staff 
Dan Mason, Public Works 
Tom Nelson, Economic Development 
 
Visitors 
John Larson 
Jack Mykrantz

 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

Agenda Item 
Information 

Only 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

Recommendations 

I. Open Meeting, Introductions X   

II. Review of October 1, 2013 Minutes   Approved 

III.  Visitor Comments None   

IV. Old Business 
• None 

N/A   

V. New Business  
• Airport Trees Discussion 

  

The Commission voted to 
remove the trees and replace 

them with varieties better 
suited to the Airport. 

VI. Information Sharing 
• Update on the Airport Industrial 

Park 
• Update on the Airport 
• Update on the City Council 
• Monthly Financial Report 

 
X 
 

X 
X 
X 
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 
 
I.  Open Meeting, Introductions 

Chair Berklund called the meeting to order and those present introduced themselves. 
 
II.  Review of Minutes 

Commissioner Zoeller moved to approve the October 1 minutes. Commissioner Parsons 
seconded the motion and the minutes were approved unanimously. 

 
III.  Visitor Comments  

John Larson of Corvallis Aero Service (CAS) reported that CAS is now certified to train eligible 
veterans. He also reported that CAS will be hosting the Benton County Sheriff’s Department 
team’s emergency management training.  

   
IV.  Old Business 

None. 
 
V.  New Business 

Airport Trees Discussion 
Mr. Mason provided an overview of the trees located on the south side of the main hangar. He 
noted that leaves and seed pods falling from the Sweetgum trees caused increased maintenance 
cost for the main hangar gutter and roof system, ramp and parking lot.  Additionally,  the 
Sweetgum trees were surveyed by a contract tree service who stated that trimming the trees 
would cause them to grow back more vigorously. Commissioner Gleaves suggested removing the 
trees. Commissioner Parsons recommended replacing them with trees that do not grow as tall. 
Vice Chair Zoeller moved to remove the trees near the main hangar.  Commissioner Wood 
amended the motion and added to replace them with a suitable species of tree. 
Commissioner Parsons seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 
VI.  Information Sharing 
  Update on the Airport Industrial Park 

Mr. Nelson reported the following: 
 Council approved Enterprise Zone incentives for Forbidden Fruit LLC (Two Towns 

Cider), to move into a 15,000 square foot building on Hout Street. Additionally, Two 
Towns will be utilizing their current space at the Eastgate Business Center. 

 Staff is working on moving the Emergency Medical Service School into the old Viewplus 
building. 

 
  Update on the Airport 

Mr. Mason provided the following information: 
 The Oregon Department of Aviation’s Pavement Maintenance Program allocated $57,000 

for crack sealing at the Airport, with a 25% match paid for by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA). The FAA granted $322,000 (with a 10% local match) for fog 
sealing and painting of Runway 17/35.  

 Update of the City’s main hangar siding and window replacement project.  
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  Update on the City Council 
Councilor Traber noted that today is Election Day. He also noted that the Public Participation 
Task Force is starting to collect information from Boards and Commissions. 

   
  Monthly Financial Report 

Not discussed. 
 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:05 a.m. 
 
NEXT MEETING: December 3, 2013, 7:00 a.m., Madison Avenue Meeting Room 



DRAFT 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

MINUTES OF THE CORVALLIS ARTS AND CULTURE COMMISSION 
December 18, 2013 

 
Attendance    Staff 
Brenda VanDevelder, Chair  Karen Emery 
Rebecca Badger, Vice Chair 
Karyle Butcher   Visitors 
Charles Creighton   Tinamarie Ivey, Executive Director, Majestic Theatre 
Patricia Daniels 
Joel Hirsch 
Shelley Moon 
Larry Rodgers 
Elizabeth Westland 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION  

I. CALL TO ORDER. Chair Brenda VanDevelder called the meeting to order at 5:32 p.m.  

II. INTRODUCTIONS. Tinamarie Ivey, Executive Director of the Majestic Theatre, attended 
to speak regarding recent events and upcoming plans. 

III. REVIEW OF NOVEMBER 20, 2013 MINUTES. The minutes from the November 20, 
2013 meeting require two corrections: the spelling of Lee Eckroth's surname (from Town and 
Country Realty), and a change of "Bridge Card" to "Oregon Trail Card." With these changes, the 
minutes were approved following motion proposed by Creighton and seconded by VanDevelder. 

IV. VISITORS PROPOSITIONS.  

MAJESTIC THEATRE. Tinamarie Ivey, Executive Director of the Majestic Theatre spoke 
about recent and upcoming events and efforts pertaining to the Majestic and the greater Corvallis 
area local arts community. Ivey spoke of the recent success of Earl Thomas' concert which had 
full attendance, and added that Mr. Thomas would likely be coming back for another 
performance in roughly six months' time. Ivey spoke of how her personal history in the arts as 
both educator and theatre arts manager in a small, connected, supported arts community help to 
frame her perspectives. Ivey believes the Majestic must cast a wider net, to become more 
community-based and to be seen as a venue for all. 

The Majestic will eventually serve as a fiscal sponsor for projects and artists that need 501c3 
sponsorship in a collaborative and supportive role. 

Ivey looks to increase public knowledge of what art events are occurring in the community, 
including circulation of brochures and significant improvements to the Majestic's website over 
the course of the next year. 



 
The Majestic will be holding a Cinco de Mayo event on May 3, 2014. This is planned to be a free 
or pay-what-you-can event, to encourage attendance of all and to affirm that the arts are not 
solely for the elite. 
 
Ivey stated she sees the Commission as an advocate, and believes that the city should be shown 
how the arts will work best as a team, not by competing, and by focusing more on culturally-
based events. 
 
V. STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE, NEA GRANT; STAKEHOLDER FORUM. 
 
STRATEGIC ACTION PLAN UPDATES, NEA GRANT 
VanDevelder informed the Commission that the previously discussed NEA grant was not a good 
fit for funding Strategic Action Plan research. Rogers presented the possibility of paying Laura 
Dillinger of the Metropolitan Group for an initial visit to present her ideas at the February 
meeting. This proposed initial visit would prospectively be paid for by currently held funds.  
 
Butcher stated that time is of the essence in terms of progress and results. The Commission is 
awaiting information as to the cost and length of such a visit and what else the remainder of 
current funding might provide. VanDevelder queried as to whether this is something ACC can do 
in terms of funding rules. Emery stated she would follow up regarding purchasing rules. Daniels 
felt that February was a viable option for such a visit if Emery was able to get clearing from the 
city attorney or Finance Director, and that ACC can discuss this at the January meeting. If such 
visit does occur in February, VanDevelder would like the discussion with Dillinger to focus on 
the Strategic Plan effort. 
 
COMMUNITY STAKEHOLDER MEETING 
VanDevelder stated that while the networking event on February 4, 2014 is inviting all key 
stakeholders, a check-in with the community is long overdue. It was decided that ACC plans to 
hold their Community Stakeholder Meeting in April of 2014. This will be discussed with 
Dillinger at the Commission's February meeting, if she is able to attend. 
 
VI. BENTON COUNTY CULTURAL COALITION CELEBRATION AND 
NETWORKING EVENT UPDATE. 
Badger spoke about the event which will be held on February 4, 2014. This will focus on making 
connections, with 30-45 minutes of time for networking, followed by awards, grants, 
contributions, etc. VanDevelder noted that food donations were being sought for this event, and 
that $100 of the $400 total goal has already been raised.  ACC will be contacting Market of 
Choice and New Market Bakery to gauge their interest. 
 
Emery posed the question of how best to handle photograph rights as pertain to the CAFA 
materials. After some discussion, ACC chose to pay for the photograph rights. 
 
VII. SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS. Subcommittees which are pending include Outreach 
Marketing and Economic Vitality 



X. CITY COUNCIL LIAISON UPDATE ON GOAL SETTING. None.  

XI. STAFF LIAISON REPORT. None.  

XII. NEW BUSINESS. None.  

VII. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m. 



Draft
Subject to review &

approval by CACOT

CORVALLIS CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION ON TRANSIT 
MINUTES

November 12, 2013

Present
Stephan Friedt, Chair 
Steve Harder, Vice Chair
Steven Black
Eric Cornelius
Cassie Huber
John Oliver
Brandon Trelstad

Absent
Kriste York
Bruce Sorte, Council Liaison

Staff
Tim Bates, Public Works
Brie Caffey, Public Works

Visitors
Kent Daniels

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item Information
Only

Held for
Further
Review

Recommendations

I. Introductions X

II. Approval of October 15, 2013 Minutes Minutes were approved   

III. CACOT/Visitor Comments  X  

IV. Old Business N/A

V. New Business N/A

VI.    Information Sharing X

VII. Commission Requests and Reports 

Quarterly on-time performance
figures were requested

It was reported that Dial-a-Bus
fares will be increasing 25%

VIII.  Pending Items N/A

IX. Adjournment Adjourned at 9:11 am

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

I. Introductions
The meeting was called to order at 8:20 am by Chair Friedt.  Introductions of
Commission members, staff and visitors were made.  Chair Friedt specifically welcomed
Cassie Huber to the Commission as the new ASOSU representative and welcomed back 
Brandon Trelstad to CACOT.  
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II. Approval of  Minutes
Commissioners Black and Oliver, respectively, moved and seconded to approve the
October 15, 2013 minutes. The motion passed unanimously.

III. CACOT/Visitor Comments
Kent Daniels, a member of the Public Participation Task Force, reported on the Task
Force’s activities, including conducting a survey of board and commission members. He
reported that the Task Force has noted procedural inconsistences among the City’s boards
and commissions.  For example, almost every aspect of the Parks and Recreation
Department is addressed by their several boards and commissions, the Police
Department’s one board has very specific tasks, and the Fire Department has no boards or
commissions.  He also stated that the preparation of minutes varies among the
commissions.  Task Force members will soon meet with the directors of Public Works,
Community Development, and Parks and Recreation to discuss input solicited from staff
charged with staffing commissions and preparing minutes.  The Task Force hopes to hold
a public meeting in January to discuss findings and gather feedback.  Mr. Daniels
anticipates the group will remain in place until approximately April 2014, when they will
present their recommendations to City Council. 

Chair Friedt said he would like to see more communication and attendance crossover
between staff, Commissioners, and Council liaisons of the various boards and
commissions since some of the issues cross from one area of responsibility to another. 
Mr. Daniels agreed that training and communication between boards and commissions
are two issues that need addressing.  

IV. Old Business
None. 

V. New Business
None.  

VI. Information Sharing
Mr. Bates reviewed the written Information Sharing Report.  Comments provided in
addition to the report included:

Mr. Bates welcomed Commissioners Trelstad and Huber to the Commission.  He noted
that in the past there has been interest in expanding the Beaver Bus service and hoped
that the Commissioners’ association with the Associated Students of OSU might reignite
those talks. 

Staff will soon place QR codes at each bus stop and shelter to allow riders to scan the
code, enter their stop number and obtain real time bus arrival information.  Commissioner
Trelstad suggested that the QR codes be unique to each particular location for a more
user friendly experience.  Mrs. Caffey explained that CTS considered that option but
found it cost prohibitive to produce individual fade resistant labels.  
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Commissioner Trelstad mentioned that students would like to see the departure times of
the Philomath Connection (PC) be more uniform and more frequent. While CTS staff
helps develop and revise the PC schedule as needed, City of Philomath ultimately decides
the schedule times and frequency.  

Commissioner Oliver and Chair Friedt mentioned that back door boardings may interfere
with ridership statistics gathered by VIS.  Commissioner Oliver suggested that CTS place
signs on the outside of the bus indicating “Exit Only”.  

 VII. Commission Requests and Reports 

Commissioner Black requested an explanation of the contact extension between CTS and
First Student.  Mr. Bates explained that the current contract term is three years with an
option to extend for up to two years.  June 30, 2013 marked the end of the first three
years.  After negotiations, the parties have agreed to a two-year extension through June
30, 2015.  In response to a question, Mr. Bates explained that the current Field
Supervisor’s duties in that position are somewhat limited because that individual is also
in charge of driver training.  Chair Friedt wondered if the positions of Field Supervisor
and Driver Trainer are defined in the contract as two separate positions.  Mr. Bates said
he will send a copy of the contract to the Commissioners.  

Commissioner Trelstad requested on-time performance reports on at least a quarterly
basis.  Mr. Bates said the previously-submitted performance reports were very time
intensive for staff to create. Once the VIS is fully operational, this information should be
simpler to compile.   

Vice Chair Harder reported that the FY 2013-14 contract between Benton County and
Dial-A-Bus has been signed.  He stated that the demand for service has grown in recent
years and they have seen an increase in rides in both the ADA and STF programs.  The
new contract will include a provision to close the budget gap by raising fares by 25%. 
This will raise the current fare for Zone 1 rides, by far the most frequently used service,
from $2.00 to $2.50.  He will be presenting this information to Benton County’s Special
Transportation Advisory Committee at its November 19th meeting.  

VIII. Pending Items
None. 

 
IX. Adjournment

Commissioners Trelstad and Black, respectively, moved and seconded that the
meeting be adjourned.  The motion passed unanimously.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:11 am.

NEXT MEETING: December 10, 2013, 8:20 am, Madison Avenue Meeting Room



CORVALLIS-BENTON COUNTY PUBLIC LIBRARY BOARD MINUTES
December 4, 2013

Board Present Staff Present

Scott Elmshaeuser, Chair Carolyn Rawles-Heiser, Library Director
Jacque Schreck, Vice-Chair Janelle Cook, Senior Administrative Specialist
Jennifer Alexander Andrew Cherbas, Extensions & Technology Manager
Katherine Bremser Mary Finnegan, Adult Services Manager
Martha Fraundorf Curtis Kiefer, Youth Services Manager
Paula Krane Carol Klamkin, Management Assistant
Isabela Mackey Felicia Uhden, Access Services Manager
Cheryl Maze
Jana Kay Slater
Steve Stephenson
Sravya Tadepalli

Excused: Visitor:
Linda Modrell and Penny York None

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item Information Only Action

Call to Order 7:29 pm

Visitors’ Propositions  None

Minutes: November 6, 2013 Approved as submitted

Library Board Packet None

Director’s Report x

Budget Discussion x

Division Manager Reports x

Board Reports
• Library Board Sub-Committees
• Friends of the Library Board
• Foundation Board

x
x

Information Sharing x

Adjournment 9:07 pm

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

    I. CALL TO ORDER

Chair Scott Elmshaeuser called the meeting to order at 7:29 pm. 
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   II. VISITORS’ PROPOSITIONS

None.

  III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Motion: Jacque Schreck moved approval of the November 6, 2013 minutes as submitted. The motion
was seconded by Martha Fraundorf and passed.

  IV. LIBRARY BOARD PACKET QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

None.

   V. DIRECTOR’S REPORT

Carolyn Rawles-Heiser announced the Fenner property purchase was approved by City Council on
Monday. City staff did go through the building beforehand to make sure there were not any major repairs
looming. The law office and apartment tenants will remain on the property and the current property manager will
be retained. About $56,000 annually will be generated from rental revenue and the maintenance costs and
insurance are around $20,000. The net income will be used for Library-related expenditures. Future ideas for the
space include utilizing the building for office expansion or programming until an expansion of the Library is
formalized. 

Staff have begun discussing the logistics involved in reopening on Sundays. Payroll for next fiscal year
begins June 16. A skeleton crew of eight staff members is currently planned for Sundays. The most popular
response from the patron survey on Sunday hours was 1:00 - 5:00 pm. It has been about four or five years since
the Library was open on Sundays. 

Another survey conducted in the last couple of weeks asked patrons whether they preferred the current
system of being able to place DVDs on hold or if they would prefer the collection to be first-come, first-serve. The
consensus was that patrons prefer the current system. 

Youth Services Librarian Robin Fosdick has submitted her resignation and her last day will be
December 24. With this vacancy and the upcoming retirement of Youth Services Manager Curtis Kiefer next
month, staff will be looking at reorganization options.  
  

  VI. BUDGET DISCUSSION

Carolyn created a three-tiered spreadsheet of the Library’s basic services and reviewed the handout
with the Board. Cheryl Maze inquired about the decrease in volunteer hours this year and Carolyn responded
the RSVP volunteer who helped out in the Youth area about 30 hours per week retired and this made a huge
difference in the Library’s overall volunteer hours. Scott asked if associated costs were available for each service
listed on the handout and Carolyn said not at this time. Jacque wondered what “Lucky Day Collection” means.
Carolyn explained that some libraries order one or two extra copies of a popular title and do not allow holds on
those copies so that the item is available on the shelves for the lucky patron who comes to the Library to browse
the collection. Sometimes these items check out for shorter periods of time to make them more available to all. It
was agreed to move “timely cataloging and processing of materials” from Tier Two to Tier One. Jennifer
Alexander inquired if the Library offered net literacy for youth trying to navigate the Internet for assignment
research. Curtis noted the Library has offered such programs in the past as well as Internet safety programs and
neither have proven to be effective. When the Library offered “Databases and Desserts,” the attendance was
much better. According to Curtis, the database accessed the most often is Consumer Reports. Paula Krane
mentioned she thought the Oregon Passport Program was State-mandated. Carolyn confirmed that the program
is completely volunteer and is not actually associated with the State. The reason the Library decided not to
participate in the program was due to budget constraints and the fact that the Library’s current patrons already
have to wait quite a long time for popular items. Martha wanted to know more about outreach to seniors. Carolyn
outlined the services that are currently provided to seniors. It was suggested by Martha to move staff training to
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Tier One since it is in the levy. Jana Kay Slater expressed her curiosity about social worker services for the very
poor or mentally ill patrons as listed in Tier Three. Carolyn replied this may not even be a Library staff member,
but she envisions at a minimum a collaboration with the health department or the homeless coalition to help
connect these patrons with local services. Board members were requested to further mull over the handout on
their own and bring questions or ideas to next month’s meeting. 

 VII. DIVISION MANAGER REPORTS 

Access Services: Felicia Uhden noted two new substitute clerks and one substitute shelver were hired for
Circulation. Circulation Supervisor Lori Johnston and Felicia worked further on some behind-the-scenes changes
in the way in which the Library sends information to its collection agency.   

Administration: Carol Klamkin reported the Administration office staff has been busy implementing the
Library’s revised meeting room policy and working out the logistics involved with offering the meeting rooms on
Sundays when the Library is currently closed. The plan is to request HVAC and janitorial services on an as-
needed basis for Sunday reservations. Carol has also been busy working with Finance and the Library
Management Team on the development of next year’s budget. Isabela Mackey inquired how often the Library is
cleaned and Carol responded twice a day when the Library is open, once specifically for the public restrooms. 

Adult Services: Mary Finnegan said three substitute librarians were recently hired to help fill gaps in the
Library’s staffing schedule. The eBook Clinic held today had a great turnout with about 40-50 patrons. 

Circulation: No report.

Extension Services: Andrew Cherbas shared that the Alsea Library has added a second Wobbler
storytime due to popularity. The Monroe Library had 37 teens attend the recent weekly Teen Game Night and
Philomath Library had over 30 teens attend a recent duct tape programming event. Every single classroom in
Monroe up through the ninth grade has toured the new library building. High school visits are currently being
arranged. A few staff members attended the Philomath “Trunk-or-Treat” event with the Bookmobile and handed
out candy to almost 400 kids. 

Youth Services: Curtis announced Eager Beaver installed the new display cabinets today in the Youth
area entrance and they look fantastic. Eighteen new iPads were recently purchased, which will circulate within
the Library. Best practice training will be provided by Youth staff for parents of preschool children after storytime.
Martha inquired about security measures and Curtis said ID will be required to check out the device. 

 
VIII. BOARD REPORTS   

Library Board Outreach Committee: Cheryl, Jacque, and Martha met in October to discuss potential
outreach opportunities. Cheryl commented that it is really hard to separate outreach and advocacy. Some of the
ideas generated from their meeting include:

• Educate Board on advocacy through American Library Association. Some free materials are available
and otherwise the a la carte cost per webinar is $100 per Board. All five courses would be $250 per
Board. 

• Provide better education for City Council, Budget Commission, County Commissioners, etc. on the
services of the Library

• Send Board representative to Legislative Day in Salem
• Outreach to Library patrons about the Library Board specifically and about Library services in general
• Submit an article about the Library Board for Check It Out newsletter; print picture of Library Board

annually in Check It Out. 
• Based on the “Humans of New York” Facebook site, catch patrons using Library services and snap

their picture and post it to the blog or Facebook or hang pictures around the Library. 
• Visit Philomath Library to talk to patrons about their concerns and/or observations. 
• Provide behind-the-scenes Library tours
• Participate in the Benton County bus tour in September
• Create bookmarks in English and Spanish to inform the public about Library services and give them to

new cardholders, City Hall, Benton County Courthouse, various community events, doctors’ offices,
the newcomer’s welcome package.
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• Place bookmarks in local stores such as OfficeMax and Staples where eReaders are sold to advertise
eBook availability at the Library

• Host Chamber of Commerce after-hours event at the Library

Friends of the Library: Jacque noted this coming Saturday, December 7 is the Holiday Book Sale in the
Main Meeting Room and next Saturday, the Monroe Library will host a Holiday Book Sale too. 

Foundation Board: The Foundation Board last met on November 25 according to Steve Stephenson.
Committees and chairs were selected. A goal of the Foundation this year is to make themselves more visible in
estate planning. The annual appeal letter was mailed out and the response has been good thus far. An over-
sized check for the purchase of the Fenner property will be presented to City Council by the Foundation on
December 16. Martha suggested contacting KEZI News beforehand. 

  IX. INFORMATION SHARING

The next Board meeting is technically scheduled for New Year’s Day so it was agreed to move the
meeting back one week to January 8. 

   X. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 9:07 pm.

NEXT MEETING: January 8, 2014   7:30 pm
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     Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Approved as submitted, January 8, 2014 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

DOWNTOWN COMMISSION MINUTES 
Madison Avenue Meeting Room 

December 11, 2013 
 
Attendance 
Heidi Henry, Chair 
Liz White, Vice Chair 
Kirk Bailey  
Mary Gallagher 
Brigetta Olson 
Alan Wells 
Mike Wiener 
 
Absent 
Elizabeth Foster 
Dee Mooney 
Ken Pastega 
 
 

Staff 
Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 
Sarah Johnson, Associate Planner 
Terry Nix, Recorder 
 
Visitors 
Kent Daniels 
Steve Clark 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

  
Agenda Item 

 
Summary of Recommendations 

I. Call to Order  

II. Approval of October 9, 2013 Meeting Minutes  Approved as presented. 

III. 
Introduction of  New Downtown Commissioner, Alan 
Wells, and Downtown Commissioner Introductions 

 

IV. Public Comment  

V. 
Discussion: Steve Clark, Vice President for University 
Relations and Marketing 

Information only. 

VI. 
Staff Presentation and Commission Discussion – 
OSU/Corvallis Collaboration Project 
Recommendations 

Information only. 

VII. Subcommittee Report and Commissioner Updates Information only. 

VIII.  Updates Information only. 

IX. Other Business Information only. 

X. Adjournment 
The next meeting will be held January 8, 2014, 
5:30 p.m., Madison Avenue Meeting Room 
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
 
 Chair Heidi Henry called the Corvallis Downtown Commission to order at 5:32 p.m. 
 

 II. APPROVAL OF OCTOBER 9, 2013 MEETING MINUTES 
 

The October 9, 2013, meeting minutes were approved by consensus. 
 
III.  INTRODUCTION OF NEW DOWNTOWN COMMISSIONER AND 
  DOWNTOWN COMMISSIONER INTRODUCTIONS 
 

The Commission welcomed new Downtown Commissioner Alan Wells, and self- 
introductions followed.  
 

IV. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 Kent Daniels said that he has served on many of the City’s advisory committees over the 

years, that he currently serves on the Corvallis Planning Commission, and that the Mayor 
has appointed him to chair a Public Participation Task Force (PPTF).  The nine-member 
PPTF will make recommendations to the City Council in early May regarding ways to 
revise the City’s processes into a more effective, efficient citizen engagement program.  
The PPTF has collected information, conducted a survey of citizens who are serving on 
the City’s boards and commissions, sent a questionnaire to staff, and looked at what other 
cities of comparable size are doing with their boards and commissions and neighborhood 
associations.  The PPTF will hold a public meeting on January 13, 2014, at the public 
library, and Downtown Commissioners are invited to attend.  Brief discussion followed. 

  
V.  DISCUSSION: STEVE CLARK, VICE PRESIDENT FOR UNIVERSITY 
 RELATIONS AND MARKETING 
 
 Community Development Director Gibb introduced Steve Clark, Vice President for 

University Relations and Marketing at Oregon State University (OSU).  Mr. Gibb said 
that Mr. Clark chairs the Parking and Traffic Workgroup, one of three workgroups of the 
Corvallis Collaboration Project, and that he has been a good partner with the City in 
working on the collaboration project and other issues.  Mr. Clark has been invited to talk 
in general about downtown/university opportunities. 

 
 Mr. Clark said that OSU has an economic impact of more than $2 billion, more than half 

of which occurs outside of Linn and Benton Counties at the Marine Science Center in 
Newport, the OSU campus in Bend, and operations in all Oregon counties.  About $950 
million of OSU’s economic impact occurs in Linn and Benton counties.  Locally, OSU is 
responsible for about 17,000 jobs, about 7,000 of which are on campus. Mr. Clark 
reviewed statistics on the OSU Research Enterprise Partnerships.  Over the last several 
years, spin-off firms have created 35 jobs and raised about $160 million in capital.  
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Unfortunately, many of the start-up firms eventually leave the community and one 
question is what can be done to retain those start-ups. 

 
 Mr. Clark said that OSU is the largest public university in the state with about 40,000 

students state-wide.  The approximately 24,000 students who attend in Corvallis spend an 
average of about $10,900 annually, not including tuition, fees, or room and board on 
campus.  OSU brings many visitors to the area due in part to its sporting and cultural 
events.  Of the approximately $39 million spent annually by visitors, about 19 percent is 
spent on hotels and lodging, 31 percent on food and beverages, 20 percent on 
transportation and fuel, and 16 percent on retail sales.  That is a significant contribution 
to the downtown. 

 
 Mr. Clark said that the characteristics of the community help to define what a downtown 

should be.  In Corvallis, the average age is 26.4 years which is similar to most college 
towns. About half of the City’s residents are college graduates.  There are nine 
bookstores in the community, about double that of the average of university town.  About 
50 percent of men and 45 percent of women are employed in white collar jobs. He 
reviewed demographic information related to the community as a whole, as well as the 
University.  He said OSU believes that the downtown is an essential partner for students, 
faculty and visitors, and that retail, restaurants, entertainment, exercise, and 
establishments that are open at night contribute to livability. 

 
 Mr. Clark discussed housing vacancy rates.  He said the community is rather limited in 

where housing units could be added – greenfields, infill in neighborhoods, increased 
density, redevelopment - these are important strategic decisions that OSU would like the 
community to make.  The OSU Master Plan is being updated and will be reviewed by the 
Planning Commission and City Council.  The OSU Master Plan, along with an update of 
the City’s Transportation Plan, will provide opportunities to provide stronger connections 
that increase safety, transit connections, and bike lanes.  This will require strategy as well 
as funding. 

 
 Mr. Clark said that he provided these statistics because he believes in outcome based 

decision-making and strategies which serve specific audiences.  He said that we have a 
wonderful downtown.  Questions remain regarding promotion, distribution, and how we 
grow transit connections between campus and downtown.  OSU is committed to being a 
partner in those discussions and decisions.   

 
 Chair Henry said that the Commission is working on a downtown survey and gaps 

assessment.  It is believed that there are cultural needs that are not being met downtown.  
There is also the desire to look at the business mix, identify some niche markets, and 
work with the Downtown Association on business recruitment.  They hope to share that 
information, as well as strategize how to improve multimodal routes between campus and 
downtown so they are safe and well-lit with wayfinding signage.  Brief discussion 
followed. 
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 Commissioner Bailey initiated additional discussion about the business incubator 
program and how it might be encouraged to grow.  Mr. Clark said that one thing 
downtown Corvallis could do to help retain the brightest and most diverse is to foster 
cultural and entertainment experiences so that people will want to remain.   

 
 Commissioner Wells commented that the University’s growth is consuming available 

land that would otherwise be available for business expansion.  Also, some of the 
Universities policies, such as requiring freshmen to live on campus, are hurting demand.  
He has clients who believe that OSU is putting serious pressure on the ability for other 
businesses to grow in the community.  Mr. Clark said that the new policy related to first 
year students was made because OSU was under considerable pressure to slow growth 
and reduce costs of higher education.  He said there are folks who say that OSU should 
increase occupancy on campus to as much as 30 percent of enrollment; he believes that 
doing so would hurt the Corvallis economy, reducing property values by increasing 
vacancy rates. He appreciates the points raised and understands that there is a sensitive 
balance between growth on campus and the private sector.  Discussion followed 
regarding the local economy, private/public partnerships, and to what extent OSU should 
provide recreation, dining, and housing opportunities in competition with privately 
owned businesses in the community.  The Commission expressed appreciation to Mr. 
Clark for his comments. 

 
VI. STAFF PRESENTATION AND COMMISSION DISCUSSION – 
 OSU/CORVALLIS COLLABORATION PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 Director Gibb drew attention to the Collaboration Corvallis Workgroup Recommendation 

Disposition.  He reviewed the Parking and Traffic Workgroup recommendations related 
to on-campus variable parking permit pricing and neighborhood parking management 
program.  He said these are very detailed and well thought-out recommendations from the 
workgroup.  Regarding the on-campus variable parking permit pricing, a report from a 
consultant is due by the end of May and the process of changing the related OARs has 
been initiated.  The City’s Urban Services Committee (USC) is working out the elements 
of the new parking district program and that work is expected to continue for the next 
several months.  Director Gibb briefly reviewed the current parking districts, as well as 
the districts and system being considered by the USC.  The goals are to use a phased 
approach and to enhance neighborhood livability. Staff will provide additional 
information for discussion at a future meeting.  Brief discussion followed. 

 
VII. SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT AND COMMISSIONER UPDATES 
 
 There were no additional reports. 
 
VIII. UPDATES 
 
 Community Development Update: Director Gibb said that the Planning Commission, 

Historic Resources Commission, and Downtown Commission will receive a briefing on 
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the Community Development Department budget at a joint meeting tentatively scheduled 
for Thursday, January 9, 2014, 5:30 p.m. 

 
 Planner Johnson said the City’s Risk Assessment Officer has secured a contract that 

allows for an accident medical policy for volunteers.  She distributed sign-up forms and 
asked that Commissioners sign and return them to staff.    

   
 Parking Committee Liaison: There was no report.   
 
 DCA Liaison Report: There was no report. 

 
IX. OTHER BUSINESS:  None. 
 
X. ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting was adjourned at 7:06 p.m. 



DOWNTOWN PARKING COMMITTEE 
MINUTES 

November 5, 2013 
DRAFT 

 
 

Present 
Liz White, Vice-Chair 
Steve Uerlings 
Chris Heuchert 
Bruce Sorte, Council Liaison 
 
Absent 
Brad Upton 
 

Staff 
Lisa Scherf, Public Works 
 
Visitors 
Brant Pollard 

 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

Agenda Item 
Information 

Only 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

Recommendations 

I. Call Meeting to Order/Introductions X   

II. Review of September 10, 2013 
Minutes 

  Approved 

III.   Visitor Comments   N/A 

IV. Old Business 
• None 

  N/A 

V. New Business  
• Big River Valet Parking Proposal 

 X  

VI. Information Sharing None   

VII. Committee Requests and Reports   N/A 

VIII. Pending Items   N/A 

 
 
CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 
 
I.  Call Meeting to Order/Introductions 

In the absence of Chair Upton, Vice-Chair White called the meeting to order and those present 
introduced themselves. 

 
II.  Review of Minutes 

Commissioner Uerlings moved to approve the September 10 minutes; Commissioner Heuchert 
seconded the motion, and the minutes were approved unanimously. 



DPC Minutes 

November 5, 2013 

Page 2 of 2 
 

 
III.  Visitor Comments 

None. 
   
IV.  Old Business 

None. 
 
V.  New Business 

Big River Valet Parking Proposal 
Visitor Brant Pollard, owner of Big River Restaurant, presented several ideas to the Committee to 
alleviate parking concerns for his customers.  He was initially considering making a request to 
use an on-street parking space in front of the restaurant for valet parking, but is now leaning 
toward operating a shuttle from a nearby parking lot to the restaurant.  He stated that parking is 
already tight in this area and a private lot on the southwest corner of 1st Street and Jackson 
Avenue, with spaces that had historically been available for his customers, is being developed and 
no longer available.  He wondered if there were any issues with having a shuttle van stop briefly 
on Jackson Avenue to load and unload passengers.  The Committee discussed the two options, 
noting that no action is required by the Committee regarding the shuttle idea.  Commissioner 
White suggested working with area hotels on the shuttle, as well.  Committee Member Uerlings 
suggested exploring the possibility of sharing the loading zone with Peak Sports next door for 
either of the two proposed options.   

 
VI.  Information Sharing 

None. 
 
VII.  Committee Requests and Reports 

None. 
  
VIII. Pending Items 

 
 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m. 
 
NEXT MEETING: TBD 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

 Minutes – November 12, 2013 
 

Present 
Elizabeth French, Chair  
Skip Rung, Vice-Chair 
Rick Spinrad  
Nick Fowler  
Tim Weber 
Jay Dixon  
Ann Malosh 
Pat Lampton  
Jason Bradford 
Biff Traber, Council Liaison 

Staff 
Tom Nelson, Economic Development Manager 
Amy Jauron, Economic Development Officer 
Claire Pate, Recorder 
 
Visitors 
John Turner, Co-Director, OSU Advantage 

Accelerator 
Joe Raia, Corvallis TidBits 
 

 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

  
Agenda Item 

 
Summary of Recommendations/Actions 

I. Call to Order/Introductions  

II. 
Approval of  Minutes: 
 October 14, 2013  

 
 Approved, with one revision 

III Visitor Comments None 

IV 
Advantage Accelerator/RAIN Update – 
John Turner 

  

V Strategy/Business Activity Update     

VI 
Discuss Report to Council 
Results/Feedback (November 4, 2013) 

  

VII Next Meeting /Agenda Planning Next meeting scheduled for 3 pm; January 13, 2014, 
Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 501 SW Madison Avenue 

VIII Adjournment – 4:50 pm  

 
 
CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER.  

Chair French welcomed everyone to the meeting. 
   
II.    APPROVAL OF MINUTES – October 14, 2013. 
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One correction was noted: Page 3, last paragraph, replace “OSU Extension Service” with 
“OSU Food Science and Technology Department.” Commissioner Fowler moved to 
approve the minutes as revised; Commissioner Bradford seconded the motion which 
passed unanimously.   

  
III. VISITOR COMMENTS. None 
 
IV. ADVANTAGE ACCELERATOR/RAIN UPDATE – JOHN TURNER. 

 
Chair French introduced John Turner, who gave a slide presentation (Attachment A) on 
the OSU Advantage Accelerator (OSUAA) and an update on the Regional Accelerator 
Innovation Network (RAIN). The OSUAA brings ideas to market by connecting innovators 
and entrepreneurs to the resources they need for success. They assist technology-based 
early stage companies from the mid-Willamette Valley and extended Oregon State 
University community. Mr. Turner said that they had been up and running for ten months, 
and have moved into their new office space in downtown Corvallis. Out of an initial 25 
applications, they chose twelve Accelerator clients with which to work, with the emphasis 
on those ideas and concepts that would eventually lead to creation of jobs. The resources 
they provide for these clients are tailored to their specific needs, with student interns 
available to do research, community mentors available for one-on-one assistance, and 
three executives in residence serving as advisors and educators. Looking into the future, 
the goal is to successfully “graduate” some of the current clients, and eventually expand 
the capacity of the program from 12 to 20 clients with additional mentors and industry 
specialists identified to support the clients. They are also looking to form an OSU Angel 
Development Fund over the next few months, and to expand community partnerships. 
 
The Regional Accelerator Innovation Network (RAIN) plays an important role in that it 
encourages the linkage and expansion of programs and facilities within the Albany, 
Corvallis, Springfield and Eugene area and on both the UO and OSU campuses with the 
intent that this will translate ideas from the two universities and communities into regional 
companies. The structure for this initiative is still being fleshed out, with Mayors Julie 
Manning and Marge Piercy co-chairing the committee that is developing the business plan. 
 
In response to questions from commissioners, Mr. Turner noted the following: 
    They are still working on the criteria for determining when it is time for clients to leave 

the nest, but generally it is when a client is generating revenue on its own or for 
reasons of non-performance.  

  They are looking at establishing a sustainable model for OSUAA4, one aspect of which 
could be drawing from the pool of successful businesses to give back to the program. 
They have 2-3 years of funding in place. 

   There is a semi-annual process in place to vet new clients. 
  Resources that are still needed include a good set of service providers. Additionally, 

they are still working on mentoring the companies and providing structure for the 
programs. 

  Potential mentors should get in touch with him directly to have an initial conversation 
around the commitment. 

  An “ask” of the EDC would be to help them figure out how to establish long-range 
business model for funding the community aspect of the program. 

  The facility in which they are currently located will meet their short-term needs. They 
have 2500 square feet of space, with an option for an additional 600 square feet which 
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could be the beginning of an incubator capability. 
  LBCC’s Small Business Development Center (SBDC) is complementary to what this 

program is trying to do, with an emphasis on different business sectors. One business 
might be better suited to SBDC’s offerings, and another might be better served by 
OSUAA. The relationship between the two needs to be better established. 
 

Commissioner Fowler suggested that Mayor Manning had a good graphical presentation 
and update relating to RAIN and it might be helpful to have that presentation made to the 
EDC, for which Mr. Nelson said he would make arrangements. Mr. Nelson mentioned that 
the Economic Development Office’s website includes a graphic relating to OSUAA as a 
way of promoting it, and also is heavily promoting the Willamette Innovators’ Network (WIN) 
Expo to be held November 18, 2013 along with the Pub Talks. Commissioner Fowler added 
that the WIN has been revitalized over the last six months, and it might be a good idea to 
invite Dan Whitaker back to talk with EDC.   
  
 

V.   STRATEGY AND BUSINESS ACTIVITY UPDATE. 
 

Discussion of Business Activity & Metrics Report  
Economic Development Manager Nelson said the report was in the packet, and he would 
be happy to answer questions or elaborate on any item. In response to a question from 
Commissioner Fowler, he said that the company, Forbidden Fruit, LLC, had applied for 
Enterprise Zone status at the Airport Industrial Park, and they are moving forward with 
getting their financing. There were a couple of other traded sector food processing 
companies that are looking for a location and exploring financing for their businesses. 
 
Economic Development Officer Report 
Economic Development Officer Jauron also said she would be happy to answer questions 
about her report. Chair French noted the concern expressed by some businesses about 
difficulty in working with the City and asked for more elaboration. Ms. Jauron said that 
though the difficulty might have been with an interaction that happened years ago, the 
businesses still retain the memory. She felt that the new system created by Community 
Development to meet as a project management team helped, but – from her perspective - 
there was not always a clear understanding on the part of some staff about the importance 
of economic development to the City. Chair French said that she understands the 
importance of meeting codes and that they all need to respect this importance, but there 
might be a benefit in providing some facilitation in the project management process and to 
further educate the business community so that they can anticipate all of the necessary 
steps they will be facing. Commissioner Bradford affirmed that this would have helped him 
get through the process more smoothly. 
 
Commissioner Lampton opined that part of the issue is that there is a cultural bias that has 
been in place since the mid-70’s when City economics were in a good place. The good 
economic times afforded community conversations in the public realm about livability, open 
space, sustainability and other ideals. This bias informed the writing of the Comprehensive 
Plan, Land Development Code and various other rules that have been layered on in the 
past 25 years. Economic development was not a part of the central conversation. A cultural 
shift has to take place and it is not an overnight proposition. Chair French added that the 
tight economic times and the new budgeting process will afford an opportunity to have 
conversations around the need for economic development. Mr. Nelson said that the project 
management effort will also continue to make the process easier, and that he – in his 
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capacity as Economic Development Manager – will continue to advocate for and educate 
businesses about how to successfully get through the process. He shared a recent 
situation in which his facilitation helped a business wanting to expand successfully get 
through the initial project review. 
  
Ms. Jauron further commented on other activities that were happening, including a recent 
event that highlighted women in technology; a workshop put on by Business Oregon 
relating to employee ownership; and discussions with the Specialty Food Coalition about 
what resources her office can assist with. The upcoming WIN Expo was also a major 
undertaking, and she handed out posters. 
 
With regard to the need for identifying available warehouse space in the community for 
inquiring businesses, Commissioner Fowler suggested that often the local realtors are not 
aware of what is available, and that other regional commercial realtors such as Sperry Van 
Ness or Cushman Wakefield might be more helpful.  

 
V.    DISCUSS REPORT TO COUNCIL RESULTS/FEEDBACK.  

Council Liaison Traber said that from his perspective the report and presentation went very 
well. It had been a thorough, positive presentation and the City Council had afforded more 
time to it than scheduled. Chair French was commended on doing a great job, with 
feedback seeming to be all positive. 
 
Other commissioner comments included the following points: 
 It was great to see so many from the business community, as well as commissioners, at 

the meeting. 
 It appeared that the discussion about revising the Economic Development Strategy to 

incorporate Arts and Culture had some closure, unless additional data could be offered 
to show its economic strategic importance. 

 Councilor Hirsch had submitted a letter to Council, and it would be helpful for the EDC to 
see it. 

 There was no press coverage of the report, and some outreach should be made to Mike 
McInally to see if points that might be helpful to the community conversation could be 
part of an article. 

 A similar presentation should be done for the Benton County Commissioners in January 
or February, and ED Manager Nelson should make arrangements to get it on the 
agenda. 

 The EDC and staff might consider issuing an annual report. 
 This should be an annual process, and this was a good time of the year to do the 

presentation. 
 

VI.  NEXT MEETING/ AGENDA SETTING. 
 
Since the Oregon Business Plan meeting was scheduled for the same day as the EDC 
December meeting, it was agreed to cancel the December meeting and meet in January. 
Chair French explained the importance of the Oregon Business Plan meeting and 
suggested that Mr. Nelson circulate the agenda for the meeting so that commissioners 
could decide if they had an interest in attending it.  
 
There was discussion about items for the January meeting agenda, and one suggestion 
was to invite Eric Blackledge, in his capacity as Oregon Business Plan Steering Committee 
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member. Mayor Julie Manning will also be invited to give an update on the RAIN. The 
balance of the meeting should be a discussion about the EDC priorities for 2014. Manager 
Nelson was asked to circulate the presentation materials from the City Council meeting. 
 
Commissioner Fowler suggested that either in January or February he could give a brief 
presentation on the “best practices” recruitment efforts he recently experienced by a city of 
similar size to Corvallis.  
 
In response to a query from Ms. Jauron, commissioners agreed that it might be a good idea 
to send out a holiday greeting card from the EDC to a distribution list of businesses. There 
was discussion about having a group photo, and Chair French offered the services of her 
staff in helping to design a card. There was also a discussion about a social event at a later 
time, and the necessity for adequate notice since it could be considered a public meeting. 
 

VII.  ADJOURNMENT.  
 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 pm. The next meeting will be held at 3 pm on January 
13, 2014; at the Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison. 
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Approved as submitted, January 14, 2014 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

HISTORIC RESOURCES COMMISSION MINUTES 
WORK SESSION 

DECEMBER 3, 2013 
 
Present 
Geoffrey Wathen, Chair 
Lori Stephens, Vice Chair 
Eric Hand 
Rosalind Keeney 
Tyler Jacobsen 
Jim Ridlington, Planning Comm. Liaison 
 
Absent/Excused 
Kristin Bertilson 
Cathy Kerr  
Charles Robinson 
Roen Hogg, Council Liaison 
 

Staff 
Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 
Carl Metz, Associate Planner 
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 
 
Guests 
Rebecca Houghtaling 
Sara Robertson 
B.A. Beierle 
 
 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

  
Agenda Item 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

 
Recommendations 

I. Visitor Propositions  B.A. Beierle and OSU Senior Planner 
Rebecca Houghtaling gave general 
comments. 

II. Work Session. LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historical 
Preservation Provision Revisions 

 Discussion. 
 

III. Other Business/Info Sharing 
 

 The second HRC work session on the 
proposed text amendments will be 
held on January 7, 2014. 

IV. Adjournment  Meeting adjourned at 10:11 p.m. 

 
Attachments to the December 3, 2013 minutes: 
 
A.    Information packet regarding OSU standards, submitted by Rebecca Houghtaling.  
B. Overview of Review Levels and Classifications affecting Designated Historic Resources, submitted by 

Associate Planner Bob Richardson.  
 
 
 



Historic Resources Commission Minutes, December 3, 2013 Page 2 of 16 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 
 
Chair Wathen opened the meeting at 6:05 p.m. at the Downtown Fire Station Meeting room at 400 NW 
Harrison Blvd. He outlined the proposed process for discussing code provisions. Associate Planner Bob 
Richardson highlighted the distributed handout of terms and definitions. He asked visitors to offer testimony 
after commission discussion of an item. 
 
I.      VISITOR PROPOSITIONS: 
   

B.A. Beierle related that when she helped re-write the code in 2006, there was some concern expressed at 
the time that the code was too residential-centric. Some of the suggestions on hand involved how OSU 
changes are not well served by a residential-centric code. She said she hoped the code could be 
broadened to include commercial, industrial, and institutional properties. A definition for an Architectural 
Feature is needed. She emphasized the difference between Nonhistoric and Noncontributing – a 
Nonhistoric resource may have significance and integrity but it might not be fifty years old. A 
Noncontributing structure may have been muddled but the changes could be reversed. Using the terms 
interchangeably does them a disservice. She suggested dropping the term Nonhistoric and leaving 
Noncontributing. 
 
Commissioner Keeney asked whether recent City/OSU Collaboration work may be approaching historic 
preservation piecemeal, and whether a more thorough look at the whole Chapter 2.9 code may be 
warranted now or in the future. She noted the main focus in the work sessions was to make the code more 
user friendly, primarily in the OSU Zone. She suggested simply stating whether a resource was more than 
fifty years old, or less than fifty years old, rather than dropping the concept. Ms. Beierle cautioned 
against creating different classes of resources, and treating district-only resources and resources with an 
overlay differently. Some resources are not designated only because there has not been time or 
opportunity to do so. 
 
OSU Senior Planner Rebecca Houghtaling said OSU had looked at how to make changes in a manner 
sensitive to historic resources. She highlighted a reference packet of assembled information to help put 
OSU standards in perspective; in particular, the scale on campus is quite large. (Attachment A) OSU is 
generally supportive of the proposed changes and will bring forward others during the work sessions.  
 

II. WORK SESSION.  
 

A. LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provision Revisions 
 
Planner Richardson explained that staff was directed by the City Council to examine provisions of 
Chapter 2.9 largely to respond to needs of OSU, but not necessarily exclusively. The idea was to 
reduce the resources needed to ensure that changes were done historically compatibly. The changes 
must go to the Planning Commission in February. To do this so quickly, the intent was to leave the 
Chapter as it was structurally and make changes to it. Staff are proposing making more activities 
exempt, and adding and expanding Director Level activities. He highlighted a handout that 
explained various Review Levels. (Attachment B) He explained that an exemption means that no 
Historic Permit is required. Any property owner would be able to do that work without any staff 
check-off. 
 
There are three historic districts; Avery-Helm and College Hill West have different classifications 
and terminology than OSU. There are also individually listed resources on the local register and 
others in the national register; these are not classified as Historic Contributing of Historic 
Noncontributing. He noted that something classed as Nonhistoric in Chapter 1.6 is less than fifty 
years old.  
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He concurred with Ms. Beierle’s point about not using the terms Nonhistoric and Noncontributing 
interchangeably; that is not being proposed. He explained there is a different terminology for 
resources that are not within a historic district and those that are. He noted that a building within a 
historic district that is classified as Nonhistoric/Noncontributing has a certain degree of flexibility 
about what you can do with them. However, the way the code is written, resources that are outside a 
historic district can have a shed built in 1970 that is still considered a historic structure.  
 
To address that, staff is proposing language allowing a greater amount of change to Nonhistoric 
structures on individually listed properties and a greater amount of change to 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing buildings within districts. He outlined his memo, and suggested tabling 
contentious issues, and not wordsmithing tonight.  
 
Chair Wathen suggested the review proceed item by item. Commissioner Keeney said the different 
use of terminology in different districts was something the commission must deal with. Planner 
Richardson said in the OSU historic district buildings are not classified the same was as in other 
historic districts. For example contributing buildings in the OSU District may be classified as a 
building is considered Historic eligible/significant, or eligible/contributing. In contrast, in Avery-
Helm and College Hill West historic districts, buildings are classified Historic/Contributing or 
Historic Non Contributing. We can’t change the terms, but can draw parallels with words that mean 
essentially the same thing.  
 
Commissioner Keeney expressed concern that buildings in the Avery-Helm historic district built 
from the 1940’s to the 1970’s would be lost in a “black hole”. Planner Richardson replied they 
would be Nonhistoric/Noncontributing, since they were not fifty years or older when the district was 
formed. They are not contributing to the district’s period of significance; they are potentially 
contributing to some other period of significance. An individual listing in a future survey of 
resources would address such buildings. Commissioner Keeney said it means getting the money to 
do that work. She said the federal cut-off dates were set in stone, but local jurisdictions may address 
properties within a district as being significant locally. Planner Richardson said that if the HRC feels 
that exemptions go too far for what could be changed in a Nonhistoric/Noncontributing building, 
then this is the time to say so. She suggested dropping the term Nonhistoric so that the commission 
had an opportunity to evaluate buildings with these “black holes”, and to simply state whether a 
building is older or younger than fifty years. Planner Richardson noted that there was not a 
classification for such buildings; we can’t create a classification in a historic district; Commissioner 
Keeney replied that we can do it at a local level.  
 
Regarding 2.9.70.a, Interior Alterations, Commissioner  Keeney asked if the OSU nomination called 
out any interiors (that is the National Register criteria); Ms. Houghtaling replied that she would 
review the nomination and get back to the commission. Commissioner  Keeney said the HRC 
normally only cares about interiors except if they have been called out in the nomination. 
Commissioner Stephens suggested adding text regarding that designation. Planner Richardson said 
we don’t have any criteria to use in evaluating interior alterations, so new code would need to be 
crafted for that. Commissioner Hand replied that if it’s in the designation, the commission will have 
to address it anyway; Commissioner  Keeney concurred. She suggested that if there are OSU 
interiors called out in the nomination, to insert a clause, and then the commission would have work 
to create criteria, which could be based on Secretary of Interior language. Commissioner Stephens 
proposed first finding out whether those interiors exist, and then add the language; Commissioner  
Keeney concurred.  
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Commissioner Wathen asked if any individually listed resources had interior call-outs. Ms. Beierle 
replied that the Whiteside Theater had an interior called out. Planner Richardson asked if that meant 
that the HRC must write rules to regulate everything called out in the nomination form. Keeney 
replied that actually it must. Commissioner Hand said call-out items tend to be fairly specific; 
Commissioner Keeney highlighted examples of ceilings and light fixtures. Planner Richardson said 
we should look at that. Commissioner Wathen summarized that we need language for specific call-
outs for interiors in buildings with historic designation. 
 
Regarding 2.70.b, Routine Maintenance and/or In-Kind Repair or Replacement, Commissioner 
Keeney asked for the definition of “in-kind”. Planner Richardson read out that the definition is 
“repair or replacement of existing materials or features that match the old in design, color, texture, 
materials, dimension, shape, and other visual qualities; this includes replacement of roofing, doors, 
windows, siding and other structural elements, provided the replacements match the old in the 
manner described herein. For repair or replacement of windows or doors containing glass, 
substituting double-paned glass for single-paned glass is not considered to be in-kind repair or 
replacement. Additionally, while the repair/replacement of deteriorated materials in-kind is allowed, 
it is recommended that repair be considered by the property owner prior to replacement”.  
 
In discussion of replacing porch flooring, Planner Richardson noted that in the past, the commission 
has not mandated use of a particular type of wood, only wood for wood. Commissioner Keeney said 
the main problem she’s seen in this regard in the past is in regard to windows; Planner Richardson 
said the City has defined it as a fairly tight match.  
 
Regarding 2.9.70.c, Exterior Painting Exemption, Commissioner Hand said the broadness in 
Architectural Features is good, since it allows for gray areas. He asked how it was determined that it 
should only apply to masonry. Planner Richardson guessed that there may have been some thought 
that metalwork should not be painted, such as a copper roof at OSU; however, some downtown 
buildings have metal panels, and the commission would not want to prevent them from being 
painted. The reference to painting metalwork may depend on what it is.  
 
Commissioner Hand said it seemed better to provide for the option of review. Planner Richardson 
replied that staff tend to not assume the worst case. He said if the HRC wants to leave metalwork in, 
then staff will do so. Commissioner Wathen said we’re not so much mandating that something 
previously not painted should not be painted, as much as having either director level or HRC level 
of review. Eliminating it opens the door too wide. Commissioner Hand added that the HRC exists to 
provide a human element to the review. Commissioner Keeney proposed leaving in metalwork, but 
the HRC can’t regulate paint very well. Commissioner Stephens noted that it is easier to remove 
paint from metalwork than it is from masonry and stone. Commissioner Hand said giving the 
commission latitude to have review where it is needed could be a valuable tool in occasional cases; 
it didn’t just have to be metalwork; it could be other material, as well. Commissioner Keeney said 
such review tended to be on new features, not on existing features. Planner Richardson summarized 
that it sounded like the intended emphasis was on currently unpainted metal work. Chair Wathen 
said he was hearing that it should be left in.  
 
Commissioner Wathen asked what the reasoning was in eliminating murals from the code; Planner 
Richardson replied that the thinking had been that it can get vague quickly in judging between 
murals, paintings, and art, so that’s why staff didn’t want to regulate murals. Commissioner Wathen 
asked about a mural that was seventy-five years old, say; in not including “mural”, then it’s just a 
painted wall, and can be painted over as an exempt activity, even though it is an historic mural. 
Planner Richardson said this seemed to point to leaving it in, since it would have a “fifty years or 
older” classification added to it. Commissioner Wathen noted that there were significant historic 
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murals around the state, though he wasn’t aware of any in Corvallis. A “fifty years or older” criteria 
would allow a twenty-year old mural to be regarded as a painted wall; Planner Richardson 
concurred.  
 
Regarding 2.9.70.d, Signs and Tablets, Commissioner Keeney asked about the reference to the OSU 
Zone, since Chapter 2.9 is only concerned with the OSU historic district. Planner Richardson replied 
that it was already in the code, as OSU already has an existing sign exemption in the OSU Zone. 
Planner Richardson said he would look into it; maybe it should refer to the OSU historic district for 
consistency.   
 
Regarding 2.9.70.e, Alteration to Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources in a National Register of 
Historic Places and Historic Districts, Commissioner Keeney proposed skipping it for now, as it 
would require extended discussion.  
 
Ms. Houghtaling stated that regarding 2.9.70.b, OSU was OK with staff recommendations. She 
asked for consideration of 2.9.100.03, director level review, since in-kind repair or replacement is so 
specific, that OSU sometimes experiences challenges to change a window or door opening for ADA 
compliance, where everything is the same except dimensions. She proposed a Director Level review 
for material or dimensional variations, when everything else is the same.  
 
Ms. Beierle said that under Interiors, she noted that when Chapter 2.9 was drafted, the OSU historic 
district was not yet formed. She said the OSU Memorial Union and the Women’s Building; the First 
Presbyterian Church, the First United Methodist Church, the Whiteside Theater, and the Post Office 
have exceptional interiors that could be considered in the future. Under Painting, she advocated 
putting murals back, highlighting a mural featured on the south side of the American Dream pizza 
building which reflects the previous function of the building. 
 
Regarding painted metalwork, she noted that there may be public art features that are not painted, 
that should not be painted. She cited, as an example, the unpainted bird sculptures in the Riverfront 
Park. Historic bridges are painted.  
 
Under Signs and Tablets, 2.9.70.d.4; the word Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric/Noncontributing don’t 
do adequate service. She suggested dropping Nonhistoric and leaving Noncontributing buildings 
(outside the OSU historic district). She highlighted the fading Rexall sign, noting that there were 
buildings forty years or older may have signs that the HRC may want to conserve. Dropping 
Nonhistoric would allow the commission the ability keep those.  
 
Commissioner Wathen asked for comment, saying his understanding was that Noncontributing 
means that a building is not part of the historic period of significance, so it is not contributing to that 
period, so anything that falls under the definition of Nonhistoric as per district definitions is 
Noncontributing. Ms. Beierle replied that a Noncontributing structure may be a historic structure 
that has been altered, and if the changes are undone, then there is the potential for the structure to be 
Contributing once again.  
 
Commissioner Wathen responded that that would appear to be a Historic/Noncontributing building, 
which is currently is not covered, because of the inclusion of the Nonhistoric terminology. So, a 
Historic/Noncontributing  building would not be covered by this exemption; he asked if Ms. Beierle 
was proposing covering Historic/Noncontributing buildings in this exemption. Ms. Beierle replied 
that in established historic districts, there are resources that were not fifty years old when the district 
was created, but they are now fifty years of age, and that is the only barrier to their not being 
considered Historic and Historic/Contributing. She advocated allowing for the ability to update and 
modify the district designation to include these now-historic buildings. Commissioner Wathen said 
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they are Noncontributing because they are considered Nonhistoric, because they were not over fifty 
years old when the district was created; Ms. Beierle replied that they may simply be “muddled”.  
 
Commissioner Wathen said there were two classifications of “Noncontributing”: 
Historic/Noncontributing and Nonhistoric/Noncontributing. The first category is 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing buildings that are now fifty years old, so they could be considered 
historic, and are considered Nonhistoric simply because they were not yet fifty when the district was 
formed. The designation as Noncontributing may relate to the state of the building or the 
Nonhistoric tag they have. Currently, this exemption only applies to those buildings. If the 
Nonhistoric part of the language is removed on the exemption, then we would include on this 
exemption buildings that were fifty years of age but were Noncontributing due to the building’s 
condition, so more buildings would be included under the exemption, if we eliminated the 
Nonhistoric part of the language. Planner Richardson highlighted definitions; he said the language is 
speaking to installation of signs, not removal or alteration of signs. For example, the current 
language would allow installation of signs 32 square feet or less on the Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 
Hawley/Buxton Halls in the OSU historic district; they were not historic and out of period when the 
district was formed. The proposal would change it to not allow any sign, and that it should be 
reviewed by the HRC.   
 
Commissioner Keeney noted that a main issue related to the sign size. Commissioner Wathen said 
he was hearing Ms. Beierle say that by simply eliminating the word Nonhistoric in the code, leaving 
Noncontributing, that would open up the exemption to apply to more buildings outside the OSU 
Historic District. He said he was hearing replacing Nonhistoric with “any building over fifty years 
old”. Planner Richardson said the term Nonhistoric is used  as a classification within historic 
districts, and also as a definition of buildings outside National Register Historic Districts. He 
highlighted the definition of Nonhistoric in the handout. Commissioner Keeney suggested replacing 
Nonhistoric with “not fifty years old”. Commissioner Stephens said that the implication of that 
would mean the HRC reviewing every building throughout Corvallis, if it’s not in the district.  
 
Commissioner Hand said there needed to be a provision for a historic landmark designated after a 
district has been formed for a building that is now fifty years old, that was not fifty years old at the 
time a district was formed. That will inevitably happen and is currently ignored under the current 
code, which is heavily focused on districts and not on individual landmarks. We need to provide 
provisions for buildings that will someday be landmarks within a district, that were not fifty years 
old at the time the district was formed.  
 
Planner Richardson said the code doesn’t contemplate potentially eligible buildings within an 
already existing district. He said the only way to address it now would be to update nominations to 
expand the period of significance; or change the nomination of buildings that have been muddled 
and then fixed up; or individually list a building in a district. Commissioner Hand said we have to 
figure out how to get a house that is over fifty years old within a district landmarked; Planner 
Richardson concurred. Within a historic district, if a building, regardless of whether it is 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing, the HRC want to review any sign over a certain size. Commissioner 
Hand said if it is not a designated landmark, then we shouldn’t be reviewing it, even if it is over fifty 
years old. Commissioner Keeney asked if it could get pulled out as not exempt but at least going 
through Director Level review; otherwise the “black hole” could be huge.  
 
Planner Richardson said that a less than 30’ square foot sign wasn’t very large; Commissioner 
Wathen countered that that was essentially the size of a 4’ by 8’ sheet of plywood. Planner 
Richardson said that in residential zones, only 16 square feet signs were allowed.  
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Commissioner Wathen said the language excludes it from the OSU historic district but it would still 
apply to the other two historic districts and individual listings. An issue is that the definition  
“historic” varies throughout the code. Planner Richardson said that change was not to be taken 
lightly. Commissioner  Jacobsen noted that over a couple years, there have not been a lot of requests 
for signage, and suggested leaving it as it is; the intent was to streamline the process and save staff 
time. Commissioner Wathen noted that it doesn’t apply at this point, to OSU, which has requested 
signage.   
 
Commissioner Keeney suggested coming back to these issues later. Planner Richardson said he was 
hearing that the language could be kept as it is and revisited. Commissioner Keeney suggested 
reviewing language where staff have made changes. Planner Richardson concurred, saying that 
2.9.70.e took a lot of staff energy and suggested coming back to it later and moving on with easier 
issues. 
 
Regarding 2.9.70.f, Commissioner Hand asked how it was enforced. Planner Richardson replied that 
it is up to the applicant’s good word; the system is currently complaint-based. Ms. Houghtaling 
added that from an OSU perspective, OSU sends an email to City staff with a proposal and get 
concurrence; it leaves a paper trail. Commissioner Wathen added that there have been cases before 
the HRC where someone starts a project that they thought was an exempt activity, a complaint is 
registered, a Stop Work order is issued by the City, and the applicants have had to come before the 
HRC in order to continue what they’d already started. Commissioner Hand noted that the language 
“unpainted metal is not exempt” contradicts the earlier discussion; Planner Richardson  concurred.  
 
Regarding 2.9.70.g, Installation of Removal Heating or Cooling Device, Chair Wathen found 
concurrence. Regarding 2.9.70.h, Accessory Development, Chair Wathen said it was a significant 
change, split into 2.9.70.h and 2.9.70.h.2, to acknowledge differences in accessory development 
between the OSU historic district and areas not within the OSU Historic District. Commissioner 
Keeney said emulating ODOT’s pre-approval of specific designs, saying that OSU has already come 
up with standards that won’t change a lot.  
 
Commissioner Wathen noted that in the past, OSU has created a very specific list of exempt items, 
like lighting, bike parking structures, etc. Planner Richardson said that that was possible once 
standards specifications were submitted by OSU and approved by the HRC; however, it would be a 
challenge about where to store such information if it were not in the code, since it could change. 
Commissioner Wathen suggested referring to it as an exempt activity “in the pre-approved file” at 
the Planning Department and determine how things get there. Planner Richardson said we’d have to 
determine the kinds of items that meet standard details, such as bike shelters, lights, benches, etc. He 
said staff could work on that language and work with the City attorney.  
 
Ms. Houghtaling said regarding 2.9.70.h, most of the items are already specified within OSU 
Construction Standards, including things such as light poles and bike shelters. She said OSU would 
like to add Bike Hoops to 3.b. She said that OSU has concerns about language in items (e), (h), and 
(d), regarding Accessory Development, Screening and Additions. Ms. Houghtaling stated that 
specific to (h), OSU has done consistent site furnishings, such as light poles. Sara Robertson added 
that under accessory development, where there isn’t a standard for site furnishings such as trash 
enclosures and generator enclosures, it is more appropriate to have an architect try to make them 
consistent with the associated building it is supporting.  
 
Ms. Houghtaling said sometimes buildings were combined facilities, so it was hard to handle 
accessory development to include a generator, say, which is a stand-alone structure that is accessory 
to the primary use. She gave the example of the Haley Ford Building, Table 11 in her packet. She 
said it was hard to distinguish between the items (e), (h), and (d). Regarding (h), Commissioner 
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Stephens asked if OSU was OK with referencing standards. Commissioner Keeney said she was 
hearing that OSU would prefer using a percentage to the scale of a building that an accessory 
structure was servicing. Ms. Houghtaling said some siting issues of concern will be addressed by 
setback.  
 
Commissioner Hand had concern regarding a blanket percentage, since that could result in a 
proportional but very large accessory structure for a large building. Ms. Houghtaling replied that 
even outside the historic district, planning staff seek to design accessory structures that simply look 
nice; Commissioner Hand replied that that would then be an easy review. Planner Richardson said 
for these things to be exempt, it must meet all three criteria; it does not include the enclosures under 
discussion. Those are addressed under (a.a) and (z). He highlighted exemptions for any structures 
under 200 square feet or under 14’ tall. He said the exemptions didn’t have to apply to everything; 
some structures, such as light poles and bike shelters, could be designated as exempt. Staff feels that 
that threshold would have a fairly small impact if it is not in a historic open space. Commissioner 
Wathen concurred, but noted that 3.b exemptions don’t include dumpsters, ground-level mechanical 
equipment, transformers, similar structures, or associated screening, unless those items are 
considered exempt under (z) and (a.a), so this section of code tends not to apply to these types of 
structures.  
 
Commissioner Keeney said she didn’t feel comfortable with the assumption that because something 
had been done well before, that it will continue to be done well, so the HRC should continue to be 
involved at some level in some pre-approved designs, though maybe not screening for accessory 
structures, since they will all be different. Commissioner Wathen said he was hearing direction on 
creating something like a standards folder.  
 
Planner Richardson asked for direction on 2.9.70.h.2, saying that the rationale for the 400 square 
feet threshold is that it is difficult to anticipate every kind of building that OSU would like to install 
on campus. He said the existing language could be retained, but wanted direction on which activities 
to pull out. For example, existing language states that if a structure is less than 200 square feet and 
less than 14’ tall, it is exempt, but he’s hearing that if it is a light pole, bench bike shelter, then those 
things must have a certain standard.  
 
Commissioner Hand noted that there were two categories: accessories and support structures; the 
structures are more complicated because they are different sizes. Commissioner Wathen said OSU’s 
concern was for types of buildings that this section of code was not aiming at addressing; we can 
deal with that in later sections. Commissioner Hand said there should be a difference between 
accessories (i.e., bike racks, benches) versus a built structure such as gazebos or generator 
enclosures, since they are on very different scales, impacts and appearances. It is easier to establish 
a standard light post (which is almost a landscaping feature) compared to a generator enclosure.  
 
Planner Richardson gave the example of gazebos, asking whether the commission felt comfortable 
exempting from review a gazebo under 200 square feet or less than 14’ tall, unless it was in 
Contributing open space. Planner Richardson said he was hearing having the HRC approve standard 
details once and not have to re-approve them; for anything bigger than a conceptual threshold of 
identified items would come before the HRC for review.  
 
Commissioner Stephens suggested replacing the first sentence of 3.b to read “Site furnishings and 
amenities per OSU standard”. Planner Richardson said that it could read “site furnishings that have 
been pre-approved by the HRC”, and OSU could have a standing list. Planner Metz noted that in 
some ways it is more restricted than existing language; Commissioner Hand replied that it would not  
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be, if they keep using the same design. Commissioner Stephens added that if OSU proposed a new 
bench design, say, the HRC would approve it and it would go into the book. Planner Richardson 
noted that a bench is currently exempt. It only applies to OSU.  
 
Regarding h.2, Accessory Development Not Within the OSU District, Commissioner Wathen 
commented that there was a house near his in College Hill West that had a wrought iron bench in 
the front yard visible from the public right-of-way. However, the change would not allow one within 
his front yard, since it is only exempt if all the standards are met, including “is not visible from 
public or private streets right-of-way, except alleys, from which it may be visible”. Commissioner 
Hand said that it only applies to site features that have permanent footings, not freestanding objects; 
Ms. Beierle highlighted the aspect of reversibility.  
 
Planner Richardson said planners struggle with issues like this occasionally. The current language 
exempts benches, but other similar smaller landscape features that are visible from streets that 
would not be permitted per the code. Normally, people don’t ask about them, and just go ahead. The 
HRC could construct a list of exemptions here (such as statues, pots, benches), but there’s a lot of 
gray area, and it’s challenging to write a comprehensive list of everything someone might want in 
their front yard. The HRC can have everything or nothing come to the HRC for review. It is 
currently very restrictive, but is not stopping most people from putting things in their front yard.  
 
Commissioner Keeney agreed it is hard to tell people, even in a historic district, not to put a trellis or 
bench in their front yard. Commissioner Wathen noted that items must meet all three criteria that are 
listed; Planner Metz said the list reflects the current code. Planner Richardson said there may be 
room during review of 2.9.70, Landscaping, to craft language to broaden exemptions.  
 
Commissioner Wathen said he was hearing that the proposed language under (h) (which was 
unchanged by staff) looks good.  
 
Regarding 2.9.70.i, Moving or Demolishing Accessory Structures, Commissioner Keeney suggested 
changing Nonhistoric to meaning “less than fifty years of age”. Commissioner Hand said that either 
OSU needs its own chapter, or it needs to be resolved some other way; otherwise, it will be a 
problem down the road. Commissioner Keeney stated that the definition of Nonhistoric means less 
than fifty years, so the code should simply say that, rather than getting tangled up in complicated 
National Register or different district terminology. Commissioner Hand commented that 
Nonhistoric in those contexts means Nonhistoric, whether a resource is fifty years old or not.   
 
Commissioner Keeney contrasted OSU and district terminologies. Commissioner Wathen said 
Nonhistoric and out of period both refer to not being fifty years old at the time of the district 
formation. Commissioner  Keeney replied that she had a problem with that. Commissioner Hand 
said that just because a building is fifty years old doesn’t make it historic. Commissioner Keeney 
said the language was only in regards to accessory structures less than 200 square feet, saying that it 
would only affect Model T garages, perhaps. Planner Richardson said that a Model T garage would 
be historic.  
 
Commissioner Keeney replied that it is only historic as it was written in a district; there are 2,500 
structures currently being reviewed by the State Historic Preservation Office, so there are potentially 
many more properties, that could be listed if their owner wishes. The standard could at least be 
based on a state standard, in which state offices review them and declare them to be potentially 
eligible, even if its not historic now. Planner Richardson said those do not come under the HRC 
purview; Commissioner Keeney replied that they could; Planner Richardson said they must first be 
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designated, and a that point, they would be historic resources. Commissioner Keeney replied that 
they would not necessarily be, unless they were acknowledged at the HRC level. 
  
Commissioner Hand stated that for OSU and the districts, Nonhistoric is a set definition (“less than 
fifty years old at the time of the district”). Regarding 2.9.70.i.2, #2 doesn’t apply, since for the 
district, it will always be Nonhistoric, even when it is individually deemed a landmark. It is a 
terminology problem. Planner Richardson noted that in the eyes of the district, it will always be 
Nonhistoric or Noncontributing or out of period. However, if it were a regulated, designated historic 
resource, then it’s likely it will be fifty years old, and will either be on the Local Register or in the 
National Register. It is unusual to be less than fifty years old and a regulated historic resource.  
 
Commissioner Hand suggested a solution could be language, “..or, if it is also a locally or national 
registered individual structure”, whether it is within a district or not. Commissioner Wathen said the 
“or” between the sections #1 and #2  allows a property to fall between one of the two, so that if it is 
in a historic district, it always falls under that one, so even if it gets designated, then it could be 
claimed that it is an exempt activity under #2. Commissioner Hand commented that historic districts 
would in effect prevent more history from happening. Commissioner Keeney said that that wasn’t 
the intent, and that it is up to the local jurisdiction to step in, in terms of what it reviews. 
 
Commissioner Keeney said the scale of being less than 200’ square foot means that these accessory 
buildings would tend to be garages, though most would typically be larger. Commissioner Stephens 
said small Model T garages would already be protected if they were in a district. Commissioner 
Keeney replied that her experience in other cities was that garages were not called out as 
Contributing features to a site, only the house; Planner Richardson noted that that they are called 
out, often as “Contributing 2”. Commissioner Keeney said if they are already called out, then they 
are protected. Commissioner Hand said that if the language only applied to buildings that are 
designated historic resources, then he wasn’t sure about the need for the rest of the language.  
 
Commissioner Wathen said #1 and #2 seek to establish whether a building is a designated historic 
resource, and #3, that the activity shall not damage a designated historic resource. Planner 
Richardson replied that the problem with that approach is that staffs’ read over the years is that 
anything in the district is a designated historic district, including buildings that are Nonhistoric and 
Noncontributing, because they are part of the district, so they are designated historic resources. He 
cited the definition for a designated historic resource, “A historic resource has been determined 
through an official action to meet criteria for historic significance, resulting in the resource being 
locally designated or national designated”. A garage built in the 1970’s is listed in the nomination 
form, and staff have been considering it as part of the designated historic resource. Commissioner 
Hand countered that that definition of a designated historic resource was wrong; he said it should 
only be the Contributing buildings, and anything designated as a landmark later on. Commissioner 
Keeney asked who decides what a “negative impact” is; several members concurred that it seemed 
vague and arbitrary.  
 
Commissioner Hand said #3 should read something like “All moving or demolishing of accessory 
structures at designated historic resources should be reviewed”. If it is Noncontributing or 
Nonhistoric, then it is exempt. He said it is complicated by OSU’s code in section #1. Planner 
Richardson said the intent is to protect small buildings that are not Historic and not Contributing, so 
if someone built a shed in 1980 within the district, the owner can demolish that shed without coming 
to the HRC. He said that would also apply to a number of Nonhistoric, non-listed small OSU 
structures. Commissioner Hand suggested making the Nonhistoric definition for OSU consistent 
with how it is used outside of OSU. Planner Richardson said when staff have looked at buildings on 
OSU campus before, they’ve followed existing definitions so that if a building was more than fifty 
years old when the district was formed, then staff considered it a historic building, and wouldn’t be 
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allowed to be demolished as an exempt activity. Commissioner Hand said that #1 could be changed 
to focus on what isn’t exempt, rather than what is, and also include locally and nationally designated 
landmarks that are outside the original historic period of significance; then you’re covered.  
 
Commissioner Wathen suggested reversing the order of #1 and #2, so that you start with the 
question of whether it is a Nonhistoric structure on an individually designated historic resource; and 
if it fails to meet that one, then you look at the question of whether it is in a district and a 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing building, since that would trump the issue of whether it is an 
individually listed property in a historic district. That language would be very similar to existing 
language and would address that narrow criteria. He summed up that #1 would be a “..Nonhistoric 
structure on an individually designated historic resource property..”; and eliminate the line regarding 
“..outside of a National Register Historic District”; “..or if not, then apply #2”. He said #1 would 
have to be not met in order to apply #2. He said that #3 can remain where it is. Commissioner  
Keeney asked for a definition of “negatively impact” if it remains; Commissioner  Wathen said a 
definition was needed or it should be removed. 
 
Ms. Beierle said it is a logical triage, but noted that since demolition was permanent, it should never 
be an exemption. The HRC could streamline it by removing 2.9.70.i altogether; the HRC’s review 
of demolition is its most important job. She said currently it would be difficult for citizens to figure 
exemption language out, even consulting with staff.  
 
Commissioner Hand said the section begged the question on why there should be a size cutoff on 
what should be considered or reviewed at all, and why something smaller is less important than 
something larger, and why it should be reviewed under some other criteria. Planner Richardson 
replied that the number probably originally came from the fact that 200 square feet was as big as 
you can go without a building permit, and 14’ tall was the maximum height of an accessory 
structure.  
 
Ms. Houghtaling said while demolition was permanent, she cited 2.9.70.h, noting that it focused on 
items under 200 square feet included bike parking racks, bike shelters, etc. Commissioner Keeney 
said her concern on this item was non-OSU areas. Ms. Houghtaling agreed, adding that she couldn’t 
think of anything Contributing within the OSU historic district that was less than 200 square feet. 
Commissioner Hand said that while buildings were protected, their accessory buildings were not 
necessarily protected.  
 
Commissioner Keeney suggested separating OSU from other areas in this section. Ms. Houghtaling 
noted that there was a survey of the district, and it would’ve been caught then. Ms. Beierle said that 
public art might come under this category; Commissioner Hand added that original benches might, 
as well. Commissioner Wathen noted that if the bench was the age of the building, then it, or 
another accessory structure, would not be Nonhistoric/Noncontributing under the exemption. It 
might be Historic/Noncontributing but wouldn’t qualify under the exemption. Planner Richardson 
said part of the reason for the revisions in (i) was to get at those individually listed properties that 
were not within a historic district; it is not much different from current language. We seem to be 
thinking about regulating future hypotheticals, and if it doesn’t really affect OSU, perhaps it should 
be left as it is. Chair Wathen suggested tabling the issue, since it seems to change the code more 
than perhaps was intended.   
 
Regarding items 2.9.70.j, Installation of Satellite Dishes; 2.9.70.k, Safety Devices; and 2.9.70.l, 
Conversion of Existing Vehicular Parking to Achieve ADA Compliance, there were no comments 
about proposed revisions. 
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Regarding 2.9.70.m, Fencing Installation, Extension or Removal, Commissioner Hand asked why 
the OSU zone should be treated differently. Commissioner Keeney asked if there were any pre-
approved fencing, rather than exempting it. Planner Richardson replied that OSU used a variety of 
fencing and it probably depended on each application. Ms. Houghtaling noted that the OSU Zone 
and the OSU Historic District were different. OSU would propose adding a clause “..the 
Contributing land resource”. There are currently a number of very different kinds of fencing; she 
said the proposed revision gave more flexibility for removing or installing fencing. Planner 
Richardson replied that OSU made a good suggestion; there was concurrence.  
 
Regarding 2.9.70.n, Freestanding Trellises, there were no changes to existing code, and there was no 
comment.  
 
Ms. Houghtaling said regarding item 2.9.70.k, Access Ramps, Sidewalk Wheelchair Ramps, and 
Fire/Life Safety Devices, she said that following discussions with City staff, OSU was proposing 
that if a ramp was below grade, it doesn’t matter, since it won’t be seen. Currently, for a historic 
Contributing resource, for access ramps 30” below grade, the HRC shouldn’t care, since it will not 
be seen. This assumes it will not alter any architectural feature of the building. For example, for a 
first floor door, where the base of a ramp is the same as the primary resource, perhaps that should be 
exempted too. She proposed changing #1 and #2, or establishing an OSU Zone specific height to 
eliminate the height restriction to below grade entrances for both Contributing and Noncontributing 
resources. Also, if it is above grade, to change the 30” or 48” limits in regards to primary floor 
entrances, as long as it doesn’t change an architectural feature of the building, and uses primary 
building materials. Ms. Robertson said in the OSU Zone, few ADA ramps are ever exempt under the 
current OSU code standard. Chair Wathen asked for a proposed height for an above-grade 
exemption; Ms. Houghtaling suggested using the height of the first floor entrance as the standard. 
OSU is concerned about whether it changes an architectural feature.  
 
Commissioner Stephens suggested a replacement should be a separate item. Ms. Robertson said 
changes in ADA standards often require making ramps longer, and the resulting dimensions don’t 
allow using in-kind replacement. OSU proposed that if a ramp has affects an architectural feature, it 
would have to be reviewed by the HRC, but if it doesn’t, then it would like flexibility to go to the 
first floor.   
 
Commissioner Hand said he was comfortable with the restriction and having the HRC review it and 
giving it a quick OK; Ms. Robertson noted that all reviews require City and OSU staff time, and that 
the OSU proposal avoids that. Commissioner Wathen suggested compromising at perhaps 48” for a 
first floor exemption but that 60” could perhaps be a good threshold for triggering HRC review. Ms. 
Houghtaling said there are many different ways to achieve ADA compliance, and OSU must do so 
in a thoughtful, time-efficient manner. 
 
Commissioner Wathen said commissioners were asking whether it made make sense to split out 
OSU in this section of the code from other historic resources. Commissioner Keeney asked whether 
the proposed changes were more specific; Planner Richardson replied that proposed exemption 
language were just the underlined items, but didn’t involve height. He related that City staff 
expected OSU to come forward with suggestions, as they’ve done, since this is an issue for them.  
 
Commissioner Kenney asked OSU to give a sense of how often the ramps that OSU was proposing 
at the 30” and under heights range; Ms. Houghtaling replied that OSU planners were trying to find a 
way so those designs not altering architectural features would be exempt; however, it is hard to 
come up with a number. There are different ways to approach compliance on different buildings.  
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Commissioner Jacobsen said ADA compliance was notoriously difficult, given the range of 
buildings on campus. We need to balance HRC’s desire to balance aesthetics with OSU’s obligation 
on ADA compliance; OSU says it will come to the HRC for a review if the exterior will be 
compromised in any way, saying that they will use the same materials and make it look aesthetically 
pleasing; he believed that they would do that.  
 
Commissioner Hand said OSU could poorly design a 60” tall ADA ramp that visually affects the 
building. Commissioner  Stephens asked, given an ugly proposed ramp, what were the review 
criteria to use; Commissioner Wathen replied that it would come down to incompatibility with the 
historic resource. If it could be argued that the design was incompatible with the historic resource 
(e.g., out of proportion or scale), then the HRC could find against it.   
 
Ms. Beierle said an over-designed ramp could present a mass and an architectural presence of its 
own. She said she hadn’t seen it at OSU, but has seen large ramps compete with Victorian 
structures; the issue is overdesign. Ms. Houghtaling urged reasonable accommodation in the matter; 
OSU is seeking solutions that are complementary to a building. Commissioner Hand replied that 
there is no guarantee for the future; if something becomes its own presence and has a scale of its 
own, then it should be reviewed. Commissioner Keeney said the commission wanted to work to help 
OSU meet its difficult obligation.  
 
Commissioner Wathen said there were two pieces; the first was no height restriction for below-
grade ramps; he felt there should be little concern regarding architectural impact for this. 
Commissioner Hand said he didn’t see how to do that without architectural alterations to the 
building. Commissioner Wathen countered that if there was an alteration, then that would get 
flagged. He sought feedback on allowing no height restrictions on a below-grade ramp; 
commissioners concurred. Planner Richardson added that the language also required that there be no 
adverse impact to the building. Chair Wathen summarized that he was hearing commissioners were 
OK with a below-grade ramp not affecting the building not having to come before the commission.  
 
The other piece of #1 sought for above-grade ramps to be allowed to come to the first floor; 
currently, the code restricts it to 30” maximum. He proposed simply allowing the ramp to go to the 
first floor entrance up to a certain designated height. The question is what the height restriction 
should be; OSU was proposing 60”, twice the current maximum. Commissioner Hand asked what 
the point was for setting an arbitrary maximum; there were multiple ways to build a ramp. 
Commissioner Wathen said the historic compatibility was for the HRC to decide.  
 
Commissioner Jacobsen felt the HRC didn’t have the knowledge, sophistication and engineering 
ability to judge that; Commissioner Stephens concurred, saying that often, there may only be one 
good solution, and she couldn’t think of a way to deny such an application. Commissioner Hand 
said many other boards do review that; most proposals do alter the building and must come before 
the HRC. He suggested researching how other jurisdictions handle this.  
 
Planner Richardson said for any ramp coming before the HRC, the HRC could address issues such 
as location or materials. Commissioner Wathen said OSU must be allowed to build ADA ramps, but 
the HRC had purview over certain aspects of them. He asked if removing any height restriction for a 
specific district would affect equal protection to other districts. Planner Richardson replied that the 
concept of equal protection typical involves an identified group at a disadvantage or excludes them. 
Commissioner Wathen said the HRC decisions do not set precedent, but City Council decisions do; 
it may not be an issue. Commissioner Stephens said districts were not a protected class. Planner 
Richardson said City staff could come up with language on a middle road; the commission asked 
him to do so. Commissioner Keeney asked OSU to give a sense of how many buildings really 
required big ramps.   
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Regarding item 2.9.70.o, New, Repair, or Replacement Landscaping and Tree Planting, Planner 
Richardson said staff could add broad language; Commissioner Wathen suggested incorporating the 
phrase “Ornamental accessories”. Regarding 2.9.70.p, Building Foundations, there were no 
comments.  
 
Regarding item 2.9.70.q, Installation of New, and Repair or Replacement of Gutters and 
Downspouts, Commissioner Hand said he thought the HRC should review them, saying that they 
could be designed incorrectly. Commissioner Stephens said previous decisions have had HRC 
members ask why this needed HRC review; often they are not visible. Planner Richardson added 
that this item was on the list due to previous HRC sentiment that it didn’t require HRC review and 
OSU comments that it should be exempt. Ms. Houghtaling noted that scupper sizes were mandated 
by building code. Commissioner Wathen suggested removing the word “New”; Ms. Houghtaling 
suggested focusing on repair and replacement for essentially in-kind work. Commissioner Hand 
summarized that modification and repair of existing scuppers to meet existing code should be an 
exempt activity; however, new scuppers should be reviewed as an alteration. Planner Richardson 
said staff will work on the language.  
 
Regarding 2.9.70.r, Utility Poles, there were no comments.  
 
Regarding 2.9.70.s, Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 350 Square Feet or Less, Chair 
Wathen said removing the size restrictions seemed to mostly only affect residential, and asked what 
the impetus of the item was. Planner Richardson said the intent was that these are uncovered and are 
in the rear of buildings and it seemed an unnecessary burden on an owner to limit it to 350’, if it was 
not visible and was on the rear of a building; Commissioners Stephens and Hand concurred. Planner 
Richardson said it would have to comply with code standards, and over 30” in height requires a 
handrail; it set parameters. Commissioner Hand asked why it required HRC review. Commissioner 
Stephens said the real issue was whether it was visible. Planner Richardson said that over 30” high, 
it was more likely to impact the house, and advocated retaining it. Commissioner Wathen said if 
you’re building a large deck onto a house, it’s less reversible. 
 
Commissioner Wathen said many decks have sunk-in hot tubs and the level of those decks are 
usually over 30”; Planner Richardson said the issue is the floor of the deck and whether it is a bench 
or a platform for a hot tub. Chair Wathen summed up that there was not commission opposition to 
the 350’ restriction. 
 
Regarding 2.9.70.t, Installation of New, or Replacement of Existing Windows or Doors on 
Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources, Commissioner Keeney had an issue with 
Nonhistoric and suggested removing it. Planner Richardson said was possible, but it meant that with 
an individually or nationally listed property, that would mean you can’t change the windows of an 
accessory structure. The change would mean only addressing properties in districts. Commissioner 
Keeney said her intent was for the HRC was to not review new windows on what are technically 
Nonhistoric in a district but are actually historic (relating to her “black hole” concern).  
 
Commissioner Wathen said removing “Nonhistoric” but leaving Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 
wouldn’t address it. Commissioner Keeney said her original thought was to change it to “fifty years 
old”; Commissioner Wathen replied that it’s not clear whether the HRC can legally do that. Planner 
Richardson said it’s an issue of moving goalposts, in terms of whether everything over fifty years 
old should be considered. The challenge is that the buildings have a relationship to the historic 
district, and if they’re outside the district, they wouldn’t be historically important. Commissioner 
Keeney said they could be, but they may simply have never been evaluated or listed; it’s about 
money and time for many resources. Commissioner Stephens said it’s not clear whether the HRC 
can do that; when an owner thinks their structure is Nonhistoric. Commissioner Keeney said she’d 
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like the opportunity to let owners know the HRC would prefer that they kept their original windows; 
to check in with them. Commissioner Stephens said we can’t do that in the code.  
 
Commissioner Hand said we need a change in the language so that it is consistent throughout, so 
that the district terminology for Nonhistoric is set in time, and there is potential for future individual 
properties to be designated that should be reviewed, which will always be considered Nonhistoric in 
those districts. Commissioner Hand explained that a newer house could eventually be considered a 
landmark, but as far as the district is concerned, it will always be Nonhistoric. Commissioner 
Keeney said that was a flaw in the federal classification, saying that virtually all preservationists 
agreed with that, but we could change the district designation process at the local level. Planner 
Richardson said it is an issue whether we want, or need to do that, and what do owners in historic 
districts want. Commissioner Stephens said you’d have to have property owners sign off. 
Commissioner Hand suggested adding “or a locally designated landmark”.  
 
Commissioner Jacobsen asked about feedback on aspects other than Commissioner Keeney’s 
concern; Commissioner  Keeney suggested removing #1. Regarding #1, Commissioner Wathen said 
he’d seen some unattractive vinyl windows installed, and not having any regulations could result in 
unattractive changes that are less than historically compatible within a district.  
 
Commissioner Stephens asked if #2 was acceptable in staff comments. Planner Richardson said the 
intent regarding OSU was to avoid the HRC reviewing windows on Nonhistoric buildings. 
Commissioner Keeney said her concern was not regarding OSU in this regard; her concern was 
aimed at individual property owners being sold a bill of goods on vinyl windows. Commissioner 
Hand said if a house is Nonhistoric, then they can do whatever they want. Planner Richardson said 
the current language is very restrictive, and the changes seek to loosen that up. Planner Metz said it 
doesn’t change much.  
 
Planner Richardson said existing language allows replacement of existing windows and doors as 
long as materials, dimensions and shape are the same. Commissioner Wathen noted that #1 defines 
the allowance; by striking #1, new windows and doors on facades not visible from public or private 
street rights of way is where they are allowed. There is no allowance for new doors and windows on 
front and facing facades. Planner Richardson agreed that was a good catch and should be changed. 
The intention was that on the back and sides of buildings (not visible from streets), you could cut 
holes in walls to install new windows and doors on Noncontributing and Nonhistoric buildings.  
 
Commissioner Wathen said that’s not a change. The intent on striking #1 was to remove the 
restriction that replacements shall otherwise match the replaced items in materials, dimensions and 
shape, except that metal clad wood may be substituted for original non-glass materials of 
replacements. Planner Metz suggested striking “and”. Commissioner Wathen suggested striking the 
second half of #1, so that you can put in vinyl windows on a Nonhistoric structure, no matter what 
the old windows were made of; Planner Richardson concurred. Planner Metz added that that applied 
even to visible windows. Planner Richardson said the risk was getting new vinyl windows in a 
façade facing the street in a historic district.  
 
Commissioner Hand said the buildings were originally designated Nonhistoric, Noncontributing 
because they were incompatible with the district, so we can’t transform them over time into being 
more compatible. Commissioner Wathen said the concern is to avoid them becoming less 
compatible over time; he said just restricting vinyl windows on one face would just make it worse, 
and more onerous. Chair Wathen said he was hearing majority feeling on striking the second half, to 
bring it in line with the original intent; Commissioner Keeney disagreed, saying her main concern 
was protecting undesignated resources. Chair Wathen summarized that we’re only striking the 
second half of #1.  
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Regarding 2.9.70.u, Re-roofing, there were no comments. 
 
Regarding item 2.9.70.v, Installation of New or Expanded Pathways, Commissioner Wathen said 
the change would eliminate restrictions, with the only remaining restrictions in Contributing open 
space areas. Commissioner Stephens had no problem with it. Commissioner Hand asked whether the 
intent should be to make it consistent throughout the district; Commissioner Wathen replied that 
currently, if an owner sought to construct a paved path from the front yard to the back, and if it 
exceeded 250 square foot, it would have to come before the HRC; this change seeks to avoid that. 
Commissioner Hand said he was fine with the language; there was no further comment. 
 
Regarding 2.9.70.w, Utility Meters, Pipes and Venting, Ms. Houghtaling said the exemption for 
fume stacks reflected a code requirement for venting chemicals. There were no comments.  
 
Regarding 2.9.70.x, Skylights, Commissioner Wathen said it was a significant simplification of the 
code. Commissioner Hand asked why the HRC wouldn’t want to review such a significant change to 
a historic building; there is no sense of scale or quantity, and you’re cutting a big hole in a historic 
roof and historic material. Commissioner Keeney said if it is not visible, then it’s typically 
considered acceptable, and that it was the norm. Commissioner Hand added that replacement or 
removal of skylights installed after the district’s period of significance, with no language regarding 
visibility, he envisioned that the replacement could be larger or less desirable than the existing 
skylight.  
 
Commissioner Wathen suggested adding “in-kind replacement or removal of the skylight” to #3; so 
there would be no change in size. Planner Richardson said that in-kind was already covered, so an 
owner may seek to go from one material to another, and it might just be a slightly different size. 
Staff could modify language for a skylight not to increase by a certain percentage, or some other 
way to regulate size. Commissioner Wathen said #3 would allow people to possibly greatly increase 
the size of a skylight as an exempt activity; Planner Richardson suggested not allowing change in 
size; Commissioner Stephens noted that that would not allow reduction in the size of a skylight. 
Regarding #2, installation where they are not visible, Commissioner Keeney suggested striking it.    
 
Regarding item 2.9.70.y, Historically Significant Hazardous Trees, there was no comment.  
 
Regarding 2.9.70.z, and 2.9.70.a.a, Planner Richardson suggested tabling the issues.  
 
Ms. Houghtaling related that OSU staff have struggled with siting antennas. They are on top of 
Valley Library and Snell buildings. She said the screening requirement will actually make antennas 
more visible.  
 
Planner Richardson said there will be further work session discussion on January 7 on Director 
Level activities, and also on December 10, if there is time.  
 

IV.  OTHER BUSINESS/INFORMATION SHARING.  None. 
 

V.  ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting was adjourned at 10:11 p.m.  
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Overview of Review Levels and Classifications affecting Designated 
Historic Resources 

Review Levels 

• Exempt - No Historic Preservation Permit (HPP) required, though advisable, and no staff 
review required. 

• Director- level HPP - Administrative decision made based on clear and objective criteria. 
Can be appealed to the HRC. 

• HRC-Ievel HPP - Decisions made by HRC in public hearing. Can be appealed to the City 
Council. 

Classifications 

I. National Register Historic Districts (There are no local Districts, though they are 
possible) 

A Avery-Helm and College Hill-West Classifications 
1. Historic I Contributing 
2. Historic I Noncontributing 
3. Non historic I Noncontributing 

B. OSU District Classifications 
1. Eligible I Significant 
2. Eligible I Contributing 
3. Not Eligible I Non-Contributing 
4. Not Eligible I Out of Period (not 50-years old at time of District formation) 

II. Individually Listed Resources Not in a District (though some are) 

A Local Register 
1. Within a Historic Preservation Overlay and listed by local action. 

2. No classifications like in a District, however, it is possible to have buildings of 
multiple ages within the HPO, including Nonhistone buildings. 

3. Regulated under Chapter 2.g the same as for Historic Contributing buildings rn 
Districts. 

B. National Register 
1. Not within a Historic Preservation Overlay unless also in the Local Register, and no 

local action is necessary to list In the National Register. 

2. No classifications like in a District, however, it is possible to have buildings of 
multiple ages on the National Register site, including Nonhistoric buildings. 

3. Regulated under Chapter 2.9 the same as for Historic Contributing buildings in 
Districts. 
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Selected Definitions of Historic Preservation terms found in LDC 
Chapter 1.6 - Definitions 

Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register) - City's 
official list of Locally-designated Historic Resources. 

Designated Historic Resource - Historic resource that has been determined through 
an official action to meet criteria for Historic Significance, resulting in the resource being 
Locally-designated and/or Nationally-designated, as more specifically defined below. 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions applies to all Designated Historic 
Resources, regardless of whether they are Locally- or Nationally-designated. Some 
Designated Historic Resources are listed in both the Local Register and the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

a. Locally-designated - Locally-designated Historic Resource is listed in the 
Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register). To list a 
property in the Local Register, a property owner must obtain approval for a Zone 
Change to apply a Historic Preservation Overlay to the subject property. A 
Historic Preservation Overlay denotes the Locally-designated Historic Resource 
on the City's Zoning Map. Property owner approval for local designation is 
required. 

b. Nationally-designated - Nationally-designated Historic Resource is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places. To list a property in the National Register of 
Historic Places, approval must be obtained in accordance with state and federal 
processes and criteria listed in 36 CFR 60. Local level input regarding a 
proposed National Register of Historic Places nomination normally is solicited; 
however, official local action does not occur. Because Nationally-designated 
Historic Resources are subject to the Historic Preservation Provisions of Chapter 
2.9, a notation indicating that a property is listed in the National R~gister of 
Historic Places is included on the City's Zoning Map. 

Historic Resource - Building, district, object, site, or structure that has a relationship to 
events or conditions of the human past, as defined in OAR 660-023-0200(1 )(c) and 40 
CFR 60.3. 

National Register of Historic Places (National Register} - Nation's official list of 
significant historic resources worthy of preservation, as authorized by the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended . The National Register of Historic 
Places is administered by the National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. 
Historic resources may be added to the National Register of Historic Places on an 
individual basis and/or as part of a Historic District. Under state law, National Register 
of Historic Places historic resources are defined as historic resources of statewide 
significance. All National Register of Historic Places historic resources are defined as 
Designated Historic Resources in this Code. 
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National Register of Historic Places Historic District Classifications - Historic 
resources in an approved National Register of Historic Places Historic District are 
classified as Historic/Contributing ~ Historic/Noncontributing, or 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing. The components of these classifications are defined as 
follows: 

a. Historic - At least 50 years old at the time of designation and called out as 
Historic in the Historic District Nomination. 

b. Nonhistoric - Not yet 50 years old at the time of designation or called out as 
Nonhistoric in the Historic District Nomination. 

c. Contributing - A resource in a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District which, at the time of designation, retained a sufficient amount of Historic 
Integrity relevant to the Period of Significance to convey its historic appearance 
and Historic Significance. 

d. Noncontributing - A resource in a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District which, at the time of designation, lacks Historic Integrity relevant to the 
Period of Significance, and/or which is not historic. 

The City shall refer to the final approved National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District nomination forms to determine the appropriate classification that applies. In 
some cases, more than one classification may apply to a property; for example, a 
primary structure on a site, such as a Single-family detached home, may be classified 
as Historic/Contributing, while an accessory structure, such as a detached garage. may 
be classified as Nonhistoric/Noncontributing. 

Vacant lots or parking lots shall be evaluated per the requirements for Nonhistoric/ 
Noncontributing resources contained ln this Code. Any reclassifications for these or any 
other Designated Historic Resources listed in a National Register of Historic Places 
Historic District shall be accomplished per state and federal requirements. 

Nonhistoric - For historic resources not already specifically classified as part of a 
National Register of Historic Places Historic District (classifications for said District 
include Historic/Contributing, Historic/Noncontributing, and 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing), the term Nonhistoric means resources that are less than 
50 years old. 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
HISTORIC RESOURCES COMMISSION MINUTES 

DECEMBER 10, 2013 

Present 
Geoffrey Wathen, Chair (arr. 6:09) 
Lori Stephens, Vice Chair 
Charles Robinson 
Eric Hand 
Cathy Kerr 
Kristin Bertilson 
Jim Ridlington, Planning Comm. Liaison 

Absent/Excused 
Tyler Jacobson 
Rosalind Keeney 
Roen Hogg, Council Liaison 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

D Agenda Item 

I. Visitor Propositions 

II. Public Hearings 
A. Buxton-Moore House (HPP13-00033) 

Staff 
David Coulombe, Deputy City Attorney 
Carl Metz, Associate Planner 
Sarah Johnson, Associate Planner 
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 

Guests 
David Dodson 
Mike Wells 
Brian Hjelte 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

Recommendations 

None. 

A. Motion passed to approve the 
application as conditioned. 

B. OSU Memorial Union Generator (HPP13-00032) B. Motion passed to approve the 
C. OSU Poling Cauthorn Halls (HPP13-00029) application as conditioned. 

C. Motion passed 4-1 to approve the 
application as conditioned. 

III. Minutes Review- November 12,2013 November 12, 2013 minutes approved 
as presented. 

VI. Other Business/Info Sharing 
a. Chapter 2.9 Text Amendments 

v. Adjournment Meeting adjourned at 8:04p.m. 
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

Vice Chair Lori Stephens opened the meeting at 6:05p.m. at the Downtown Fire Station Meeting room. 

I. VISITOR PROPOSITIONS: None. 

II. PUBLIC HEARINGS -A. BUXTON-MOORE HOUSE (HPP13-00033) 

A. Opening and Procedures: 

Chair Wathen reviewed the public hearing procedures. Staff will present an overview followed by the 
applicant's presentation. There will be a staff report and public testimony, followed by rebuttal by the 
applicant, limited in scope to issues raised in opposition and sur-rebuttal by opponents, limited in 
scope to issues raised on rebuttal. The Commission may ask questions of staff, engage in 
deliberations, and make a final decision. Any person interested in the agenda may offer relevant oral 
or written testimony. Please try not to repeat testimony offered by earlier speakers. It is sufficient to 
say you concur with earlier speakers without repeating their testimony. For those testifying this 
evening, please keep your comments brief and directed to the criteria upon which the decision is 
based. 

Land use decisions are evaluated against applicable criteria from the Land Development Code and 
Comprehensive Plan. A list of the applicable criteria for this case is available as a handout at the back 
of the room. 

Persons testifying either orally or in writing may request a continuance to address additional 
documents or evidence submitted in favor of the application. If this request is made, please identify 
the new document or evidence during your testimony. Persons testifying may also request that the 
record remain open seven additional days to submit additional written evidence. Requests for 
allowing the record to remain open should be included within a person's testimony. 

The Chair opened the public hearing. 

B. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

1. Conflicts of Interest. None declared. 
2. Ex Parte Contacts. None declared. 
3. Site Visits. Commissioners Stephens related she observed the house, windows and doors. 

Commissioners Bertilson and Kerr also visited the site. 
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds. No rebuttals or objections were made. 

C. Staff Overview: 

Planner Johnson said the request was to reconstruct the second floor balcony to match the original 
balcony as shown in pictures from the period of significance, and to replace the balcony French doors, 
which nearly inatch the originals but don't qualify for an exemption or Director Level review. It is 
located at 626 SW 51

h Street, and is classified as a Historic Contributing building within the A very
Helm National Register Historic District. 
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D. Legal Declaration: 

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

The failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed conditions of 
approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond to the issue precludes an 
action for damages in Circuit Court. 

E. Applicant's Presentation: 

Mike Wells said the scope of the project was well described in the staff report. He added that over the 
years there has been a leakage problem into the porch below, and the attempt to address this is part of 
this project. They found the design feature on the OSU Poultry Building and a 1918 historic photo. 
He anticipates seeking permission to restore other features in the future. 

Commissioner Stephens felt it was a good application; Commissioner Bertilson said the historic photo 
was helpful to be able to compare to the proposed project. 

F. Complete Staff Report: 

Planner Johnson said the request is to reconstruct second story balcony railing to more closely 
approximate the original, as shown in the photos. It is a Craftsman building from about 1908 and is a 
good example of the style of construction from the period. The proposal would bring the architectural 
details more closely aligned with the original resource. Criteria 2.9 .1 00.04. b.2 states that new 
construction or alteration shall cause the designated historic resource to more closely approximate the 
original design. Reconstruction of the balcony railing meets that section, so compatibility criteria are 
no longer relevant, and staff recommended it be approved. 

Regarding the proposed replacement of the French doors, the applicant is seeking to replace second 
story doors on the balcony with a design that is as close for a replacement as possible. They are wood, 
with same divided lites and double paned, rather than the existing single-pane glass. The vertical 
muntins that separate the divided lites are slightly wider than the original. Chapter 2.9 states that some 
deviation is allowed, but that is less than 1/8 of an inch, and in this case the deviation is about 3/8 of 
an inch wider, so it cannot be exempt or Director Level review. 

She said that regarding review criteria 2.9.1 00.04.b.2.b and 2.9.1 00.04.b.2.b.3, Architectural Details 
and Facades were among the relevant elements to evaluate to ensure compatibility. In looking at the 
relative difference in the width of the vertical muntin dividing the lites and the overall design and 
detail, staff felt overall, given the circumstances and in trying to replace the doors as closely as 
possible, the proposal met the compatibility review criteria. Staff concluded the proposed changes 
either brought the building more closely to the original design or were otherwise compatible, met 
relevant criteria, and recommended approval, with one standard Condition of Approval. She 
highlighted a letter from SHPO stating that some deviation from a building permit could be allowed 
in order to allow a design that more closely approximates the original. 
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Commissioner Wathen highlighted a typo on page 8 of the staff report, saying that the word "not" in 
the last sentence in the fifth paragraph should be deleted to read " .. and is considered to be historically 
compatible .. ". Planner Johnson concurred. 

G. Public Testimony in favor of the application: None. 

H. Public Testimony in opposition of the application: None. 

I. Neutral testimony: None. 

J. Additional Questions for Staff: None. 

K. Rebuttal by Applicant: None. 

L. Sur-rebuttal: None. 

M. Additional time for applicant to submit final argument: 

The applicant waived the right to submit additional testimony and there was not a request for a 
continuance or to hold the record open. 

N. Close the public hearing: 

Chair Wathen closed the public hearing. 

0. Discussion and Action by the Commission: 

Commissioner Stephens felt the application was a good one and clear. Commissioner Robinson said 
using the original door hardware on the new door was nice touch. 

MOTION: 

Commissioner Stephens moved to approve the application as conditioned in the staff report; 
Commissioner Kerr seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 

P. Appeal Period: 

The Chair stated that any participant not satisfied with this decision may appeal to the City Council 
within 12 days ofthe date that the Notice of Disposition is signed. 

II. PUBLIC HEARINGS -B. OSU MEMORIAL UNION GENERATOR (HPP13-00032) 

A. Opening and Procedures: 

The Chair reviewed the public hearing procedures. Staff will present an overview followed by the 
applicant's presentation. There will be a staff report and public testimony, followed by rebuttal by the 
applicant, limited in scope to issues raised in opposition and sur-rebuttal by opponents, limited in 
scope to issues raised on rebuttal. The Commission may ask questions of staff, engage in 
deliberations, and make a final decision. Any person interested in the agenda may offer relevant oral 
or written testimony. Please try not to repeat testimony offered by earlier speakers. It is sufficient to 
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say you concur with earlier speakers without repeating their testimony. For those testifYing this 
evening, please keep your comments brief and directed to the criteria upon which the decision is 
based. 

Land use decisions are evaluated against applicable criteria from the Land Development Code and 
Comprehensive Plan. A list of the applicable criteria for this case is available as a handout at the back 
ofthe room. 
Persons testifYing either orally or in writing may request a continuance to address additional 
documents or evidence submitted in favor of the application. If this request is made, please identifY 
the new document or evidence during your testimony. Persons testifYing may also request that the 
record remain open seven additional days to submit additional written evidence. Requests for 
allowing the record to remain open should be included within a person's testimony. 

The Chair opened the public hearing. 

B. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

1. Conflicts oflnterest. None declared. 
2. Ex Parte Contacts. None declared. 
3. Site Visits. Commissioner Bertilson looked at the generator site; Commissioners Robinson, 

Stephens and Kerr concurred. 
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds. No rebuttals or objections were made. 

C. Staff Overview: 

Planner Carl Metz stated that the request was to construct an emergency generator south of the OSU 
Memorial Union building. It is located at 2501 SW Jefferson Way, individually listed on the Corvallis 
Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts, and is a Contributing resource within the OSU National 
Register Historic District. 

D. Legal Declaration: 

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

The failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed conditions of 
approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond to the issue precludes an 
action for damages in Circuit Court. 

E. Applicant's Presentation: 

OSU Planning Manager David Dodson related that extensive upgrades and improvements were 
occurring inside the Memorial Union building. The staff report highlights exterior alterations, such as 
replacing ADA railing, as well as this project, on the south side of the MU. The building has 100% 
frontage, with almost all elevations visible from an adjacent public street or the quad, so it is difficult 
to do anything without screening or trying to minimize its impact. There is an area in the center on the 
south that is being used for utilitarian purposes, with secondary entries and a couple loading docks. 
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The proposal is to put the generator near the loading dock area on the south of the west wing, near a 
dumpster, recycling and other functional items, peeling back a retaining wall to accommodate the 
generator. Though it was the most expensive option, it is the least impactful option. 

Two cherry trees must be removed, but will be replaced; a large elm would be retained. The generator 
will stick up a few feet above grade, with landscaping in front, but the loading dock already extends 
upward, and it wouldn't be any higher. He displayed different elevations and highlighted where 
additional materials that would be planted. The loading dock would also be brought forward, but this 
is an exempt activity, since it is not visible from the street. 

Commissioner Robinson asked if it was an emergency generator; Mr. Dodson replied that it is a 
backup generator, and would only serve the MU, since it is so large (often OSU uses a single 
generator to serve several buildings at once). Commissioner Stephens asked if the two cherry trees 
were historic; Mr. Dodson said they were not; cherries are not long-lived and are susceptible to pests. 
The selected cherry cultivar is a little more robust. Commissioner Stephens suggested that future OSU 
applications proposing the removal of trees list the ages of the trees. 

Commissioner Hand asked about the need for this generator, and if the plan was to add generators to 
all buildings. Mr. Dodson replied that much of the research on campus requires use of electricity, 
such as preserving ice cores; and maintaining animals, plants, and bacteria in climate controlled 
conditions; it can be disastrous to lose temperature control and data in those situations. Generators are 
looked at in new construction and remodeling of older buildings. Other upgrades to the campus utility 
infrastructure, including the steam line and electrical grid, are also planned. 

Commissioner Hand noted that there was no research at the Memorial Union; Mr. Dodson replied that 
there were large events held there, and if a storm knocks out power, hundreds of people would be in 
the dark. Commissioner Robinson asked aboutthe generator's fuel source; Mr. Dodson guessed there 
was a diesel tank below the unit. Commissioner Kerr asked about the recycling containers near the 
dumpster; Mr. Dodson said he'd wait for another opportunity to address or consolidate them, working 
with the campus recycling manager. Mr. Dodson said it was possible there was an opportunity to 
screen them near the generator. 

Commissioner Ridlington suggested not obligating OSU to replace the cherry trees with more cherry 
trees, given their limitations. Recorder Lindgren opined that OSU Horticulture professors would 
welcome the chance to replace the cherries with better, similar-sized specimen tree species in such a 
prominent location. Commissioner Ridlington asked why the generator couldn't be in a single place 
on campus, and cluster them; Mr. Dodson replied that his understanding was that generators must be 
located near the building they serve. 

Commissioner Wathen stated that the height was a major part of the visual impact of the generator, 
and asked if a short but longer generator configuration had been considered; Mr. Dodson replied that 
the campus generators he's seen have the fuel tank underneath, requiring 2-3' of the height. 

F. Complete Staff Report: 

Planner Metz said the applicant did a good job describing the proposal. Regarding review criteria 
2.9.1 00.04.b.2, he noted that the building has undergone several exterior alterations over the years, as 
well as this loading ramp. Staff found the proposed alteration was compatible, since it would be 
partially screened by landscaping and located in an area established for similar uses, and not near 
primary entrances. Staff found the proposal was consistent with that criteria, as well as 2.9.1 00.04.b.l. 
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Review criteria 2.9.100.04.b.3 requires that alterations or new construction to complement 
architectural design based on 14 compatibility criteria. Of these, the most relevant criteria are 
Building Materials, Scale and Proportion, and Height. The proposed generator has a substantially 
smaller footprint and height. The railing on the new retaining wall is proposed to match other MU 
railings, so the Materials criterion is met, as well as the Scale and Proportion and Height criteria. 
Regarding Site Development and Accessory Development, by locating the generator adjacent to an 
established recessed loading dock, this is an established Site Development pattern, complying with 
the criterion. The railing matches other structures. Stafffound it compatible with 2.9.1 00.04.b.3, and 
the remaining criteria not to be applicable. The proposal will not alter the building itself. 

Archeological resources are covered under proposed Condition of Approval# 1. Staff recommended 
approval with the Condition of Approval in the staff report. 

G. Public Testimony in favor of the application: None. 

H. Public Testimony in opposition of the application: None. 

I. Neutral testimony: None. 

J. Additional Questions for Staff: None. 

K. Rebuttal by Applicant: None. 

L. Sur-rebuttal: None. 

M. Additional time for applicant to submit final argument: 

The applicant waived the right to submit additional testimony and there was not a request for a 
continuance or to hold the record open. 

N. Close the public hearing: 

The chair closed the public hearing; the public hearing was closed. 

0. Discussion and Action by the Commission: 

Commissioner Stephens said the application met the review criteria, but asked for a Condition of 
Approval that allowed the applicant to re-plant tree species other than cherry trees if desired. Citing 
A-8, page 6 of 6, Commissioner Bertilson the trees weren't specified, so the commission didn't need 
to be concerned. Commissioner Stephens cited G-2, page 20, Detail 2, Landscape Planting Plan, 
saying that the plant schedule specifies Japanese Flowering Cherries, and that she just wanted OSU to 
have the choice. Planner Johnson suggested crafting a Condition of Approval to give the applicant the 
choice. 

Attorney Coulombe suggested simply making a Development Related Concern that the applicant may 
replace the existing cherry trees proposed to be removed with alternative varieties of trees as 
determined appropriate by the applicant. Commissioners indicated that that was their intent. 

Motion: 

Commissioner Bertilson moved to approve the application as conditioned in the staff report; 
Commissioner Stephens seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 
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II. PUBLIC HEARINGS -C. OSU POLING & CAUTHORN HALLS (HPP13-00029) 

A. Opening and Procedures: 

The Chair reviewed the public hearing procedures. Staff will present an overview followed by the 
applicant's presentation. There will be a staff report and public testimony, followed by rebuttal by the 
applicant, limited in scope to issues raised in opposition and sur-rebuttal by opponents, limited in 
scope to issues raised on rebuttal. The Commission may ask questions of staff, engage in 
deliberations, and make a final decision. Any person interested in the agenda may offer relevant oral 
or written testimony. Please try not to repeat testimony offered by earlier speakers. It is sufficient to 
say you concur with earlier speakers without repeating their testimony. For those testifying this 
evening, please keep your comments brief and directed to the criteria upon which the decision is 
based. 

Land use decisions are evaluated against applicable criteria from the Land Development Code and 
Comprehensive Plan. A list of the applicable criteria for this case is available as a handout at the back 
of the room. 

Persons testifying either orally or in writing may request a continuance to address additional 
documents or evidence submitted in favor of the application. Ifthis request is made, please identify 
the new document or evidence during your testimony. Persons testifying may also request that the 
record remain open seven additional days to submit additional written evidence. Requests for 
allowing the record to remain open should be included within a person's testimony. 

The Chair opened the public hearing. 

B. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

1. Conflicts of Interest. None declared. 
2. Ex Parte Contacts. None declared. 
3. Site Visits. Commissioners Stephens stated she visited the site and noticed the vinyl windows on 

one, and metal on the other. Commissioner Kerr observed two buildings with vertical mullions 
and the two with horizontal windows, as well as prominent horizontal glass on the south walls. 
Commissioners Robinson and Bertilson stated they walked the quad and concurred with 
previous observations. 

4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds. No rebuttals or objections were made. 

C. Staff Overview: 

Planner Metz said the request was to replace original single-pane, aluminum-frame awning windows 
with double-pane, aluminum-frame casement and slider widows that are different in design than the 
existing windows. Cauthorn Hall is located at 361 SW Sackett Place; Poling Hall is at 360 SW 
Weatherford Place. They are part of a four-building complex east of the southeast corner of Jefferson 
Way and 301

h Street. Both subject buildings are listed as Contributing buildings in the OSU National 
Register Historic District. 

D. Legal Declaration: 

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

The failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed conditions of 
approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond to the issue precludes an 
action for damages in Circuit Court. 

E. Applicant's Presentation: 

Mr. Dodson introduced architect Brian Hjelte, saying that both buildings were built in 1957, just 
inside the period of significance. Hawley and Buxton Halls, just to the north, were built in 1959 and 
1961, just outside the period of significance, in International style. When viewed, the four buildings 
appear to be a single building. The south half is considered Historic Contributing, but the north half is 
outside the period of significance and not Contributing. The windows on the Buxton/Hawley complex 
were replaced in the 1990's with white vinyl windows, much different from the original windows, 
with three divided lite, horizontal aluminum frames, which are still on Cauthorn and Poling Halls. 

The Poling and Cauthorn Hall buildings do not have fire sprinklers. The buildings still have the 
original aluminum window frames; the existing windows' lower and upper portions swing out and 
don't meet egress requirements for fire and life safety. The egress requirement is that the window be a 
minimum of 24" tall, though there are different options to fulfill the requirement. 

He highlighted examples ofinternational style of architecture. Associated windows tend to be simply 
fenestrated, and tend to have either a single divide or one large window. Often they are aluminum, 
which were originally deemed an advanced, innovative material, but they sweat and conduct heat out. 
He displayed photos of examples of other similar windows on campus; they are both horizontal and 
vertical. The hardware breaks, and replacement hardware is not available unless they are custom 
tooled. Window glazing contains asbestos. Condensation and mildew are sometimes problems and the 
single panes are not energy efficient. 

Three prior HRC requests to replace the windows failed. One was to replace them with a white vinyl 
window; another was gray vinyl; others had divided mullions. The large aluminum storefront 
windows in a recent request were approved. 

The request is for the windows (generally with 5 '5" openings) associated with donn rooms. At a 
previous hearing, the HRC asked if an aluminum frame window could be used; at the time, OSU 
didn't know of a source that met energy requirements (aluminum is highly conductive of both heat 
and cold). However, recently Brian Hjelte located an aluminum window that meets the energy 
requirements. The proposed windows are aluminum casements and slider windows. The aluminum 
frames are proposed to address compatibility with existing windows. 

He displayed a sample, with a simulated horizontal divide. The existing windows have a roughly 1" 
horizontal member, while the proposed windows have a 5/8" strip to mimic the horizontal pattern; 
nothing wider was available. He said another possibility was a three-divided lite, but they were only 
22", and didn't meet egress requirements. He said it was as close as possible to the existing windows 
and will meet energy requirements and look attractive. They considered double-hung windows, but 
they didn't meet egress requirements. Many students feel the existing windows are of poor quality 
compared to dorms where windows have been replaced. He said this proposal was as close as possible 
to the existing windows. OSU concurred with the staff report. 
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Commissioner Kerr asked about the storefront windows previously approved by the HRC; Mr. 
Dodson recalled that the divisions in existing windows will be mimicked in the new storefront system. 
They tend to be a little thicker profile than was there currently. 

Commissioner Kerr asked whether a 24" high awning style window that hinges out would meet egress 
code; Mr. Hjelte replied that it would be, but manufacturers don't make it. She asked how many 
windows were involved; he replied that there were roughly several hundred windows. Commissioner 
Kerr asked, given that many windows, if OSU had sought to have windows custom made with bottom 
two sections and a hinged awning to maintain the original look. Mr. Hjelte replied that OSU contacted 
20-30 manufacturers, but they simply don't typically make windows that swing out as far as needed 
for full egress. 

Commissioner Hand asked if there were plans to add sprinklers; Mr. Dodson said it was part of the 
long-range capital plan. Commissioner Hand said if we think that double-hung windows are more 
compatible for types A and B, then that might be a better approach than a six divide window. 
Commissioner Stephens asked if A and B can be the horizontal single-hung design. Mr. Hjelte replied 
the problem is non-intuitive; given that they are 62" inches high, you'd think you could have get 24" 
to swing open. However, there is 2 1116" at the bottom and 2 5/8", as well as an opening mechanism 
that hangs down from the middle horizontal piece, so the sash height can't go up the full height. 
Manufacturers won't specify the full24", only about 22". 

Commissioner Kerr said what the Hawley/Buxton original window style was; Mr. Hjelte replied that 
they were all horizontal, the same as Poling/Cauthorn. Commissioner Hand said that the casement 
windows seemed the most glaringly different; he asked if there was a possibility of making them 
double-hung or faux double-hung. Mr. Hjelte replied that was something OSU could look into, and 
didn't know of an aesthetic reason why not to do that. 

Commissioner Bertilson said this proposal looks much better than the white vinyl windows first 
presented to the commission, and does much better to match the criteria. Commissioner Kerr asked if 
fiberglas windows (Type C) were researched; Mr. Hjelte replied that there was no advantage over 
vinyl, though there were better proportions from a structural standpoint. Given the window size, that 
didn't help. Some manufacturers offered vinyl or fiberglas with a silver, clear anodized appearance, 
but the fiberglas was more expensive. 

Commissioner Kerr asked if the solution was a matter of cost, or if more expensive custom windows 
were available that met all the design criteria. Mr. Hjelte replied that some manufacturers were willing 
to build a custom window; however, none would fully warranty such a custom window; the proposed 
windows are a fully tested design that are warranteed for twenty years. They have a full thermal break 
and are guaranteed for workmanship and against any product defects, etc. She asked if OSU had a 
"made-in-America" policy or whether they could be made outside the country; Mr. Hjelte said he was 
not aware of such a policy, and related that OSU hadn't looked extensively outside the country. 

Commissioner Hand asked if OSU was confident that a double-hung Type C window would be 
acceptable. Mr. Hjelte replied that he would need to fully verify that. Commissioner Stephens asked if 
there could simply be a simulated divider; Mr. Hjelte replied that that was one way of doing it, but he 
would have to evaluate a true divide. 

F. Complete Staff Report: 

Planner Metz said the applicant did a good job describing the proposal. Regarding criteria in 
2.9.1 00.04.b.l and b.2, staff found the buildings had a high level of historic integrity and were in 
relatively good condition, but they had lesser architectural importance compared to other buildings in 
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the district, since they were built late in the period of significance and were not in a style that reflect 
the historic district's most significant styles, and are not prime or rare examples; there are many 
remaining examples. Staff found the proposed windows were compatible with the buildings' historic 
characteristics. 

Regarding review criteria in 2.9.1 00.04.b.3, the most relevant criteria included Facades, Building 
Materials and Architectural Details. The proposal uses horizontal divides to try to echo the existing 
windows' horizontal orientation. Staff did not find that they have the same horizontal nature of the 
existing windows and don't reinforce the buildings' horizontal architectural design. Staff found there 
was a combination of both of horizontal and vertical divides that provided a neutral design that 
doesn't directly conflict with the architecture, either, and so satisfied the compatibility criteria. 

Regarding Patterns of Windows and Door Openings, the proposed windows don't alter the existing 
pattern, but include a vertical divide that existing windows do not have. Staff found that while the 
proposed windows had some design weaknesses, on balance they are historically compatible. Staff 
recommended three Conditions of Approval, including meeting all code requirements; adding a 
divider similar to what is being proposed for types A and B into the Type C windows (which may 
address some of the commission's expressed concerns); and the third Condition addresses the width 
of the false divider muntin, requiring that it not be any less than the 5/8" that the applicant proposed. 

He summarized that the proposal maintains existing windows' patterns, opening dimension, 
aluminum materials, and incorporates both vertical and horizontal divides (which is different than the 
existing windows). Based on the analysis, staff found the proposal sufficiently satisfied the applicable 
review criteria and recommended approval with the Conditions of Approval as stated. 

Commissioner Kerr asked whether the horizontal muntin "broke" the window, or whether it was 
simply applied to the face of the window. Planner Metz understood that they were internal to the dual 
panes. 

G. Public Testimony in favor of the application: None. 

H. Public Testimony in opposition of the application: None. 

I. Neutral testimony: None. 

J. Additional Questions for Staff: None. 

K. Rebuttal by Applicant: None. 

L. Sur-rebuttal: None. 

M. Additional time for applicant to submit final argument: 

The applicant waived the right to submit additional written testimony and there was not a request for a 
continuance or to hold the record open. 

N. Close the public hearing: 

The Chair closed the public hearing. 
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0. Discussion and Action by the Commission: 

Commissioner Kerr stated the addition of the horizontal muntin to the windows' strong vertical 
garbles the messages. Hawley and Buxton Halls don't have the horizontal piece. She proposed that if 
we can't achieve a window with only horizontal division, she would prefer to see a window with just 
a vertical. Also, the window with a strong vertical element will not be compatible with the replaced 
storefront windows, which will have a strong horizontal focus. If we have to go with a slider with a 
strong vertical, at least it would match the Buxton/Hawley buildings. 

Commissioner Stephens argued against trying to match Buxton and Hawley, since those windows will 
be replaced again someday; they should stand on their own. With the previous application, her biggest 
concern was the stark white color (like those on Buxton and Hawley), but International style windows 
should disappear. Previously, the commission was fixated keeping the horizontal aspect. She would 
prefer going with what the applicants were proposing. 

Commissioner Kerr asked if it were possible to request the owner seek a custom horizontal muntin 
that is at least one inch; she said that the narrower ones look flimsy and insufficient for the design. 
Commissioner Stephens replied that they'd tried and failed to find a wider one, and that this was the 
best they could do. Commissioner Hand said that with the strong vertical divide, it may be best to be 
only 5/8" and not a full inch; otherwise, it would become a blocked-out six-pane window. The 
proportion works with this type of window. He'd prefer a two-divided window that met fire egress, 
which would look better on the building and would be more compatible; however, his understanding 
was that OSU looked into it and that it was not available. 

Commissioner Kerr asked if Type C did not require egress; Commissioner Stephens replied that there 
could be a divider in there. Commissioner Wathen noted that the applicant had explained that in Type 
A and B windows, because of other components, even though is a 62" opening, no more than a 22" 
opening could be achieved. Commissioner Hand said he'd proposed a faux divide for the C windows 
as an alternative. Commissioner Stephens said the second Condition of Approval addressed that and 
suggested a faux divider for C to match the other windows; a single-hung or double-hung window 
would have a thicker divide. 

Commissioner Bertilson concurred with the staff recommendation, saying that the applicants sought 
out all options to match the International style and what is currently there, and that the proposal met 
the criteria. 

MOTION: 

Commissioner Bertilson moved to approve the application with the three staff Conditions of 
Approval; Commissioner Stephens seconded. Motion passed 4-1, with Commissioner Kerr opposing. 

P. Appeal Period: 

The Chair stated that any participant not satisfied with this decision may appeal to the City Council 
within 12 days of the date that the Notice of Disposition is signed. 

III. MINUTES REVIEW: 

November 12,2013-
Commissioner Stephens moved and Commissioner Robinson seconded to approve the November 12, 
20 13 minutes as presented; motion passed. 
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IV. OTHER BUSINESS/INFORMATION SHARING. 

a). Chapter 2.9 Text Amendments. 
Commissioner Stephens highlighted the proposal at the previous discussion of text amendments to 
remove "Non-historic" in some of the text amendments and replace it with "fifty years or younger". 
She wondered whether that would be a moving target, so that someone could well find that their 
house was under new code. She asked Attorney Coulombe to comment. 

He replied that the definition for Non-historic was more inclusive than simply "less than fifty years 
old". Replacing Non-historic with "fifty years or less" is creating a definition for what is Non-historic. 
He said the current code implements the state code. Commissioner Stephens said the code reads that 
Non-historic is "less than fifty years old when the district was formed"; the proposal was to change 
that to simply "less than fifty years old". So if a house is in a historic district, and it was Non-historic, 
with the proposed change, the house could be subject to different standards that the owner signed up 
for when they bought the house. 

Commissioner Hand said the problem is that for historic districts, there is a definition of what Historic 
and Non-historic mean, and that is set in time, but for a building outside the original fifty years when 
the district was declared, it may now be eligible to become a landmark because it is fifty years old. 
Because it is in a district, it is stuck in a classification ofNon-historic, because the district declares it 
so. However, some of the commission's discussion hypothesized a situation where one of the 
originally Non-historic buildings would someday become Historic on its own merit, and what that 
designation should be called, since the terms "Historic" and "Non-historic" are used as the same term 
both within and outside districts. It definitely doesn't apply outside a district, since outside of a 
district, once a building becomes fifty years old, it is considered historic. But if a building was fifty 
years old and inside a historic district, it would not. 

Commissioner Stephens said a building that is fifty years old and outside a district is not protected 
yet. She said she worried that a new definition would impose new historic building rules on property 
owners. Attorney Coulombe said it may not necessarily follow if a building is greater than fifty years 
old, that it is Historic; it doesn't meet the Non-historic definition, but that doesn't necessarily mean 
that it is Historic. 

Commissioner Wathen said the concern was regarding buildings outside the period of significance but 
are more than fifty years old, and trying to change the wording such that they were caught under some 
umbrella of protection inside the historic districts. Given the nature of historic districts, there vms a 
feeling of some commissioners to say that a house in a historic district that is outside the period of 
significance, but older than fifty years old, is currently considered Nonhistoric. We can't simply 
change the word "Non-historic" to "less than fifty years old" to provide protection for those houses. 

Attorney Coulombe said an analogy is that much like a house is built to a certain building code, when 
the building code changes, the house is still legal, but it is legal non-conforming. In the same way, a 
building or structure in the historic district that is Non-historic at the time of the creation of the district 
will likely retain that Non-historic designation. Changing that definition today would not necessarily 
make those other structures that are of concern now Historic. 

Commissioner Wathen said the meeting last week was about exemptions in Chapter 2.9. In one 
possible exemption, there was a proposal to replace "Non-historic, Noncontributing" with "if the 
building is less than 50 years old". That change basically reduces the amount of exemption available 
and creating a moving the mark for the exemption, where there wasn't one before; and there was a 
question whether the commission may even do that. 
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Commissioner Hand agreed that the fifty-year rule is a moving mark, and that is so throughout 
historic preservation in the US. However, only historic districts are stuck in time in this respect. 
However, he felt the discussion was getting confused. The original intention was to review code 
sections specific to the OSU historic district, and used the terminology within the district terminology, 
which is different from non-district terminology. There was concern for the potential of a landmark 
building that is currently N onhistoric within a district that could be declared a Historic Landmark in 
ten years. However, because of those exemptions, and following the terminology dictated in the 
district listing, they would be in a weird gray area if the district terminology continued to be used. The 
intention of most commissioners was not to create a blanket situation in which all buildings over 50 
years old would be reviewed. 

Commissioner Stephens asked Attorney Coulombe to review the discussion on the matter from the 
previous minutes. Some state law allows property owners to opt out. Attorney Coulombe said opt-out 
provisions are for those that objected to the designation at the time of the formation of a district. You 
can't opt out by whim; you have to have taken steps initially when the district was imposed over your 
objection; and later state law allows you to opt out; there are qualifications that must be satisfied in 
order to opt out. 

He noted that there was a circumstance where he worked with staff to try to resolve differences in 
nomenclature, in which a property was neither Historic nor Nonhistoric under the definition, and 
since it didn't meet the technical definition (though it should have), an exemption could not have 
been applied. Because of the definitions language, that may be driving some ofthis discussion from 
staffs perspective, though there may be other issues. 

He expressed concerns about using a label other than Historic or N onhistoric, say, and instead putting 
substantive provision in a label; he suggested instead to better define what the terms are in order to 
address the issues. He will review the minutes and discuss the matter with Planner Richardson. He felt 
that a change in the definition of a piece of property resulting in changing the requirements of a 
district, which comes after a district was formed, probably won't have an effect on people; and if it 
does, they can opt out now. Commissioner Stephens said it will come up again, and worried about the 
legality. Chair Wathen said the next work session on text amendments would be held on January 7. 

Chair Wathen asked about the workload for January 14; Metz related he knew of one or two 
applications in the queue. Wathen said the work session was intended to address exemptions and 
discuss director level criteria, so the meeting on January 14 might be needed to wrap up the 
discussion. 

Planner Johnson highlighted a hand out on accident and liability provisions for volunteers who serve 
on boards and commissions and asked commissioners to sign them if they wished to take advantage of 
the protections provided. The returned, signed handouts will go to the City's risk assessment officer. 

V. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 8:04p.m. 
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HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
MINUTES

December 18, 2013

Present Absent
David McCarthy, Vice Chair Judy Gibson, Chair
Ed Fortmiller Kara Brausen
Dave Henderer Gary Hamilton
Kenny Lowe
Gerry Perrone
Roger Lizut, Planning Commission Liaison
Biff Traber, City Council Liaison

Staff
Kent Weiss
Terri Heine

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item Action/Recommendation

I.    Consideration & Approval: HCDC Draft Minutes of November 20, 2013 Approval

II.   Status: Loan Funds & Recent Rehab Loans Information Only

III.  Summary of Letters of Intent to apply for FY 14-15 CDBG & HOME     
        Funds

Information Only

IV.  Project and Activity Updates Information Only
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

I. Consideration & Approval: HCDC Draft Minutes of November 20, 2013

Vice Chair McCarthy opened the meeting, asking for consideration of the HCDC draft minutes
of November 20, 2013.  The minutes were approved unanimously.

II. Status: Loan Funds and Recent Rehab Loans

Housing Division Manager Weiss reported that one new First Time Home Buyer (FTB) loan
has closed since the last meeting.  Regarding rehabilitation loans, Weiss noted that none have
closed since the last meeting, adding that several are in the application/review process.

III. Summary of Letters of Intent to Apply for FY 14-15 CDBG and HOME Funds

Weiss referred Commissioners to a table included in their packet entitled FY 14-15 CDBG &
HOME Letters of Intent, noting that the information is based on letters of intent to apply for
funding received from area non-profit agencies in early November.  Ten agencies (one that will
be requesting funds for two different programs) have submitted letters of intent for the Human
Services Fund (HSF): nine are from agencies looking to continue current programs, and one is
from a new agency.  The anticipated HSF requests for funding total $148,549; the total Human
Services funds that will be available are anticipated to be approximately $62,000.

Regarding CDBG capital funds, Weiss noted that two letters of intent were received.  A letter
was received from Jackson Street Youth Shelter (JSYS) for their Youth Transitional Living
Program facility acquisition.  A letter of intent was also received from Benton Habitat for
Humanity for their Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program, but has since been withdrawn
following a conversation with the organization regarding that program being a direct competitor
with the City’s rehabilitation loan programs.  Habitat and the City will have follow-up
discussions to explore opportunities to partner on future projects.  Weiss noted that the pending
request from JSYS totals $75,000.  The total amount available for allocation is expected to be
between $70,000 and $120,000 depending on homeowner rehab and First Time Home Buyer
loan program needs for FY 14-15. 

Three letters of intent were received for HOME capital funding.  Two of the letters were
received from Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services (WNHS) for their Pickford Leonard
Housing Rehabilitation project and for assistance to fund operations in their role as the
Corvallis HOME program’s Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO).  The
final letter of intent was received from Benton Habitat for Humanity for their Housing
Construction at 5th & B project, but has since been withdrawn following a conversation with
Housing staff following a determination that the site will not meet federal environmental review
guidelines as it is located too close to the railroad tracks.  Weiss noted that the two pending
requests from WNHS for HOME funds total $236,000.  It is expected that the total amount
available for allocation will be between $180,000 and $220,000.
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IV. Project and Activity Updates

Beginning an overview of projects and activities currently in progress, Weiss noted that the
Julian Apartments rehab project has been awarded a Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)
award from the State.  Housing staff is now working through the process of Action Plan
amendments to move HOME funds to the project as recommended by the HCDC during its July
31, 2013 meeting.  A City Council hearing to consider this recommendation is scheduled for
January 6.  Staff is also currently working on the environmental assessment for the project and
does not expect to find any problems.  Commissioner Henderer asked when the actual rehab
work will begin.  Weiss responded that work is expected to start next June or July, beginning
with rehabilitation of the roof and building exterior.

Regarding the Lancaster Bridge rehab project, Weiss noted that a punch list was completed
yesterday and there are just a final few items to finish up, adding that WNHS will be meeting
with the architect soon to determine substantial completion of the project.  Commissioner Lowe
asked if all of the residents have moved back into their rehabbed units.  Weiss noted that the
final two tenants moved back into their units last week, and WNHS is in the process of filling
the vacancies that had been held open until project completion.

Weiss noted that WNHS’s Community Land Trust (CLT) project at Seavey Meadows is
proceeding well.  Two contracts for six of the new homeowner units have been signed; two
additional signed contracts are expected by the end of the week.  WNHS is working through a
group of six more applications and it is likely that two of the applicants will qualify for the final
two homes.  Construction of all of the units is expected to be completed next February. 
Commissioner Henderer asked about the average square footage and the selling price of the
units.  Weiss noted that the units are 3 bedroom, 2 bath homes around 1500 square feet and are
selling in the $160,000s to $180,000s range.

Continuing, Weiss noted that staff has been working on the development of the City’s new
Property Maintenance Code (PMC) program.  About a year ago, the City of Corvallis/OSU
Collaboration Steering Committee formed various work groups, one of which was the Livability
Work Group.  The Livability Work Group determined that one of the things that would help
neighborhoods and those that reside in neighborhoods would be a PMC that would require
people to maintain their homes to a reasonable level and give tenants more ability to improve
the conditions they’re living in above what the City is able to enforce currently.  Weiss noted
that a PMC Advisory Group was formed a few months ago to provide PMC development
guidance.  The Advisory Group consists of property managers, community members, an OSU
liaison, two Livability Work Group members, and City staff.  It was not the goal of the PMC
Advisory Group to come unanimously to an agreement about a PMC, but to meet and have
discussions, then provide information back to the City Council.

Commissioner Henderer asked if the PMC will be for income property only.  Weiss responded
that the way the PMC was originally written, it would have provided interior and exterior
standards for all properties: rentals, homeowners, and non-residential.  Following much
discussion, the PMC that will be presented to the City Council will include exterior standards
for all properties and interior standards for rental properties only.  The exception would be if it
is discovered that there are “dangerous building” issues in the interior of a owner-occupied
home or a non-residential building.  PMC compliance would be pursued in these instances.
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Weiss noted that the PMC and associated neighborhood outreach and education program will be
funded through multiple sources including the City General Fund dollars which currently
support the City’s Code Enforcement staff.  Also, the annual fee on rental units will increase
from the current $12 per unit to approximately $30 per unit.  Originally, the Livability Work
Group suggested that the City do an “inspection-based” program that would have required staff
to go into all of the City’s rental units.  The Work Group did not come to consensus on that
recommendation, so have instead recommended that the PMC program be delivered on a
complaint basis only.  Weiss noted that this decision dropped the cost of program delivery from
the mid-$60s to about $30 per unit.

Councilor Traber noted a conversation with one of his constituents who owns rentals and is
wondering why they have to pay for the program when they keep their rentals nice.  He asked if
it was possible to budget fines that some people may pay in order to bring down the costs of the
program.  Weiss noted that fines will be an important component of the program’s approach to
gaining compliance, but that it would be difficult to budget revenue received from fines because
the amount is unknown, especially given that the program is in its earliest stages.  Councilor
Traber suggested that reducing the annual fee per unit, balanced with revenue from fines, be
considered in the future once more is known following initial program delivery.

As a final item of other business, Weiss distributed a form for Commissioners to complete and
return in order to receive insurance coverage while performing their volunteer City activities.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 1:12 p.m.
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

  
Approved as corrected, December 18, 2013 

 CITY OF CORVALLIS 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

November 20, 2013 
 
Present 
Jennifer Gervais, Chair 
Frank Hann, Vice Chair 
James Feldmann 
Roger Lizut 
Ronald Sessions 
Jim Ridlington 
Jasmin Woodside 
G. Tucker Selko 
Kent Daniels 
Bruce Sorte, Council Liaison 

Staff 
Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager 
Jason Yaich, Associate Planner 
Jim Brewer, Deputy City Attorney (arr. 7:08 p.m.) 
Ted Reese, Public Works Engineering 
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 
 
 
Visitors 
Jeff Bushnell 
David Dodson 
Rebecca Houghtaling 

 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

  
Agenda Item 

Information 
Only 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

 
Recommendations 

I. Visitors’ Propositions   None. 

II. Public Hearing- OSU Zone 
Street Standards Text Amendment 
(LDT13-00001) 

  Motion passed to recommend 
approval of the OSU Land 
Development Code Text Amendment 
application (LDT13-00001) 
amending LDC Chapter 3.36, as 
revised by staff.  

III. OSU Campus Master Plan Update 
Discussion 

  Mr. Dodson presented the Master 
Plan schedule. 

IV. Consideration of Request to Extend 
the Deer Park Planned Development 
and Subdivision Approvals (PLD08-
00013, SUB08-00007) 

  Motion passed to approve the request 
to extend the tentative subdivision 
plat, not the Planned Development, 
and with its expiration concurrent 
with the expiration of the PD 
overlay. 

V. Discussion and Determination of 
Planning Commission Roles and 
Responsibilities 

  Committee assignments were 
reviewed, and chairing discussed. 
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VI. Approval of Minutes- 
September 23, 2013 
October 2, 2013 
October 16, 2013 

  September 23, 2013 minutes 
approved as presented. October 2, 
2013 minutes approved as presented.  
October 16, 2013 minutes approved 
as corrected. 

VII. Old Business    Discussion of conflict of interest 
policies. 

VIII. New Business 
A. Planning Division Update 

  The commission will next meet 
December 18. 

IX. Adjournment   Meeting adjourned 10:15 p.m. 

 
 
CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 
 
The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair Jennifer Gervais at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 
 
I. VISITOR’S PROPOSITIONS:  There were no propositions brought forward. 
 
II. PUBLIC HEARING – OSU ZONE- STREET STANDARDS TEXT AMENDMENT 

(LDT13-00001):  
 

A. Opening and Procedures:   
 

The Chair welcomed citizens and reviewed the public hearing procedures. Staff will 
present an overview followed by the applicant’s presentation. There will be a staff report 
and public testimony, followed by rebuttal by the applicant, limited in scope to issues 
raised in opposition and sur-rebuttal by opponents, limited in scope to issues raised on 
rebuttal. The Commission may ask questions of staff, engage in deliberations, and make a 
final decision.  Any person interested in the agenda may offer relevant oral or written 
testimony.  Please try not to repeat testimony offered by earlier speakers.  It is sufficient to 
say you concur with earlier speakers without repeating their testimony. For those testifying 
this evening, please keep your comments brief and directed to the criteria upon which the 
decision is based. 

 
Land use decisions are evaluated against applicable criteria from the Land Development 
Code and Comprehensive Plan. A list of the applicable criteria for this case is available as 
a handout at the back of the room. 

 
Persons testifying either orally or in writing may request a continuance to address 
additional documents or evidence submitted in favor of the application. If this request is 
made, please identify the new document or evidence during your testimony. Persons 
testifying may also request that the record remain open seven additional days to submit 
additional written evidence. Requests for allowing the record to remain open should be 
included within a person’s testimony. 
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The Chair opened the public hearing. 
 

B. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

 
1. Conflicts of Interest. None declared. 
2. Ex Parte Contacts. None declared. There were no rebuttals. 
3. Site Visits. Not applicable.  
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds. Commissioners Ridlington and Lizut declared 

they’d heard an OSU presentation at the previous HRC meeting, but that it would not 
affect their decision.  

 
 C. Staff Overview: 
 

Planner Yaich said the case was an amendment to Chapter 3.36 of the Land Development 
Code. The applicant, Oregon State University (OSU), proposes is for new development 
standards that address certain types of streets within the OSU Zone and associated 
development standard revisions that relate to vehicle travel; pedestrian and bike facilities; 
and landscaping within the OSU Zone. It applies only to the OSU Zone, located in central 
Corvallis, and covers about 536 acres. 
 

 D. Legal Declaration: 
 

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

 
The failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed 
conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond 
to the issue precludes an action for damages in Circuit Court. 

 
 E. Applicant’s Presentation: 

 
OSU Senior Planner Rebecca Houghtaling introduced Campus Planning Manager David 
Dodson. She said the application would address the special circumstances of OSU’s 
historical development pattern and the high volume of pedestrians and cyclists on campus. 
She said the text amendment would allow variation in locations of standard public street 
improvements. OSU will continue to provide the fundamental elements of standard street 
improvements for vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians and street trees. OSU is requesting a text 
amendment, because with over 28,000 staff, students and visitors on campus, the OSU 
Zone functions differently from a standard Corvallis residential area. 
 
She said the OSU campus is based on the 1909 Olmstead Plan, which features symmetry 
in building design and connectivity, and the use of sidewalks and paths. The Plan laid out 
the campus in a grid pattern, with buildings oriented towards tree-lined streets, and 
subsequent development plans have furthered this design element. Local OSU streets 



 

Planning Commission Minutes, November 20, 2013 Page 4 of 18 

function differently from local residential streets elsewhere in Corvallis. Since the 1960’s 
vehicle through-traffic in the campus core was restricted, and streets primarily served 
bicyclists, pedestrians, public transit, and emergency and service vehicles. The pedestrian 
oriented design enhances campus character and safe convenient movement, especially 
during peak traffic periods, such as class changes and events.  
 
She noted that OSU development started over a century ago, and many streets don’t 
comply with City standards. Most campus streets are private; however, Chapter 4.0 of the 
LDC requires all streets, regardless of ownership, be upgraded to City standards with new 
construction, including remodeling.  
 
New construction brings adjacent street frontage into compliance with City standards, but 
often now results in a haphazard pattern of sidewalks, street trees, and landscape strips. 
She cited the recent construction of the OSU Native American Longhouse as a noticeable 
example, saying that the existing sidewalk was required to be moved six feet from the curb 
in a block that otherwise has curbside sidewalks on both sides of the street. She noted that 
the rest of the block is unlikely to be redeveloped, due to its historic and natural feature 
protections. The existing code results in an inconsistent streetscape in one of the most 
visible and high traffic locations on campus. She displayed photos of the site to illustrate.  
 
She cited practical considerations for requesting the text amendment. OSU has utilities in 
tunnels below some sidewalks, containing the steam line distribution system, high voltage 
power, and telecommunications. Relocation of such sidewalks would also require 
relocation of the tunnels below them, which is practically impossible, as well as removal 
of many large canopied trees. Use of planting strips is not practical in such situations, 
since many trees may not be located over, or adjacent to utility tunnels.  
 
With the text amendments, OSU will continue to provide sidewalks and planting strips and 
bike lanes on private streets within the OSU Zone. The proposed text amendment will not 
modify minimum dimensional standards for vehicle lanes, bike lanes, or sidewalks. It will 
allow OSU to place those elements in locations that complement the historic campus grid 
pattern, protect mature trees, and are feasible, given underground utilities. 
 
Section 1.280 of the LDC states that the code may be amended where the public necessity, 
convenience, and general welfare require such an amendment, and where it conforms to 
the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable plan or policies. Currently, 
portions of campus cannot be brought into compliance with the existing code without 
negatively impacting the historic structures and quads in the OSU historic district. The 
high pedestrian volume traffic in the main campus necessitates a deviation from current 
standards to ensure the long-term maintenance of a safe, accessible streetscape in the zone. 
The staff report notes that the Comprehensive Plan lists OSU as a special area of concern, 
supporting the idea that a one-size-fits-all street construction standard is not appropriate, 
given the numbers of pedestrians and cyclists and lower vehicle speeds on campus. The 
proposed text amendment, creating an OSU Zone with specific street standards, is a public 
necessity to address safety concerns.  
 
The Corvallis Comp Plan policies promote pedestrian friendly development in all districts. 
The proposed text amendment complies with those policies, since the proposed 
dimensional standards and sidewalk locations are based on the campus’s unique 
development form, and are focused on eliminating barriers to installation of pedestrian and 
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bicycle facilities within the OSU Zone. The text amendment will allow sidewalks to be 
placed where they encourage pedestrian accessibility when constructed with new 
development as well as redevelopment projects. 
 
The Comp Plan also states “the City shall consider the level and type of public facilities 
for various densities and types of urban land uses. Public facilities and utilities shall be 
based on actual needs, and facilities shall have uniform construction standards”. The 
proposed text amendment is consistent with these policies, since, with over 28,000 
students, staff and visitors on campus, the OSU Zone needs different pedestrian facilities 
than residential areas. The proposed standards were developed after a comprehensive 
inventory of existing campus infrastructure, as well as analysis of current deficiencies and 
site constraints. The text amendment does not alter City of Corvallis construction 
standards; OSU is proposing additional mitigation planting requirements (she cited page 
12 of the staff report).   
 
The Comp Plan also states that new development and redevelopment projects shall 
provide convenient, useful and direct pedestrian facilities. Also, flexibility in pedestrian 
standards may be allowed for retrofitting of local streets in substandard locations when the 
deviation from standards can be shown to better pedestrian accessibility. It also states that 
bicycle facilities shall be physically separated from pedestrian facilities. Many campus 
streets are over 100 years old and have narrow street profiles; upgrading them to current 
standards would negatively impact the historic resources. Most streets are classified as 
Local streets, and existing City standards do not allow bike lanes on them given their 
typical lower volumes of traffic, nor warrant separation of facilities. However, the volume 
of bikes on OSU streets is considerably higher and OSU is proposing allowing bike lanes 
and contraflow bike lanes. The amendment is intended to provide safe, useful and direct 
pedestrian and bike connections throughout campus.  
 
She related that the Comp Plan encourages the use of large-canopy trees, and states that 
transportation systems shall be planned in a manner that recognizes and respects the 
characteristics of natural features. For local streets, the proposed text amendment would 
allow curbside sidewalks with planting strips located between the sidewalk and the 
building. This would allow the larger planting area needed for the healthy growth of larger 
canopied trees, which best fit the scale of campus buildings.  
 
She said the proposed text amendment was compliant with Oregon statewide planning 
goals. It is also compliant with OSU Campus Master Plan Policies, including encouraging 
the preservation of the historic street grid and usability of street systems; expanding 
walkways that do not adequately accommodate pedestrian traffic; developing a campus-
wide bike route system that uses a combination of on-street bike lanes and off-street 
multiuse paths; providing the construction and maintenance of multimodal transportation 
facilities; and ensuring that future development is consistent with the City of Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan and the Land Development Code.  
 
The proposed text amendment is based on OSU Master Plan policies and responsive to the 
need for an OSU Zone-specific solution for the placement and upgrade of all modes of 
transportation facilities within campus. It covers dimensional standards for three different 
types of streets: University Collector; Pedestrian Core; and Sports Complex. Proposed 
standards for vehicle travel lanes, bike lanes, and sidewalks are comparable to existing 
language in the LDC. However, it allows flexibility in the location and size of designated 
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tree planting areas and addition of bike lanes on local streets. It would not alter City street 
standards in any other zone, or in public streets within the OSU Zone; rather, it would 
create standards for the OSU Zone that complement the historic development patterns in 
the core of campus while respecting City standards along the campus boundary. The 
proposed text amendment is consistent with the applicable Corvallis Comp. Plan policies, 
statewide planning goals, and the OSU Master Plan and Transportation Plan. It will 
protect significant street trees and resources within the OSU National Historic District, 
while facilitating construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities specific to high 
pedestrian volumes on campus. It is consistent with the original Olmstead framework.  
 
She said OSU planners concurred with Revisions #1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 12 in City 
Staff Report; and highlighted the distributed memo on proposed OSU revisions to #6 and 
#11. She said OSU proposed removing the word “to” and the comma after “within” in 
Revision #6 in order to read “A walkway, as defined, would be a pedestrian facility 
constructed of a permanent hard surface that provides for pedestrian access within and 
through a development area, and for the purposes of the OSU Zone, a walkway is not a 
sidewalk”.  
 
She added that because of the way that staff changed the definition of “walkway”, there 
were unintended consequences for Section 3.36.60.05.a, Ground Floor Windows. To 
remedy that, the words “walkway” and “sidewalk” would be removed in the proposed 
language, and “pedestrian plaza” added. The revised language would read “Buildings 
designed for human occupancy with facades that face a public street or an OSU street, 
multiuse path, or a pedestrian plaza shall have windows..”  
 
Regarding Revision #11, she said Section 3.36.60.18.b.2 was also applicable to a local  
functional classification, and so requested that Section 3.36.60.18.c.2 should also be the 
same: “OSU streets may have on-street bike lanes or sharrows”. She noted that City code 
does not require bike lanes, so OSU wants the option to be able to do that.  
 
Commissioner Feldmann asked about street classifications; Ms. Houghtaling replied that 
the existing Campus Master Plan actually has private streets, collectors and arterials. None 
of the functional classifications are being changed, only clarified.  
 
Commissioner Hann asked about transitions to more heavily travelled areas; Ms. 
Houghlating replied that no design was being proposed; only addressing existing 
deficiencies. She cited recent experiences with a number of new construction projects, 
which mostly already had curbside sidewalks, and even though they were infill projects, 
curbside sidewalk was not allowed, and prompted this application. The changes will not 
affect the outside of campus, but will allow for flexibility. University Collectors will have 
the separation of a planting strip, since you want that in a collector, but the pedestrian core 
could have either a curbside sidewalk or a separated sidewalk; that flexibility will avoid 
the removal of large trees and allow for gradual transition.  
 
Commissioner Hann asked whether not using City standards would open the door to 
quasi-commercial development on campus, citing the hotel and other possible commercial 
partnerships. Ms. Houghtaling replied that everything will be built to City construction 
standards, as it is now. Dimensional width of city standards is not proposed to be changed; 
in some cases, sidewalks would be wider. She added that it would not open the door for 
commercial enterprises, and in many cases, they are public streets. Commissioner Hann 
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noted that where there have been private streets developed elsewhere, there has been 
intensification of traffic. Mr. Dodson said the proposed standards would apply to OSU 
private streets. Private entities such as the Hilton Garden Inn and OSU Book Store are still 
subject to the standards in place. 
 
Commissioner Feldmann said that at the southeast corner of the Engineering building, 
there are curbs at the intersection to keep drivers off the sidewalk; he said he hadn’t seen 
that elsewhere, and asked how it addressed those streetscape elements. Mr. Dodson replied 
that in certain intersections with high pedestrian traffic crossings, in conjunction with 
ADA crossings, there are textured, sometimes colored strips, and sometimes bollards 
(designed to shear off if struck by a truck). Short segments of curbs are installed on some 
radiuses near bollards, trying not to obstruct pedestrian traffic, though they can be trip 
hazards. This approach has more to do with construction standards, and he expected a 
better solution in the future.  
 
Commissioner Feldmann asked if that was different from a City street; Mr. Dodson replied 
that OSU sought to accommodate people with challenges and disabilities and make 
intersections with high crossing volumes safe. Commissioner Feldmann asked about 
pedestrian overflow from 6’ sidewalks to the street; Ms. Houghtaling responded that the 
proposal affects minimum standard dimensions, but construction standards exceed that 
where warranted. Many sidewalks are insufficient; the proposal addresses existing 
deficiencies. Five-foot wide sidewalks are not adequate in most locations on campus. 
 
Commissioner Daniels asked how it would affect areas near the Administration Building.  
He highlighted Attachment B, OSU Street Ownership (Private Streets); page 43. Ms. 
Houghtaling replied that only the portion of 14/15th Street between Monroe Avenue and 
Jefferson Street was private. Commissioner Daniels clarified that 14/15th Street from 
Jefferson Street to Western Boulevard was public, and asked how that worked, in terms of 
the future; he said 14/15th Street was a major through street for both the community and 
campus. Ms. Houghtaling replied it was classified as a University Collector; the OSU 
private section has already been improved to City standards and will not change any time 
soon; the only change would be a proposal for a narrower park strip due to the location of 
a tunnel on the 30th Street section. The text amendment doesn’t affect Collector 
dimensions. Commissioner Daniels asked if the section between Jefferson and Washington 
Way were upgraded, whether it would become private street; Ms. Houghtaling said it 
would remain a public street, and be upgraded to public street standards under Chapter 4.0 
of the LDC, even in the OSU Zone. The proposed text amendment does not change 
anything in regard to public streets, including the OSU Zone. 
 
Commissioner Daniels noted the Washington Way sidewalk was very narrow, and asked 
how that could be addressed in the future. Ms. Houghtaling replied that one of the 
Conditions of the new student residence project is an upgrade to the intersection at 15th 
and Washington Way. There are engineering plans for the entire length of Washington 
Way, and OSU has an agreement with the City on when this will occur. When Washington 
Way is constructed in its entirety, it will have 12’ travel lanes, 6’ bike lanes (standard  for 
a collector) and a larger sidewalk on the north, but not have a sidewalk on the south, since 
it would be next to the railroad’s right-of-way. There would instead be a multiuse path on 
the south side of the railway tracks.  
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Commissioner Ridlington agreed OSU had special needs for street development, but 
suggested taking the opportunity to rethink private streets and turning streets into 
pedestrian walkways and bikepaths with emergency-only vehicle access; OSU could 
eliminate 26th Street and restrict Jefferson. He said there was no need for shuttle busses to 
run through campus, with only service vehicles; other campuses have also turned some 
streets into solely pedestrian walkways, eliminating many problems.  
 
Ms. Houghtaling replied this was intended to be a simple text amendment; it is not a 
planning initiative, only addressing operation deficiencies. She agreed OSU needed to 
look at such visionary things, but it doesn’t negate addressing current deficiencies. Mr. 
Dodson added that OSU would soon issue an RFP for a comprehensive Transportation 
Plan and assessment, relating to all aspects of campus transportation needs. It will look at 
restrictions to deliveries, which often block streets, and will particularly look at needs of 
the large numbers of bicyclists and pedestrians, and the conflicts between those two uses. 
The streets must continue to serve emergency vehicle needs; and OSU works closely with 
the Fire Department.   
 
Commissioner Feldmann highlighted a new sidewalk on Campus Way, west of 35th, where 
it narrows to 5’ at an electrical box before it expands again to 6’. He asked whether OSU 
was constrained in where it must place sidewalks; Council Liaison Sorte said that there 
were underground utilities there, and it was too expensive to move them; it is a rare 
situation.  
 
Commissioner Feldmann highlighted page 29, where it states that sidewalks shall be a 
minimum of 5’ wide, typically 6-10’; it seemed the width of sidewalks were reduced to 5’ 
more often than they needed to be. He asked to what extent OSU had flexibility. He said 
that at the Native American Longhouse, the street seemed very wide, and asked why the 
sidewalk couldn’t be placed consistent to surrounding areas by reducing the width of the 
street.  
 
Mr. Dodson replied that OSU sought the most appropriate street profile for a given part of 
campus, which varies dramatically. At the Longhouse, the street accommodates two lanes 
of traffic and two (soon to be striped) bike lanes that are part of the campus Master Plan. 
Those elements mean that the street cannot be modified, and that affects sidewalks; also, a 
5’ sidewalk is not adequate there- the sidewalk must be wider. Where there is room, 
significant vegetation and building setback are factored in to set sidewalk widths. 
Regarding some sidewalks near 30th and Campus Way, it is on the edge of campus where 
the need for a wide sidewalk is less critical. There will be a 12’ wide multiuse path 
constructed on the south side.  
 
Commissioner Woodside asked if all OSU private streets were maintained by OSU; Mr. 
Dodson replied that they were. She asked if there was a definition of “pedestrian plaza”; 
Ms. Houghtaling said that that was a suggestion of City staff. Commissioner Woodside 
highlighted a map of a Pedestrian Corridor and Open Spaces in City Attachment B-53; she 
asked the difference between “open space” and “retained open space”. Ms. Houghtaling 
replied that that highlighted land resources within the historic district.  
 
Commissioner Daniels asked about the map on page 37, asking why there wasn’t a 
pedestrian core designation given to the street in front of where the new dorm is being 
built up to 15th Street, since it is a major pedestrian way. Mr. Dodson replied the segment 
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was no longer a street; it functions as a circulation route for either parking or emergency 
vehicle access around the new facility that will be there. There is the flexibility of having 
as wide a sidewalk as necessary to accommodate needs. He estimated there would be a 10’ 
sidewalk in front of the new residence hall and 10’ along the street. Commissioner Daniels 
asked about the safety of the mid-block crossing there, and asked the crossing be made 
safer. Mr. Dodson noted that OSU had recommended a speed table elevated crossing to 
encourage people to drive more slowly and also to encourage people to use another 
crossing; he expected the City to go out for bid on the project within several months.  
 

 F. Staff Report: 
 

Planner Yaich highlighted the staff report’s summary of the Specific Proposed Changes in 
Chapter 3.36. He said there was a single criterion for reviewed text amendments in 
Chapter 1.2 of the LDC. That criterion looks at public necessity, convenience and welfare, 
and applicable Comp Plan policies, saying the applicant had covered it extensively in their 
report. In looking at the public welfare aspect, he noted that OSU had contended that the 
blanket application of City standard street construction requirements often leads to 
variable development patterns and inconsistent streetscapes; conflicts with historic 
resources, significant vegetation, and utility tunnels; and when high pedestrian volumes 
warrant, different sidewalk design is called for. 
 
OSU is seeking to clarify the difference between publicly owned streets in the OSU Zone, 
which would retain LDC standards for public streets in Chapter 4.0, versus streets owned 
by OSU; OSU is providing a new figure to show where those streets are located. OSU is 
seeking to improve implementation of existing pedestrian, bicycle and landscape standards 
in the OSU Zone as they relate to OSU streets. The new standards also would provide 
flexibility that is not currently available to it in the LDC, and avoid variation processes, as 
with a major LDO or a Planned Development to vary street standards, or require City 
Engineer approval. 
 
He listed Public Streets in the OSU Zone, noting that all others were privately owned, (not 
within the City’s right-of-way). He displayed a map showing the OSU Zone, with City of 
Corvallis rights-of-way, and private Streets. The definition clarifies what an OSU Street is. 
The new proposed Figure would be added to the LDC, if approved, and identifies where 
the new types of OSU streets are on campus. There are new definitions to clarify 
sidewalks versus walkways: sidewalks are pedestrian facilities only associated with 
streets, while walkways apply to all another pedestrian facilities not part of the street 
cross-section.  
 
The term for “development site” in Chapter 3.36.20 is based on established lots, parcels, 
or tracts of land (used in evaluating a building permit, say); while OSU’s new proposed 
term “development area” would constrain where development project occurs. It would 
include the building, setbacks, open spaces, sidewalks, walkways, and an OSU street 
cross-section. He gave an example of how such a standard would apply, and that they 
would include new flexibility that could, say, preserve large trees by flexibility in siting 
sidewalks. The new “development area” term will clearly define the project area and 
expectations for it.  
 
He stated that Section 3.36.30 is a clean up of existing Table 3.36.1, relating to properties 
privately owned, not by OSU, but within the OSU Zone; several properties have been 
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acquired by OSU since 2004 and no longer need to be within it. Section 3.36.40 revises 
existing language to address potential conflicts or unintended consequences of the zone 
change by establishing which requirements would take precedence.  
 
Section 3.36.50 adds a “walkways” term to clarify pedestrian standards. Section 3.36.60 
includes the bulk of the proposed changes, providing development standards within the 
OSU Zone, with new street construction standards, including pedestrian and landscape 
standards. The three types of streets proposed are University Collector (matching the City 
Collector, with slight variations, and providing flexibility), Pedestrian Core (matching 
City Local street standards, but with flexibility), and Sports Complex (with a wider 
sidewalk, street trees and tree wells).  
 
He said that because of the changes, sections were being re-numbered. He said that the 
changes affect Statewide Planning Goal 1 regarding citizen involvement; Goal 2, 
regarding implementing Comp Plan policies; and Goals 11 and 12, regarding public 
facilities and transportation.  
 
He highlighted staff recommended changes on page 16, saying that staff supported the 
OSU suggested changes listed in the distributed memo. He highlighted a suggested 
motion.   
 
Commissioner Ridlington asked if there would be any impacts to surrounding 
neighborhoods; Planner Yaich replied that the changes are mostly internal to the OSU 
campus and OSU Zone. The proposed code amendment provides flexibility to help 
maintain existing streetscapes on the edge, and were the City standards to apply, it might 
otherwise be a harder edge and interface.   
 
Commissioner Sessions expressed concern regarding the interface between campus and 
public streets, asking whether it was possible that a pedestrian walkway perpendicular to a 
public street would load a public street with student pedestrians that makes it difficult to 
merge into the flow of the public street, requiring the city to provide a crosswalk that may 
not otherwise have it or to widen sidewalks to address the flow. He asked if there were 
tools to work with the campus to anticipate such needs. Planner Yaich replied that Public 
Works may be able to have tools to address such volumes in the permit process; it also 
relates to site design of new buildings, and those requirements are already in the code and 
will not change.  
 
Commissioner Sessions expressed concern about a situation where a 10’ wide sidewalk 
suddenly changes into a public 5’ sidewalk on a public street. Public Works Engineer Ted 
Reese replied that there was currently nothing in place regarding such interfaces; OSU is 
very unique compared to other development, with a much higher pedestrian load than 
elsewhere. However, a large commercial development might potentially have some of the 
same issues. Surrounding public streets will have landscaped strips that will act as a 
buffer; the City has made sure to keep that. In reviewing the original OSU proposal, City 
staff wanted to keep streets looking like typical public streets. Regarding the Monroe 
Avenue situation, a text amendment to the LDC has curbside sidewalks with tree-wells for 
a wider pedestrian facility in recognition of its location adjacent to campus, as well as 
commercial zones. Staff look at the site design of every development and make 
recommendations and changes for public and private interfaces.  
 



 

Planning Commission Minutes, November 20, 2013 Page 11 of 18 

Commissioner Sessions said when classes let out, many students cross Monroe Avenue 
mid-block; Engineer Reese said there have been some proposals to close Monroe, but 
Collaboration workgroups have decided against that. The City and OSU have come up 
with corridor designs, and some have gone into the recently passed text amendment. Staff 
recognize there is an issue; it is a situation unique to the area. 
 

G. Public Testimony in favor of the application:  None. 
 

H. Public Testimony in opposition to the applicant's request:  None. 
 

 I. Neutral testimony:  
 
  The Chair noted that speaking neutrally removes rebuttal rights. 

 
Jeff Bushnell said that his house was located on Stadium Avenue, but it didn’t show up as 
a street and wasn’t sure how it fit into the plan. He related that his house was across the 
street from the softball field; his driveway was now a parking lot, and his property was 
feeling more constricted as time went on. He asked how the changes would affect his 
property if the sidewalk was expanded on Western Boulevard.  
 
He related that his front yard is now crowded with littering smokers, while buffering 
shrubs have been removed. He said he had no objections to other aspects of the plan, 
which affects the core of campus. He asked if the property could be listed as something 
not to be affected by the code so he wouldn’t have to worry about it. He said his house 
was on Stadium Avenue; it is on an entry to a parking lot. He asked that the proposed 
changes do not negatively encroach on his property; he felt his privacy was shrinking. 
 

J. Rebuttal by Applicant: 
 

K. Sur-rebuttal: 
 

 L. Additional time for applicant to submit final argument:: 
 

The applicant waived the additional time to submit written argument. 
 
 M. Close the public hearing: 
 

There was no request to hold the record open or submit additional testimony. The 
applicant waived their right to submit additional written testimony.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Daniels moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner 
Hann seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 
 

 N. Discussion and Action by the Commission: 
 
Commissioner Sessions asked if a zone could be set up where there is an interface between 
public and private areas where staff could help design a solution before a change is made. 
Engineer Reese replied that that was beyond the scope of the text amendment, noting that 
OSU was working on a Transportation Plan and a Master Plan, which may better address 
Commissioner Session’s concerns.  
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Commissioner Daniels said the City should work with OSU on issues with arterials. He 
said Monroe Avenue was still not a safe street, and that the City and OSU need to address 
this in development.  
 
Commissioner Gervais asked who was responsible regarding Stadium Avenue; Engineer 
Reese replied that it is a remnant portion of right-of-way, and is not included in the text 
amendment, and there was no change. Chair Gervais summarized that it didn’t affect Mr. 
Bushnell. Engineer Reese added that nothing would happen in front of Mr. Bushnell’s 
house unless Mr. Bushnell decided to re-develop, and as long as it is operated as a single-
family house. He guessed the existing sidewalk was up against the right-of-way and he 
didn’t anticipate changes in the sidewalk for quite awhile.  
 

Questions from the Commission: 
 
MOTION:   
Commissioner Hann moved to recommend that the Planning Commission forward to the 
City Council, with a recommendation for approval, the OSU Land Development Code 
Text Amendment application (LDT13-00001) amending LDC Chapter 3.36, as described 
in Attachment B of the staff report, including revisions recommended by staff reports of 
November 13, 2013 and November 20, 2013, and revisions as presented by OSU on 
November 19, 2013 and November 20, 2013 as presented at the Planning Commission 
Public Hearing. Commissioner Daniels seconded the motion.  
 
Commissioner Woodside asked if there was a definition for “pedestrian plaza”; Planner 
Yaich replied that based on Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards (PODS), and 
experience, that it wasn’t necessary. Commissioner Hann said his understanding was that 
there were minimum standards for “pedestrian plaza”; Planner Yaich replied that there 
were pedestrian plaza standards in the PODS LDC chapter. Planner Young added that it is 
on a menu of pedestrian amenities that could be provided. 
 
Commissioner Sessions asked if there was a reference to “pedestrian plaza” in the 
application; Planner Yaich replied that there was a reference in 3.36.50, regarding an 
existing standard for Ground Floor Windows, where there was additional language for a 
pedestrian plaza as another situation in which to add ground floor windows to a facade.  
 
Commissioner Feldmann asked how a pedestrian path would look at Austin Hall; Planner 
Yaich replied there is flexibility to do something other than a standard separated sidewalk, 
though it’s hard to say about that particular location. Exemptions deal with existing 
significant vegetation, utility tunnels, etc. Commissioner Feldmann said there was an 
opening for OSU to not have to do something as good as what is currently required. 
Planner Yaich replied that OSU was introducing new flexibility; however, listed in the 
text, there are specific circumstances where OSU can apply the exemptions, including 
utility tunnels, significant trees, historic resources, etc.  
 
Commissioner Feldmann cited page 29, 3.36.60.10.b, “..shall provide a minimum of 5’ 
width”, saying the main text doesn’t mention the 6’ or 10’ standard width; only in the 
table on page 38; Planner Yaich concurred saying it could be clearer regarding 
implementation, but that it applies to both sidewalks and walkways. Engineer Reese noted 
that 3.36.60.18, page 33, lists minimum widths. Planner Yaich said that in the subsection 
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b, use of “sidewalk” may confuse things and it could be eliminated, but it is consistent 
with the minimum. Commissioner Feldmann agreed it could be left as it is.  
 
Chair Gervais related that Deb Kadas’ written testimony was in support of the proposal.    
 
Motion passed unanimously.  
 
Commissioner Feldmann noted that the Chair had not asked if commissioners had made a 
site visit; Attorney Brewer opined that it had to go to the Council anyway; it is a 
procedural error that would not cause substantive prejudice to any of the parties involved.  
 

O. Appeal Period: 
 

The Chair explained that the decision was not appealable. It next goes to the City Council, 
and those not satisfied may appeal to the City Council.  

 
III. OSU CAMPUS MASTER PLAN UPDATE DISCUSSION 

 
OSU Campus Planning Manager David Dodson distributed the 2015 Campus Plan Master Plan 
Schedule. He said the current plan expired at the end of 2015. He highlighted Appendix D in the 
Plan, the OSU Neighborhood Charter Statement, that spells out the university’s engagement 
with its neighbors and opportunities for neighbors to review draft documents and Plan updates. 
At the end of 2011, there were outreach meeting with adjacent neighborhoods, with two campus 
open forums, and a listserv was developed.  
 
Over the next few months an OSU Master Plan webpage should be up. In 2012, a steering 
committee was established to guide the process. The nine members include Gary Angelo; BA 
Beierle; Brent Deedon; himself as Chair; Charlene Ellis; Kevin Gabel; Bruce Mervin; Larry 
Rodgers; and Tom Scheuermann. 
 
The annual parking utilization study was conducted last month and the final report will be 
available this week. The results will provide utilization data that will assist in developing plans 
for implementing zonal parking next fall in conjunction with the City’s efforts to establish and 
expand parking districts. Last week there were traffic counts at campus and nearby 
neighborhoods, including, for the first time, pedestrian and bike counts at those intersections 
(those crossings may impact functionality of intersection signals).  
 
Next month OSU will issue an RFP for an OSU Transportation Plan. ODOT will participate, and 
there will be a modeling component. Modeling assumptions tend to cause planning to go awry 
over time; he said revisiting a plan over time can help prevent that. Between December and 
March, elements of the plan will be revisited; there is a discussion on housing. He expected 
public outreach meetings next fall to review sections and get feedback and guidance from the 
Planning Commission and the Council. There will be a Comp Plan amendment and a text 
amendment next December. There will be a public hearing process, with three public hearings 
before it goes to the City Council. 
 
Commissioner Hann asked how students were represented; Mr. Dodson said there would be a 
schedule of sessions to get student feedback in 2013. In December there will be a campus 
outreach and a workshop. There has been discussion of a quarterly newsletter to keep people 
informed. Commissioner Hann asked if traffic counts were looking beyond campus; Mr. Dodson 
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replied that there were two intersection counts last week as a joint effort between the City Public 
Works and OSU. The City is also looking at updating its own Transportation Plan. The campus 
emphasis will be on all modes of transportation and determining what modes should be 
prioritized. In neighborhoods, the emphasis will be more on parking and traffic volumes.  
 
Commissioner Hann asked if there were possibility of special designated areas to help make 
more campus housing become a greater possibility; Mr. Dodson said the existing Master Plan   
does accommodate additional housing. Almost all sectors have housing as an allowable use; 
however, some areas are more suitable for additional housing. The current campus master plan 
doesn’t have a mechanism to allow that to occur, either OSU-initiated and funded, or with 
partnerships, perhaps with a land lease, such as the Hilton or the Bookstore.  
 
Commissioner Daniels asked if there was a date for the upcoming December workshop; Mr. 
Dodson said it wasn’t determined yet. Commissioner Daniels suggested rescheduling it for 
January.  
 
Council Liaison Sorte said the proposed newsletter was important to him, with what OSU learns 
throughout the process. Mr. Dodson asked if the commission wanted an update earlier than 
March; Commissioner Woodside felt it wasn’t important unless there was more substantive 
information to share.  
 
 

IV. CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST TO EXTEND THE DEER RUN PARK PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT AND SUBDIVISION APPROVALS (PLD08-00013; SUB08-00007) 
 
Planner Young highlighted information and a memo in the packet, highlighting the request 
attached to the memo. The application was approved under the previous 2006 LDC, which 
allowed owners to request an extension to subdivision approval. The applicant is asking to 
extend subdivision approval for one year; otherwise, it will expire January 1, 2014. Under the 
old code, where the commission finds that conditions have not changed, at its discretion, and 
without a public hearing, the Commission may extend the period, not to exceed one additional 
year. He sought consensus or a decision. 
 
Commissioner Feldmann asked for an example of a change. Planner Young replied that one 
example was if rules for subdivisions had changed in a substantial way since the subdivision was 
approved, or if regulations were substantively changed; another might be site-specific changes 
on the ground, or changes to the economy; the text is fairly open-ended.  
 
Commissioner Daniels said it was up to the commission’s discretion, and asked why the 
commission would approve something not allowed under the current code. Also, the case was 
appealed by someone to LUBA, so there was controversy about what the plan proposed to do. 
He was concerned about giving the applicant another year, and hasn’t heard anything from those 
who live in the area. Commissioner Hann said his understanding was that the basis of the appeal 
reflected concern over a landslide area not clearly defined; it was subsequently found that the 
landslide area didn’t clearly extend onto this property. He also recalled illegal fill was created on 
the land, as well as some other concerns. 
 
Planner Young concurred with Commissioner Hann’s recollection. The decision of the Council 
to approve the project was upheld at LUBA. Commissioner Hann recalled that the proposal was 
for nine condos, with three attached units in each group, with wetlands behind it. His 
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understanding was that approval would only be for the subdivision approval. He said that this is 
an area that could absorb nine condominium units and supported the proposal. Commissioner 
Woodside supported the extension, and noted that other extensions were also approved in other 
cases, so it would be consistent with that. Commissioner Daniels said it would be the last 
extension; if something is not started in the next year, then the applicant will have to start over. 
 
Commissioner Sessions said he visited the site today; the terrain is not straightforward for 
development, and asked about the original issues. He said he’d like to see what the Planned 
Development was before voting. Planner Young explained that the Planned Development 
approval expires in April 2014, and the developer would have a few more months to initiate 
development; if they do not do that, then the PD would expire.  
 
Commissioner Gervais clarified that the subdivision underneath the PD is expiring first; we’re 
trying to be consistent. Commissioner Hann said that because of the economy, several projects 
were extended, and asked about their status. Young said he couldn’t comprehensively report on 
all of them. Planner Yaich said the Goodnight subdivision may have expired. Planner Young 
said staff have had discussions with Habitat for Humanity representatives regarding Hilltop 
Village; the PD is locked in through vegetation clearing, constituting development, but the 
subdivision is close to expiration, and they are seeking measures to preserve that approval. 
 
Commissioner Sessions said extending it for another year would exceed the Planned 
Development deadline; Planner Young concurred. Commissioner Sessions asked what happened 
if the owner didn’t make the PD deadline; Planner Young replied that the subdivision would 
have to come in under the new code.  
 
Attorney Brewer noted the subdivision itself may have varied from the subdivision standards in 
order to comply with the PD, so if the Planned Development expires, they’d have to get a new 
PD, since the subdivision would lock in place the PD on the entire property. He summarized that 
if the PD expires, they’ll have to come back before the commission. He suggested a formal 
motion. 
 
Commissioner Woodside moved to approve the request to extend the tentative subdivision plat, 
not the Planned Development, and with its expiration concurrent with the expiration of the PD 
overlay; seconded by Commissioner Sessions. Planner Young noted the PD sought variations to 
the code then in place. Motion passed unanimously. 
 

V. DISCUSSION AND DETERMINATION OF PLANNING COMMISSION ROLES AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
Planner Young highlighted current commissioner assignments. Commissioner Sessions noted 
that he’d been assigned to the LDHB for eighteen months, but it has been very quiet. Planner 
Young said the LDHB only meets for certain types of land use applications; only a few appeals 
go to the LDHB.  
 
Commissioner Woodside asked the status of the Committee for Citizen Involvement (CCI); 
Planner Young explained that the CCI has been on hiatus for a while, and the department was 
looking to the Public Participation Task Force (PPTF) to give direction. Commissioner Daniels 
said the Council gave the committee a specific charge regarding the committee. He said his 
personal feeling was to recommend something different from the current setup. He said 
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Councilor Hervey was looking for something beyond just land use. There could be a CCI-type 
subcommittee to meet with a Planning Commission subcommittee, for example.  
 
Commissioner Hann asked if there was a requirement for liaisons; Planner Young replied that 
liaisons were required for listed committees. Commissioner Hann said that it seems to take a 
contentious issue to formalize committees like CCI; Commissioner Woodside agreed that people 
don’t tend to get involved until there is something in their backyard.  
 
Commissioner Daniels said he was very familiar with the CIP process, but was willing for 
someone else to do it if they preferred; the committee tends to meet in fall several times. 
Commissioner Ridlington said HRC meetings were enjoyable and interesting, and offered the 
liaison to anyone who was interested, though he was willing to continue. Commissioner Tucker 
said he was content at LDHB.  
 
Commissioner Hann added that his third term was up next term, so if someone wanted to serve 
as Vice Chair, it would be good to develop that leadership. Commissioner Daniels said that in 
the past, the chair rotated every three months; Chair Gervais noted it took about six months for 
her to learn to chair, and suggested the vice chair could run a meeting even though a chair was 
present in order to learn the ropes. She suggested having a new Vice Chair serving as chair 
during less contentious meetings. Commissioner Feldmann said he may be able to serve as Vice 
Chair next summer; Commissioner Woodside added that she was also willing. Chair Gervais 
summed up that Commissioners were happy with how things sat.  
 

VI. PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES: 
 
A. September 23, 2013: 

 
MOTION: Commissioner Hann moved to approve the September 23, 2013 minutes as 
presented; Commissioner Daniels seconded the motion. Commissioner Feldmann noted 
the audio had failed; there were issues with the hearing room; Planner Young explained 
that OSU failed to turn the audio on after the break. Chair Gervais said Terry Nix did a 
great job summing up public testimony. Motion passed unanimously. 
 

B. October 2, 2013: 
 

MOTION: Commissioner Woodside moved to approve the October 2, 2013 minutes as 
presented. Commissioner Sessions seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 
 

C. October 16, 2013: 
 

MOTION: Commissioner Feldmann asked to revise the last sentence in the fourth 
paragraph on page 14 to read “..many residents will be added in a proposal with the 
existing zoning”. Commissioner Daniels moved to approve the October 16, 2013 minutes 
as corrected; Commissioner Woodside seconded the motion; and it passed unanimously. 
 

VII. OLD BUSINESS 
 
Planner Young highlighted distributed information on the code change packages moving 
forward from the City/OSU collaboration, authorized by the Council in a recent meeting. 
Packages #1 and #2 are going forward. The commission will consider Package #1 in February 
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2014. Package #2 will include design standards recommended by the Neighborhood Planning 
Work Group for adoption in summer or fall of 2014. He encouraged Commissioners to contact 
him if they have further questions. 
 
Commissioner Gervais related that Rep. Gelser thanked the commission for their hard work on 
the Campus Crest hearing.  
 
Commissioner Daniels asked if Attorney Brewer could explain whether changes in conflict of, 
interest policy adopted by the City Council affected the commission; Attorney Brewer said the 
interpretation would affect both the PC and the HRC. He said that Councilor Brauner explained 
that the Maxine application affected him, as he lived within 300’. He said there could be actual 
and potential conflicts of interest. It also includes “indication of bias”; City staff found it had 
been added in an LDC update in 2006. He said the Council had had to interpret ambiguity in the 
state law language, finding that a commissioner could be disqualified not for proximity to a 
proposed project but for bias. Commissioners will be given a copy of the Council decision and 
given training. 
 
Commissioner Gervais said that in the past, some commissioners had recused themselves to 
avoid perceptions of bias if they lived near a project. Attorney Brewer said commissioners could 
elect to recuse themselves for any other reason, for good conscience, or for appearance. Council 
Liaison Sorte stated that the Council had not made it any more restrictive, but that Attorney 
Brewer interpreted it that way, including whether there was a potential or actual conflict, such as 
being within the notification area; it transferred back to the body the responsibility for 
determining actual conflict of interest. When someone says they have a potential conflict, but 
then say they think they can make a fair and unbiased decision, it is incumbent on the body to 
bring that potential conflict up to disqualify participation in a decision. Liaison Sorte added that 
if someone declares they have a perception of conflict of interest, they actually may be the most 
knowledgeable on the issue. Attorney Brewer stated that it is up to a member to determine 
whether there is a conflict of interest, but it is up to the body to determine whether a member is 
qualified.  
 
Attorney Brewer said there is a state law with a set of ethical consideration and which defines 
conflict of interest specifically for planning. Council Liaison Sorte said two points were left 
unresolved; he felt a commissioner could give public testimony, while Attorney Brewer had 
disagreed. Commissioner Gervais said such participation could taint public trust. Commissioner 
Sessions added that it would be hard not to be influenced by personal testimony from another 
commissioner.  
 
Council Liaison Sorte reported that there was an even split on this at the Council. Commissioner 
Gervais said she felt it was fine for a former member to testify personally. Commissioner 
Daniels noted that commissioners were appointed by the City Council and that he didn’t 
represent his ward neighbors. Commissioner Sessions agreed that commissioners were appointed 
at large.  
 
Liaison Sorte reported that he’d asked on behalf of the commission about the notification 
process (related to the G-T) regarding whether the commission could condition a nullification. 
The interpretation was that the Planning Commission could not, but that the Council could make 
that decision. Liaison Sorte had asked whether the Council could send it back to the Planning 
Commission; the attorney’s reply was no, based on the timing, not the substantive issues.  
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Commissioner Woodside asked about the difference about staffers identifying themselves as 
Community Development versus Planning; Young explained that it was arbitrary. 
 

VIII. NEW BUSINESS 
 

Commissioner Hann reported that he’d met with the Albany Planning office, which was 
beginning a business-friendly process; he gave examples, especially regarding re-adaptive use. 
He encouraged helping make the Corvallis business climate friendlier. Planner Young said that 
the new Economic Development Commission was interested in those types of ideas; that could 
fall within the work program.  
 
Commissioner Hann asked if that could be a motion or recommendation to the Council for more 
rapid action; Planner Young replied the commission could do that; the code does already allow 
for a shared parking arrangement, for example. Commissioner Daniels suggested Commissioner 
Hann forward specific ideas to the Infill Task Force. Commissioner Hann asked if there was 
communication with Albany; Planner Young said there was some.  
 
Chair Gervais asked about the insurance forms they’d been provided; Planner Young said 
volunteers were covered under insurance coverage for activities related to work for the 
commission and asked commissioners to fill out the information forms. Commissioner Gervais 
explained that it could cover an accident that occurred during a site visit, for example. Liaison 
Sorte said he’d worked hard to get it accomplished, in order to continue to provide good and 
improved coverage for volunteers, saying that a volunteer shouldn’t have to indemnify and hold 
the City harmless while they volunteer for the City.  
 
A. Planning Division Update: 

 
Planning Division Manager Kevin Young highlighted Commissioner Daniels’ memo; 
Commissioner Daniels suggested postponing discussion. He reported there was a proposal 
for a working group to be formed in January and would include several Infill Task Force 
(ITF) members; the group will look at design standards. 
 
There was consensus to next meet on December 18 and not meet December 4.  
 
Commissioner Lizut noted that the Port Townsend Planning Commission made policy 
decisions, not land use decisions, using a small subcommittee of less than a quorum (three 
commissioners). He asked if it were legal to form a committee of three or four members to 
avoid quorum requirements; Attorney Brewer opined that it was not possible, per state 
regulations. Commissioner Daniels noted that even ITF meetings were publicly noticed.  
 

IX. ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 p.m. 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
Public Participation Task Force Minutes 

January 9, 2014 - DRAFT 
 
Members Present: Kent Daniels, Chair; Annette Mills, Vice Chair; Richard Hervey; Penny York; Rocio Munoz; Becki 

Goslow; Brenda VanDevelder; Emily Bowling 
Members Absent: George Brown, Lee Eckroth  
Staff: Mary Beth Altmann-Hughes, HR Manager; Claire Pate, Scribe 
Visitors: Stewart Wershow, Dave Eckert 
 
 
  

 
Agenda Item Key  Discussion Points Action  

or Information Only 
1.  Check in, introductions, review ground 

rules (Chair) 
 Announcement: Courtney Cloyd is 

organizing a Neighborhood 
Association Summit for February 5, 
2014 (Kent) 

 New Ground rule: Use terminology of 
“public” and “community” in place of 
“citizen” 

 

2.  Review Agenda (Chair)  No changes, except for the order of     
business. 

 

3.  Review/Approve 12/19/13 Meeting 
Minutes (All) 

 Minutes are being formatted to be 
slightly more than action minutes, i.e. 
denoting key discussion items, but 
without detail of “he said, she said.”  
Lack of detail is problematic to some. 

 Staff is giving feedback on format of 
minutes, and noted that landscape 
format can be problematic. 

Motion by Brenda, seconded by Mary 
Beth, to approve 12/19/13 minutes as 
drafted; motion passed unanimously. 
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Agenda Item Key  Discussion Points Action  
or Information Only 

 There will be a need to draft a 
recommendation for format of minutes 
prior to the end of PPTF’s work. 

4. Updates on plans for 1/13/14 public 
meeting, and “tutorial” on public 
meeting facilitation 
(Brenda/Emily/Annette) 

 

 Brenda provided an update on plans. 
 Annette reviewed the directions for 

Table Leaders (Attachment A) 
 Emily noted that there were 58 RSVPs. 
 A Question was added: For which 

boards or commissions or other city 
groups do you see the greatest 
opportunity for collaboration? 

 A plan was formulated to collect input 
from persons who are turned away due 
to size of crowd. 

  

5.  Updates from the 3 New Tiny Task 
Forces (TTFs) and next meeting dates 
(Brenda, Annette, Emily) 

 

 TTFs gave brief updates, with written 
drafts to be submitted at a later date. 

 Key discussion point was the need to 
ensure members of boards and 
commissions (B&Cs) have ample 
opportunity to weigh in before any 
sunsetting or merging of B&Cs takes 
place. Agreed that second public 
meeting and Administrative Services 
Committee consideration of 
recommendations from PPTF provide 
that opportunity. 

 

6. Committee for Citizen Involvement 
(CCI) Dialog (Kent) 

 TTFs provided brief thoughts on how 
the CCI could/should be used from 
each of their perspectives. 

 

 Kent will give/arrange for an overview 
of CCI’s history and current status at 
1/23/14 PPTF meeting. 
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Agenda Item Key  Discussion Points Action  
or Information Only 

7.  Visitor’s comments, ideas, suggestions  Stewart Wershow: 1) gave an update 
on Neighborhood Watch groups (189 
groups; 30 not active); 2) Made a 
suggestion that the City/County explore 
an infrastructure that would merge 
Neighborhood Associations with 
Neighborhood Watch activities; 3) 
Asked that minutes denote that at the 
12/19/13 PPTF meeting the Public 
Works Director indicated that they 
generally direct the work of the B&Cs 
instead of the B&Cs giving direction to 
the department.     

 Dave Eckert: suggested that 
consideration be given for establishing a 
new Board or Commission or a blended 
one for reviewing early-stage concepts 
for Public Works’ streets and 
water/storm water projects. The public 
does not get informed until late in the 
process, often at the point where a 
project is at a 95% review status. SW 
15th Street is an example of how such 
lack of review can lead to issues, such as 
pedestrian safety and lack of adequate 
storm water mitigation.  

 

8.  PPTF budget review (Mary Beth)  Resources are adequate to continue 
covering the costs of having a scribe.  

 
 

9.  Check-out: Was time used efficiently? 
Was everyone prepared? Everyone 

 No breakout sessions due to lateness of 
meeting. 

 Second public meeting date tentatively 
set for April 3, 2014 at Linus Pauling 
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Agenda Item Key  Discussion Points Action  
or Information Only 

heard? Meeting process okay? Can we 
do better? Agenda for next meeting? 
(Richard/All) Breakout into new TTFs 
for future planning discussions and 
decisions (Richard) 

 Middle School. 
 Jeff Hess should be invited to attend a 

PPTF meeting to share his views. 
 CCI function discussion will be on 

agenda for 1/23/14 meeting. 
10. PPTF Meeting Adjourns    The meeting was adjourned at 1:05 pm  

 
 
  
Respectfully submitted, Kent Daniels, Chair 
 
Next Meeting: January 23, 2014 



PPTF 1/9/2014 

1/9/14 PPTF MINUTES 
 ATTACHMENT A 

 
 

Connected Communities: a world café conversation 
January 13, 2014 

DIRECTIONS FOR TABLE LEADERS 
 
BEFORE the meeting begins: 
 

 Arrive at the public library meeting room between 5:30 and 6:00 pm. 
 Pick up your name tag, which will have a table number on it. Find your table. 
 The tables will be covered with three sheets of butcher paper. Materials at your 

table will include a tent card with discussion guidelines, one marker for each 
person, and a stack of index cards. 

 As people begin to arrive, you can do some networking, enjoy refreshments, etc. 
 Be at your table by 6:40 pm to welcome people to your table and identify yourself 

as the table leader. 
 

DURING the meeting 
 
Table Discussion #1: Strengthening the System (20 minutes – following Emily’s 

presentation)  
 

 Introductions around the table: name + primary affiliation (B/C, neighborhood 
association, organization, school, etc.).  This should be quick – 2 minutes max. 
Model a brief introduction by being the first to introduce yourself. 

 Restate the question, which will be on the screen at the front of the room. 
 
QUESTIONS:   
 
 Based on your experience, where do you see the greatest opportunities for 

collaboration between boards and commissions? 
 How could we improve the current board/commission process and 

neighborhood association efforts? 
 Make sure everyone has a chance to speak. 
 Encourage everyone to write their ideas on the butcher paper. 
 During the transition to the second table, fold up butcher paper #1 and label it. 

These will be collected from the tables. 
 
Table Discussion #2: Building Community (20 minutes – following 5-minute transition) 
 

 Introductions around the table: name + affiliation (B/C, neighborhood association, 
organization, school, etc.).  This should be quick – 2 minutes max. 

 Restate the question, which will be on the screen at the front of the room. 
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QUESTIONS:  
 
 What could be done to engage a greater diversity of community members in 

boards, commissions, and neighborhood associations? 
 How can we encourage more proactive efforts on boards, commissions, and 

neighborhood associations? (Examples: emergency preparedness, 
neighborhood plantings, etc.) 
 

 Make sure everyone has a chance to speak. 
 Encourage everyone to write their ideas on the butcher paper. 
 During the transition to the third table, fold up butcher paper #2 and label it. These 

will be collected from the tables. 
 
Table Discussion #3: Enhancing Communication (20 minutes – following 5-minute 
transition) 
 

 Introductions around the table: name + affiliation (B/C, neighborhood association, 
organization, school, etc.).  This should be quick – 2 minutes max. 

 Restate the question, which will be on the screen at the front of the room. 
 
QUESTIONS:  
 
 How can we improve communication between and among 

o Boards/commissions 
o Neighborhood associations 
o Community members 
o City Council 

 
 Make sure everyone has a chance to speak. 
 Encourage everyone to write their ideas on the butcher paper. 

 
Whole Group Sharing: Emerging Ideas 
 

 Distribute note cards. 
 Everyone take one minute to write down the best idea they’ve heard. 
 Collect note cards, and take them to Kent at front of room. 
 Kent will share a few ideas from the cards. 

 
At the CLOSE of the meeting: 
 

 Thank attendees for their participation. 
 Fold up butcher paper #3 and take it, along with other materials (table tent, 

markers, cards), to front of room and place in appropriate boxes.  
_____________________________________________________________________  
 

TIPS FOR LEADING DISCUSSION 
 
As the table leader, you are responsible for creating and maintaining an open and welcoming 
environment so that all participants are comfortable sharing.   
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General Guidelines 

 Welcome everyone as they arrive at the table.  

 Your primary role is to hear from participants and to encourage participants to record their 
ideas on the butcher paper.  

 Be open.  

 Encourage everyone to participate but do not allow anyone to dominate. “We’ve heard from 
____________. Would anyone else like to share?” 

 Keep the discussion moving by summarizing and synthesizing. 

 Start and end each segment on time.   
 
Specific Guidelines 

 Emphasize that there are no “right” or “wrong” responses.  Create an environment of 
acceptance.   

 Follow the agenda.  If the discussion is off-subject, bring it back to the original question. 

 Make sure there’s time for everyone to share. “Does anyone else have anything to add?” 

 Thank everyone for participating.  
 
 
 



To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

MEMORANDUM 

City Council Members . M 
Julie Jones Manning, Mayor CW 
January 13, 2014 

Vacancy on Arts and Culture Commission 

Larry Rodgers has resigned from the Arts and Culture Comtnission due to time constraints and work 
obligations. His term on the Board expires June 30, 2015. 

I would appreciate your nmninations of citizens to till this vacancy. 

1005 



To: 

From: 

Date: 

MEMORANDUM 

City Council Members . X(\ 
Julie Jones Manning, Mayo~ 
January 7, 2014 

Subject: Appointtnent to Board of Appeals 

I am appointing the following person to the Board of Appeals for the term of office stated: 

Bob Hazleton 
Term expires June 30,2015 

Bob is a registered Professional Engineer in 40 states, a member of American Society of 
Heating and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHAE), and received a Masters of Science 
degree in Mechanical Engineering fron1 the University of Maryland. He is an engineer 
with Lenity Group, specializing in senior housing, office building tenant improvements, 
and remodeling projects. 

I will ask for confirmation of this appointment at our next Council meeting, February 3, 2014. 
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To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

MEMORANDUM 

City Council Members X'J'(\ 
Julie Jones Manning, MayoU ~ Q . 
January 7, 2014 

Re-appointm.ent to Comtnission for Martin Luther King, Jr. 

Luis Rosa's term on the Commission for Martin Luther King, Jr., expired June 30, 2013. 
Mr. Rosa has been attending Commission meetings since last June. He recently asked to be re
appointed to the Commission for another three-year term, expiring June 30, 2016. 

I will ask for confirmation of this appointment at our next Counciltneeting, February 2014. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: City Council Members ~~ 

Julie Jones Manning, MayoL/ ~ ~ From: 

Date: January 7, 2014 

Subject: Confirmation of Appointment to Arts and Culture Commission 

At our last regular meeting, I appointed the following person to the Arts and Culture 
Commission for the term of office stated: 

Wayne Wiegand 
Term expires June 30, 2014 

I ask that you confirm this appointment at our next Council meeting, January 21, 2014. 
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To: 

From: 

Subject: 
Date: 

***MEMORANDUM*** 

Mayor and City Council 

Tony Krieg, Customer Services Manager 

Liquor License Investigation - Cirello' s Pizza 
January 13, 2014 

The City has received an application from Eric Pugh and Ben Sargeant, Owners ofCirello's Pizza, 
located at 919 NW Circle Blvd, Suite F, Corvallis, OR 97330. This application is for a Change of 
Ownership with a Limited On-Premise Sales liquor license. 

Limited On premises sales liquor license: 
Allows the sale of malt beverages, wine and hard cider for consumption on the licensed premises, 
and the sale of kegs of malt beverages for off premises consumption. Also allows licensees who 
are pre-approved to cater events off the licensed premises. 

An affirmative recommendation has been received from the Police, Fire, and Community 
Deve!opment Depmiments. 

Staff recommends City Council authorize endorsement of this application. 



***MEMORANDUM*** 

To: Mayor and City Council 

Fron1: Tony Krieg, Customer Services Manager c\(_ 

Subject: Liquor License Investigation - T House LLC 

Date: January 13, 2014 

The City has received an application from Min-Hsin (David) Lin general Manager ofT House 
LLC, located at 413 SW Jefferson Ave, Corvallis, OR 97333. This application is for a New 
Outlet with a Full On-Premise Sales liquor license. 

Full On-Premises Sales License: 
Allows the sale and service of distilled spirits, malt beverages, cider, and wine for consumption 
on the licensed premises. Also allows licensees who are pre-approved to cater events off the 
licensed premises. 

An affirmative recon1mendation has been received from the Police, Fire, and Community 
Development Departments. 

Staff recmnmends City Council authorize endorsement of this application. 



***MEMORANDUM*** 

To: Mayor and City Council 

From: Tony Krieg, Customer Services Manager 

Subject: Liquor License Investigation- Aomatsu Japanese Restaurant 

Date: January 13,2014 

The City has received an application from Sang ChoHan, President of Aomatsu Restaurant Inc. , 
located at 122 SW 3rd St, Corvallis, OR 97333. This application is for a Change of Ownership 
with a Limited On-Premise Sales liquor license. 

Limited On premises sales liquor license: 
Allows the sale of malt beverages, wine and hard cider for consumption on the I icensed premises, 
and the sale of kegs of malt beverages for off- premises consumption. Also allows licensees who 
are pre-approved to cater events off the licensed premises. 

An affirmative recommendation has been received from the Police, Fire, and Community 
Development Departments. 

Staff recommends City Council authorize endorsement of this application. 



To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Issue: 

Mayor and City Council 

MEMORANDUM 
January 14, 2014 

Mary Steckel, Public Works Director 

Rate Adjustment for Transit Operations Fee 

Per Municipal Code 3.08.050, the Transit Operations Fee will be reviewed and adjusted annually, 
with the new rate to be effective February 1, 2014. 

Background: 
In December 2010, the Sustainability Initiative Fee for transit operations was approved by City 
Council and set at $2.75 for single-family residential (SFR) customers. 

Included in the ordinance language for the new fee is a methodology for adjusting the fee 
annually. Specifically: 

3.08.050 Determination of Transit Operations Fee 

Discussion: 

5) In January of each year, the Director shall review the Transit Operations Fee. 
a) The Director shall obtain the average price in Oregon of a gallon of regular 
grade gasoline for the previous twelve months from the data published by the Oil 
Price Information Service. 
b) The new monthly Transit Operations Fee for a single family utility customer 
shall be either the average price of a gallon of gasoline plus taxes or $2.75, 
whichever is greater. 
c) If the single family fee changes as a result of this review process, the per-trip fee 
for the other customer groups will be adjusted proportionally. 
d) Changes to the Transit Operations Fee will be implemented on the 1st of 
February. 

Staff has obtained the data required by ordinance and determined the average price of a gallon of 
gasoline for 2013 to be $3.63. Therefore, effective February 1, 2014, the SFR customer charge 
for the Transit Operation Fee will be decreased to $3.63, a $0.17 or 4.5% decrease over the 
current rate of $3.80. The rate for all other customer groups will be decreased by the same 
percentage. This will result in an anticipated loss of revenue in FY 14-15 of $56,000. 

SFR Increase/(Decrease) 
From Previous 

Rate Year 
2011 $2.75 
2012 $3.73 35.60~1o 

2013 $3.80 1.90~'0 

2014 $3.63 (4.50~/o) 

Ja~A'. Patterson, City Manager. 



URBAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
MINUTES 

January 7, 2014 
 
 
Present 
Councilor Roen Hogg, Chair 
Councilor Dan Brown 
Councilor Richard Hervey 
 
Staff 
Nancy Brewer, Finance Director 
Jon Sassaman, Police Chief 
Mary Steckel, Public Works Director 
Emely Day, City Manager's Office 

 Visitors 
Gary Angelo 
Charlie Bruce 
Courtney Cloyd 
Jim Day, Corvallis Gazette-Times 
Ken Haines 
Herb Heublein 
Tom Jensen 
Marilyn Koenitzer 
Sean McClelland 
Mindy Perez 
Russell Ruby 
James Wickam 
Robert Wilson 

 
 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

Agenda Item 
Information 

Only 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

Recommendations 

Visitors' Comments 
 Residential Parking Districts Program 

Expansion 

Yes   

 I. Residential Parking Districts Yes   
 II. Other Business    

 
 
CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 
 
Chair Hogg called the meeting to order at 5:00 pm. 
 
Visitors' Comments 
 
Tom Jensen commented that it was difficult to keep track of the Committee's preliminary decisions 
and changing residential parking district (RPD) parking permit allocation calculations.  He 
observed from data that most of the proposed RPDs had a greater need for RPD resident parking 
permits than available on-street parking spaces.  He urged the Committee to consider off-street 
parking spaces available within each RPD and develop a way to mandate that off-street parking 
spaces be used and have a count of the number of bedrooms within each RPD.  He asserted that 
square footage and kitchens would not determine how many vehicles were associated with each 
property; he contended that the number of bedrooms more accurately equated to the number of 
vehicles associated with each residence.  He believed that any of the proposals the Committee 
considered thus far would result in the City mandating that RPD residents purchase permits to 
search for parking spaces.  It was not possible to accurately estimate the number of resident and 
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non-resident parking permits that would be purchased; therefore, he questioned some of staff's 
calculations. 
 
Sean McClelland lived in an affected RPD neighborhood and was concerned about the guest 
parking permit process.  He urged that guest parking permits be readily and easily accessible. 
 
In response to Chair Hogg's inquiry, Mr. McClelland said one guest parking permit per residence 
seemed logical.  He was able to park a vehicle in his driveway and would need only one additional 
resident parking permit.  He would willingly purchase a third resident parking permit for the benefit 
of his guests. 
 
James Wickam lived near the intersection of NW 12th Street and NW Harrison Boulevard 
(Harrison).  He supported the parking permit concept.  His home had 1,650 square feet but no 
driveway or garage; the three adult occupants of his home worked different schedules and would 
be reliant upon resident parking permits for on-street parking.  He expressed concern about 
allocating resident parking permits according to house square footage without considering that 
some houses did not have off-street parking.  He urged the Committee to consider off-street 
parking -- or lack of off-street parking -- in determining a resident parking permit allocation 
methodology. 
 
Councilor Brown clarified that the Committee discussed a resident parking permit allocation 
methodology based upon property square footage, rather than building square footage. 
 
Councilor Hervey suggested that the Committee track all of the citizen concerns that had not been 
addressed thus far to be sure they were considered.  It may not be possible to respond to all of the 
concerns, but he did not want them overlooked. 
 
Ken Haines lived near the intersection of NW 15th Street and NW Tyler Avenue near Franklin 
Square.  During the 38 years he lived in the neighborhood, he watched many Oregon State 
University (OSU) students and staff members park in his neighborhood for full days, litter, and 
drive too fast.  As a property taxpayer, he did not believe he needed to pay for an additional 
parking permit for an additional vehicle.  He did not want to have to obtain parking permits for 
guests who might stop at his house at any time.  During weekdays, there was no available on-
street parking near his home for guests or service personnel.  People employed at businesses 
along Harrison parked on the north side of Franklin Square because there was no available on-
street parking closer to Harrison.  He would like to see parking enforcement in his neighborhood, 
as Police services were funded in part by his property taxes.  He believed there must be an 
equitable way for OSU, its students, or another party to "pick up the slack."  He did not want to 
have to obtain a resident parking permit every year, and he felt it was inappropriate for him to have 
to get parking permits for his guests.  He suggested that there should be an economic provision 
for OSU students who lived off campus to obtain permits to park on the campus.  He 
acknowledged that OSU was an important part of the community, but he believed neighborhoods 
should not be inconvenienced because of OSU student parking overflow. 
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Russell Ruby lived in a former sorority building near the intersection of NW 23rd Street and 
NW Van Buren Avenue (Van Buren) in a neighborhood with high-density apartment developments, 
fraternities, and sororities.  The proposed resident parking permit allocation methodology involving 
property square footage would result in his property of 14,000 square feet being allocated five 
parking permits.  The property had seven off-street parking spaces.  Most of the 19 residents of 
the building had vehicles.  The off-street parking was filled first, as it was most desirable and 
convenient.  He did not know how five on-street parking spaces would be allocated among the 
building residents.  The off-street parking spaces could be vacant when people who regularly used 
the parking spaces were gone.  This could result in the negative tendency of higher usage of off-
street parking.  In situations of buildings like his that were constructed before the advent of modern 
vehicles and without underground parking facilities, landlords may feel pressured to demolish older 
housing to construct housing with underground parking.  He suggested that this could give 
Corvallis a reputation of "destroying a village in order to sustain it," rather than a reputation of 
community sustainability. 
 
In response to Councilor Brown's inquiry, Mr. Ruby said there were no parking problems in his 
neighborhood during summer months because many apartment tenants were gone and there was 
less parking pressure from OSU's campus.  During OSU's academic year, apartment buildings and 
other residential dwellings were full, making on-street parking workable but difficult.  Additional 
pressure from people commuting to OSU's campus and parking in the neighborhoods made on-
street parking very difficult.  He was concerned that the Committee's solution could worsen the 
problem.  He asserted that any solution that would assign parking permits on an artificial measure 
of lot size, building square footage, or number of kitchens and did not recognize the number of 
residents would result in people being excluded from being able to park, obtain a parking permit, 
or have a vehicle.  That could prompt people to move from the neighborhoods, causing disruption 
and a worse problem.  He would prefer that the current RPD system be maintained, even though it 
was bad, as he feared a new system could make the situation worse. 
 
In response to Councilor Hervey's inquiry, Mr. Ruby said people currently could park north of 
Harrison; however, that area would be part of a proposed RPD.  That could increase parking 
pressures in his neighborhood.  People would need to go farther from OSU's campus to find on-
street parking because of the proposed RPDs.  One potentially viable solution would involve 
prohibiting non-residents from parking in the RPDs, but this could create a negative community 
reputation.  He expected that the livability of his neighborhood would deteriorate. 
 
Mr. Ruby clarified for Councilor Brown that some of the residents of his building currently parked 
north of Harrison in what would be a proposed RPD. 
 
Councilor Brown said the RPD Program expansion was intended to regulate commuter parking, 
with the hope that such action would free on-street parking in neighborhoods surrounding OSU's 
campus.  The primary parking problem seemed to be people commuting to the campus.  It was 
difficult to exclude groups from parking in the neighborhoods, but it was possible to regulate their 
presence by pricing of non-resident parking permits. 
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Mr. Ruby said there was currently a high level of activity as drivers sought parking spaces, 
resulting in damaged vehicles. 
 
Councilor Brown said OSU's annual survey of neighborhood parking indicated "hot spots" near 
Mr. Ruby's home, meaning there was more than 100 percent utilization of available on-street 
parking spaces.  The RPD Program would give first priority to RPD residents, which should reduce 
the vehicle activity Mr. Ruby described. 
 
Mr. Ruby asked the Committee to consider people living in residential facilities, even though those 
facilities did not have lot sizes sufficient to allocate enough on-street parking permits for all the 
residents.  This was a major concern for him and other residents of his building. 
 
Courtney Cloyd, a member of the Central Park Neighborhood Association (CPNA), opined that a 
permit-only RPD concept was ill conceived.  He had not heard evidence that two-hour, free 
parking would be less of a deterrent to vehicle circulation than permit-only parking.  Two-hour, free 
parking was seriously considered by the OSU/City Collaboration Project Parking and Traffic Work 
Group (PTWG).  While two-hour, free parking was not an ideal situation, it was believed to be 
enough of a deterrent to non-residents who would need to park in the area for an extended time 
period.  Existing RPD C between Downtown and OSU's campus allowed two-hour, free parking 
once each day.  Prior to establishment of the RPD, many people parked in the neighborhood and 
walked toward OSU's campus; after establishment of the RPD, there were many available on-
street parking spaces during weekdays. 
 
Mr. Cloyd believed defining people who had bona fide reasons to have guest parking permits 
created a class system that should be avoided.  He noted that on-street parking was public 
property, and members of the public should have certain freedoms to use the parking spaces 
within a reasonable time period without needing to meet qualifications established by 
administration.  He believed two-hour, free parking would avoid many problems.  Residents should 
be able to petition for permit-only parking in their neighborhoods. 
 
Herb Heublein lived on NW 13th Street (13th) between Harrison and Van Buren.  On-street 
parking was allowed on both sides of 13th but on only one side of NW 14th Street (which was part 
of an existing RPD) and NW 12th Street.  Parking was heavily accessed on 13th.  If the Council 
instituted a permit-only RPD Program, he wanted to be guaranteed of having an on-street parking 
space when he needed one.  Many of the houses in his neighborhood had single-car garages and 
driveways.  Frequently, on-street parking was not available for residents, so they "tandem" parked 
in their garages and driveways, which could cause need to "play musical cars" to get the proper 
vehicle out of the driveway.  During OSU's term breaks, on-street parking was available on both 
sides of 13th in his block.  OSU's Winter Term began yesterday, and on-street parking was scarce. 
 He questioned how many resident parking spaces would be allowed for sororities, fraternities, or 
apartment buildings; he expected that a few parking permits for those types of residential facilities 
would result in all on-street parking spaces being utilized. 
 
Mr. Heublein said phasing in the proposed RPDs would result in non-residents moving to the 
RPDs that had not been implemented.  He suggested that all proposed RPDs be implemented 
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simultaneously to avoid creating "mayhem" in RPDs scheduled for later implementation.  He 
wanted to be sure he would have resident parking permits for his two vehicles and be able to find 
on-street parking whenever he wanted it. 
 
In response to Councilor Hervey's inquiry, Mr. Heublein said parking along 13th was at capacity 
during weekday daytime hours.  On-street parking availability was better during evenings, but that 
situation was not consistent. 
 
Marilyn Koenitzer lived in SW Corvallis, outside a proposed RPD.  She generally favored the RPD 
concept, but she was concerned that the two-hour, free-parking allowance was removed from the 
RPD Program and that the PTWG recommendations were not followed.  She concurred with 
Mr. Cloyd that the two-hour, free-parking allowance was working in some RPDs.  The resident and 
non-resident parking permit format may work well in some neighborhoods.  However, the permit-
only format would leave general citizens without on-street parking.  If she needed to take her 
disabled husband to a destination in a RPD, she would not be able to park close.  Similarly, she 
would need a guest permit to visit a resident in a RPD.  Sometimes she liked to walk through 
neighborhoods.  She opined that the general public was omitted from parking options in the 
proposed RPDs.  A limited amount of two-hour, free parking or metered parking seemed a 
reasonable option.  She believed guest parking permits would be a hassle for residents (especially 
if they were ill or disabled) and their guests.  She referenced a message she sent to the 
Committee. 
 
Ms. Koenitzer was concerned about the neighborhoods north of NW Monroe Avenue (Monroe).  
Many people who lived outside the RPDs adjacent to Monroe tried not to go to businesses along 
Monroe because of parking issues near the businesses.  She did not know how the calculation of 
parking spaces for businesses would improve this parking situation.  She urged the Committee to 
keep its options open and maybe re-consider its earlier decision about removing the two-hour, 
free-parking allowance or add metered parking to accommodate people other than OSU students 
and staff in the proposed RPDs.  She asked whether non-residents would have an option to 
purchase short-term RPD parking permits. 
 
Councilor Brown explained that the proposed non-resident parking permit would be sold for a one-
year period.  Residents would be able to obtain guest parking permits. 
 
Ms. Koenitzer asked about parking options for people who did not live in a RPD and were not 
visiting a RPD resident but had business within a RPD or wanted to walk through a neighborhood. 
 
Councilor Brown responded that there was insufficient parking for everyone's needs.  The RPD 
Program was intended to improve livability for neighborhood residents.  The problem related to a 
lack of sufficient on-street parking. 
 
Ms. Koenitzer opined that the RPD Program would block off an area of the community without 
offering some minimal alternatives for short-term parking for non-residents.  She believed the RPD 
Program would create a problem that would be worse without some options for short-term, non-
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resident, on-street parking near OSU's campus and Monroe businesses.  She did not oppose the 
RPD Program concept, but she believed it needed to include more flexibility. 
 
Referencing Ms. Koenitzer's letter, Councilor Hervey said he would suggest that the Committee 
track all citizens' questions and concerns that may represent unintended consequences of the 
proposed RPD Program expansion.  It may not be possible to resolve all of the concerns, but 
tracking them would ensure that none were overlooked as the Program was developed. 
 
Ms. Koenitzer said non-resident commuters to OSU's campus would seek parking in 
neighborhoods farther from the campus, pushing the parking problem farther into the community.  
She observed that OSU's parking structure at SW 26th Street and SW Washington Way was 
underutilized and on the south side of the campus, while most of the classes were on the north 
side of the campus.  She believed OSU needed a second parking structure, particularly on the 
north side of the campus, and expected that such a structure would be well utilized and alleviate 
neighborhood parking issues. 
 
Councilor Brown said the Committee suggested a high non-resident parking permit fee for the 
proposed RPDs to encourage non-RPD residents to park south of Monroe.  The proposed RPD 
Program may transfer parking and traffic onto OSU's campus. 
 
Ms. Koenitzer responded that such a change in traffic and parking could increase traffic on other 
neighborhood streets surrounding OSU's campus.  She acknowledged that it would be better if 
non-residents parked at the existing parking structure or Reser Stadium. 
 
Ken Haines concurred that, when OSU classes were in session, residents were unable to access 
on-street parking in front of their homes.  He said a church in his neighborhood had meetings three 
to five times each week, mid-afternoon, evenings, or weekends.  He questioned whether church 
members would be told they could not park along the street for afternoon meetings because too 
many OSU students were already parked in the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Haines noted that all on-street parking surrounding Franklin Square was filled during typical 
OSU school days.  The park was a City-owned, public facility.  He questioned how parking for park 
access would be handled. 
 
Mr. Haines suggested that OSU students be asked to pay a fee and use an OSU-provided, on-
campus parking facility.  The fees could be used to purchase shuttles to operate through the 
classroom areas and parking facilities on OSU's campus. 
 
Councilor Brown responded that the City was frustrated by lack of action regarding parking 
facilities south of Monroe and the long-term parking problems in neighborhoods surrounding 
OSU's campus.  Responding to the problem had "fallen" to the City, so the RPD Program 
expansion was proposed. 
 
Councilor Hervey noted that the City had no control over OSU's actions but was striving to build a 
relationship to jointly resolve problems.  The Collaboration Project may prompt action by OSU to 
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address the issues.  He believed OSU was considering on-campus shuttle runs at more-frequent 
intervals. 
 
Robert Wilson lived in existing RPD C and was pleased with the effects of the RPD, as on-street 
parking was available to residents during OSU's terms.  The two-hour, free-parking allowance in 
the RPD was not enforced.  He questioned how the City would be able to enforce two-hour, free-
parking allowances with the revenue generated by $20 resident parking permit fees.  He noted that 
OSU was abandoning four co-operative living facilities, which may make available approximately 
100 parking spaces among the four facilities.  He questioned what OSU would do with the parking 
at the facilities. 
 
 I. Residential Parking Districts 
 
  Public Works Director Steckel said the staff report responded to the Committee's questions 

from its last meeting, including an estimate of how many resident parking permits might be 
sold and how that number of permits might impact on-street parking.  Staff used the same 
assumption for resident parking permits that would be sold as was used in August, when 
the Committee's RPD Program expansion discussions began.  Currently, three parking 
permits were available per household; however, on average, household members 
purchased only one permit.  Assuming that household members purchased only one of the 
two available permits (the resident parking permit allocation having been reduced to two 
permits per residence under the proposed RPD Program), then 50 percent of available 
permits would be available for sale to non-residents.  Staff reviewed property data and 
removed from calculations non-residential properties.  If only resident parking permits were 
sold at an assumed rate, there would be enough on-street parking capacity in each of the 
proposed RPDs, and the Program could still meet the 75-percent-parking-utilization target. 
 
Ms. Steckel said staff did not have data from which to determine square footage of office 
space in businesses within the proposed RPDs.  Staff determined the number of non-
resident (religious, civic, or business) properties within the proposed RPDs, based upon 
Benton County Assessor tax roll records.  Data was not available to allow staff to identify 
businesses operated from residences. 
 
Ms. Steckel referenced Councilor Brown's request for a definition for a bona fide guest.  
Staff believed the bona fide guest was referenced in the Municipal Code to provide a 
means for parking enforcement staff to state that someone using a guest parking permit 
was not a bona fide guest.  The Municipal Code did not define a bona fide guest, and a 
definition would be included in any Code update resulting from the RPD Program 
expansion.  Staff would consider a bona fide guest to be visiting a resident and not using a 
guest parking permit to park for any other reason.  Other communities had language 
specifically defining a bona fide guest. 
 
Ms. Steckel explained that, under the current RPD Program, only RPD residents who 
purchased RPD resident parking permits were entitled to have guest parking permits.  
Currently, guest parking permits were not available to businesses within existing RPDs.  
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The City issued temporary parking permits to contractors, and staff would like to clarify 
Municipal Code provisions regarding that permit.  The PTWG recommended a separate 
permit for vendors, such as carpenters, plumbers, window washers, etc.  The Committee 
had not considered that permit concept. 
 
Ms. Steckel said, currently, people could use their guest parking permit in any of the 
existing RPDs.  Staff would like to change the allowance and restrict the use of guest 
parking permits to the RPD in which the house associated with the guest parking permit 
was located. 
 
Police Chief Sassaman said fake or forged parking permits were not treated as criminal 
investigations and felony violations.  Instead, parking enforcement staff issued $50 tickets 
for invalid parking or parking in a RPD for which the vehicle did not have permission. 
 
Ms. Steckel said staff spoke with representatives of other communities that used 
transferable guest parking permits; they reported no problems with abuse.  Other 
communities charged for guest parking permits; Corvallis currently did not charge for guest 
parking permits.  Charging for guest parking permits might control usage. 
 
Ms. Steckel reported that informational postcards would be sent this month to properties 
within the proposed RPDs slated for the first phase of implementation, directing interested 
parties to the City's Web site for more information via frequently asked questions and 
answers. 
 
Councilor Brown inquired whether staff surveyed any university communities.  He noted 
that Tukwilla, Washington, had problems with people parking in neighborhoods to ride the 
light-rail transit system. 
 
Councilor Brown distributed and reviewed his memorandum to the Committee of issues not 
addressed in the current RPD legislation (Attachment A), and staff offered responses. 
 Guest parking permit allocation: 

 Ms. Steckel:  Currently, the City provided ten guest parking permits for every 
resident parking permit, regardless of residence address.  If three residents of one 
dwelling each had resident parking permits, they could have, among them,30 guest 
parking permits.  The Committee should determine a guest parking permit allocation 
to recommend to the Council as part of the new RPD Program.  Communities that 
staff surveyed allowed one guest parking permit per property.  Under that scenario, 
the Committee would need to determine how many guest parking permits would be 
allocated to a multi-unit residential facility with one street address. 

 Guest parking permit area restriction: 
 Ms. Steckel:  Staff found an example from Seattle of visitor parking restricted to six 

blocks from the associated residence.  Six blocks could encompass all of some of 
the proposed RPDs. 
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 Guest parking permit information for enforcement purposes: 
 Ms. Steckel:  Ultimately, guest parking permits would include all information needed 

by parking enforcement staff. 
 Chief Sassaman:  With appropriate information, a guest parking permit could be 

associated with a resident parking permit. 
 Definitions of "entitled" and "bona fide" guest: 

 Councilor Brown:  A roommate who did not pay rent could be considered a visitor. 
 Ms. Steckel:  Some communities used the term "temporary" in conjunction with the 

time period that a guest parking permit could be used. 
 Councilor Brown and Ms. Steckel:  Guest parking permits should be available only 

for people who visited a residence for a short time period. 
 Hanging guest parking permit violation definitions and citable parties: 

 Chief Sassaman:  The vehicle involved in a guest parking permit violation would be 
cited.  If parking enforcement staff could associate the guest parking permit to the 
resident parking permit holder who was responsible for the guest parking permit, the 
resident parking permit holder may be subject to revocation of their guest parking 
permit. 

 Councilor Brown:  "Entitled" implied ownership, and the resident was the owner of 
the resident parking permit and entitled to the guest parking permit. 

 Ms. Steckel:  These were legitimate concerns that must be addressed.  Chief 
Sassaman described procedures under the current RPD Program.  Ultimately, a 
resident parking permit holder would be accountable for the use of their guest 
parking permit, including any inappropriate use, and would be subject to any 
consequences of inappropriate use. 

 Chief Sassaman:  Consequences would likely involve a civil, rather than criminal, 
legal process. 

 Councilor Brown:  Currently, permit holders were given ten guest parking permits 
that could be used in any manner desired.  A hanging visitor parking permit under 
the proposed RPD Program would involve enforcement through Municipal Court, as 
the permits could be used all day every day without limit.  Abusive behavior was 
possible.  In changing from administrative action to enforcement and Court control, 
issues associated with responsibility, liability, and citability must be resolved. 

 Chief Sassaman:  Ideally, parking enforcement staff would be able to quickly and 
easily verify that a guest parking permit was legitimate.  This would require a means 
of associating the guest parking permit to the resident parking permit. 

 
  In response to Councilor Hervey's inquiry, Ms. Steckel confirmed that the staff report table 

regarding the suggested square-footage resident parking permit allocation methodology 
included the identified on-street parking "hot spots."  Councilor Hervey expressed interest in 
reviewing more-detailed information, if it involved a significant number of on-street parking 
spaces.  Ms. Steckel responded that part of proposed RPD D was considered by OSU's 
studies to include "hot spots."  Currently, only 29 percent of available parking permits for 
existing RPD B were sold. 
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Councilor Hervey noted that the Committee must determine how to allocate parking permits 
for non-resident properties.  This may require more data about those types of properties or 
permit allocation options. 
 
Ms. Steckel said she was unaware of ways to obtain business square footage, other than 
asking each business for that information.  If the RPD Program allowed one parking permit 
per 400 square foot of office space, this information could be gathered when the business 
owner applied for a permit. 
 
Councilor Hervey suggested that the Committee might consider permit-allocation 
methodologies that did not involve measuring businesses' square footages 
 
Ms. Steckel responded that the Committee discussed classifications of RPD permits 
(residents, business employees, and non-residents).  She asked whether business 
employees would be considered a different classification of permit holder subject to a 
different permit fee or would be considered residents.  The Committee would need to 
determine a methodology for allocating RPD parking permits to businesses within RPDs.  
However, it must be understood that no one was guaranteed an on-street parking space. 
 
Councilor Brown observed that office square footage was part of the existing Municipal 
Code and would be retained or amended.  Currently, businesses in existing RPD B were 
allocated RPD parking permits based upon kitchens.  In existing RPDs B and C, employers 
could purchase RPD parking permits, rather than residents or non-residents purchasing 
permits.  It may be difficult to transition that scenario to a resident/non-resident RPD permit 
system, especially if the permit must be attached to a vehicle. 
 
Ms. Steckel added that many businesses had part-time employees, which could complicate 
staff's desired scenario of non-transferrable RPD parking permits. 
 
Councilor Brown offered to photograph the non-residential properties in each of the 
proposed RPDs to aid in the Committee's deliberations. 
 
Councilor Hervey expressed his desire for the RPD Program to be financially viable for the 
City.  Requiring people to have resident parking permits in order to obtain guest parking 
permits would increase sales of $20 permits and reduce the number of parking permits that 
could be sold to non-residents.  He would like the Committee to consider a means for RPD 
residents who did not purchase resident parking permits to obtain guest permits. 
 
Ms. Steckel responded that there must be some way to associate a guest permit to an 
address within a RPD and that the resident at that address was entitled to a resident 
parking permit. 
 
Councilor Hervey concurred with the proposed postcard text and suggested that postcards 
be sent to the OSU Barometer and Associated Students of OSU, as they were becoming 
involved in RPD Program discussions.  He asked whether the Web site could provide an 
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automated means for people to submit questions regarding specific concerns and 
scenarios.  Ms. Steckel will explore that option. 
 
Chair Hogg reviewed unresolved issues regarding RPD guest parking permits: 
 Allocation methodology and quantity. 

 Ms. Steckel:  The Committee must consider whether resident parking permits were 
required to obtain guest parking permits and whether parking permits would be 
allocated per address.  There could be a situation of every resident of a multi-unit 
residential development obtaining a guest parking permit without having a resident 
parking permit.  It may be necessary to have more flexibility regarding who could 
park how often and where. 

 Cost -- free and included with residential parking permit or additional, nominal fee. 
 Ms. Steckel:  Surveyed communities that used hanging guest parking permits and 

charged for the permits, charged the same as resident parking permits. 
 Employee parking permits -- a third classification of parking permit, a non-resident 

parking permit sold for a reduced fee, or another fee calculation; allocation methodology 
for employee parking permits. 

 Enforcement period -- all year or only during OSU's academic year. 
 Possibly limit the number of parking permits available per property, such as large, multi-

unit residential facilities, fraternities, or sororities. 
 
  Ms. Steckel said staff did not have information regarding the number or nature (full or part 

time) of employees of businesses within the proposed RPDs.  If RPDs were enforced for 
part of a year, the RPD Program would only exist from September to June, which must be 
clearly indicated on signage.  It was not practical to have parking enforcement staff for nine 
months of each year.  If parking enforcement staff was not paid from RPD Program 
revenue, it would be necessary to determine their other duties and the source of funding 
their wages that did not impact other General Fund services.  Additionally, nine-month 
employment could result in high turnover and high training costs.  Employing staff for nine 
months of a year was not financially feasible for the technical nature of parking 
enforcement. 
 
Chief Sassaman added that parking enforcement staff patrolled parking throughout the city 
all year and responded to various parking-related issues. 
 
Chair Hogg observed that neighborhood parking conditions were less problematic during 
summer months, giving residents more flexibility for having visitors without inconveniences. 
He observed that the RPD Program focused on what would best improve the neighborhood 
conditions for residents. 
 
Ms. Steckel emphasized that the RPD Program must be understandable.  She noticed 
similar parking conditions in her neighborhood near campus all year. 
 
Councilor Brown said he lived in existing RPD A for 20 years, and most RPD A residents 
complained about not being able to have visitors because of parking restrictions.  He said 
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visitors were more common when commuters to OSU's campus were gone from the 
neighborhoods.  Residents believed RPD parking enforcement should not occur when 
parking problems did not exist; and residents should have more latitude during OSU's 
holiday and summer breaks, when family and friends were more likely to visit.  Not 
enforcing RPD restrictions during those times would provide more livability for 
neighborhood residents. 
 
Councilor Hervey noted that OSU's academic terms seemed to be the most-problematic 
time periods for residential neighborhood parking.  He questioned whether parking 
enforcement staff could be dedicated to other projects during periods when RPDs were not 
enforced. 
 
Chief Sassaman explained that parking enforcement staff responded to parking issues 
throughout the community, not just within RPDs.  Management would find work for parking 
enforcement staff to perform during any time periods when RPD restrictions were not 
enforced. 
 
Councilor Brown suggested enforcement during the summer months in residential-only 
areas of RPDs. 
 
Referencing Councilor Brown's document in the meeting packet, specifically the section 
entitled, "Phase One Implementation," Ms. Steckel asked the Committee to consider the 
level an identified need must reach to warrant being addressed with a change to the RPD 
Program.  She cautioned that the RPD Program would not please everyone, and there 
must be boundaries about how minutely the Program would be adjusted to meet various 
needs. 
 
Councilor Hervey suggested that the RPD Program could include provision for the 
threshold when future concerns would be addressed. 
 
Councilor Brown observed that the RPD Program belonged to the Council, rather than staff. 
 The Council must respond to concerns and address Program problems.  Staff would be 
responsible for monitoring public input regarding the Program. 
 
Councilor Hervey inquired how resident parking permits would be allocated for multi-unit 
residential facilities. 
 
Ms. Steckel said the data provided by staff indicated square footage for properties.  Staff 
did not know how many units were on each property.  She acknowledged that the property-
square-footage allocation methodology likely would not result in enough parking permits for 
the residents of multi-unit residential developments.  Currently, resident parking permits 
were sold on a first-come-first-served basis up to the permit limit for each residence; there 
were instances of residents seeking permits after the property's limit had been sold. 
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  Finance Director Brewer noted that multi-unit residential developments had various 

addressing styles -- each unit having a unique address or having a unit designation under a 
main address.  Some former single-family residences were divided into apartments with a 
single street address and no unit designations. 
 
Ms. Steckel clarified that, currently, the City sold as many RPD resident parking permits as 
people wanted, up to the per-property limit.  The City did not currently have an overall 
parking permit limit for each RPD. 
 
Councilor Brown surmised that landlords would not be able to purchase RPD parking 
permits.  He understood that the square-footage allocation methodology would not 
guarantee resident parking permits for properties to a maximum permit allocation per 
property.  That element could complicate the permit process.  He anticipated a shortage of 
resident parking permits in some RPDs.  He acknowledged that a parking permit did not 
guarantee a RPD on-street parking space.  He did not envision reserving a specific number 
of parking permits for each RPD.  He clarified that the number of available parking permits 
in each RPD would be determined by multiplying the total number of on-street parking 
spaces by 75 percent to avoid selling parking permits beyond the 75-percent parking-
utilization target. 
 
Ms. Steckel described a situation of a multi-unit residential development with many more 
residents than allocated parking permits, and all of the residents appearing at the first 
opportunity to purchase RPD resident parking permits, purchasing all of the available 
parking permits for the RPD, and no other resident within the RPD being able to purchase 
permits.  She was uncomfortable not being able to control the number of permits available 
for each property.  Staff would need to track RPD parking permit sales by property, with a 
maximum number of permits available per property.  She confirmed that a property's 
unpurchased resident permits would not be reserved. 
 
Chair Hogg suggested that the informational postcard include a shortened Web site URL. 
 
Chair Hogg asked that staff review the Committee's questions and address as many as 
possible at the next Committee meeting. 
 
Ms. Steckel said staff would contact Eugene, Oregon, about whether they enforced their 
RPD restrictions all year or only during the University of Oregon's academic year and ask 
about their experiences or suggestions. 
 
Ms. Steckel said staff would send the informational postcards by early next week and 
indicate the Committee's February 4 meeting as an opportunity for public comment. 
 
Councilor Hervey asked that future meeting packets include the map of proposed RPDs 
and a current table of the potential number of parking permits per RPD.  He expected more 
people to ask questions and again suggested a means of tracking questions and including 
a list of unanswered questions in meeting packets. 
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Councilor Brown considered the tracking activity an onerous administrative staff and 
believed major issues would be evident. 
 
Councilor Hervey clarified that a mechanism for tracking concerns would alert people 
whether their concern had been addressed or if they should present their concern to the 
Committee.  He confirmed for Chair Hogg that his concept would involve capturing issues 
discussed in previous meeting packets and minutes. 
 
Ms. Steckel said Councilor Hervey's proposal would involve staff reviewing correspondence 
and adding questions to a tracking document.  Staff could try tracking the inquiries and 
evaluate whether the effort was beneficial. 
 
Ms. Steckel asked whether the informational postcard should be sent to properties within 
the proposed RPDs slated for the second phase of implementation.  Staff planned to send 
postcards to property addresses, which might not reach all residents of a multi-unit 
residential property that had a single street address. 
 
Chair Hogg concurred with sending the postcard only to residences within the RPDs slated 
for the first phase of implementation.  Notifying residences within the other RPDS may 
cause confusion. 
 
Councilor Brown said two neighborhood associations within RPDs slated for the second 
phase of implementation had not received information.  He assured association 
representatives that they would receive information. 
 
Councilor Hervey suggested that the neighborhood association presidents be notified, as 
they were for land use cases. 
 
Ms. Steckel offered to work with Community Development Department staff and e-mail the 
neighborhood association presidents to advise them of RPD Program discussions. 
 
Ms. Steckel noted that the Committee would need to address contractor and vendor 
parking permits.  The PTWG recommended a $100 annual contractor parking permit 
applicable in all of the RPDs.  She would include this on the list of unresolved issues for 
future Committee discussion.  Councilor Brown asked that that discussion include non-
resident and employee parking permits. 
 
Councilor Brown referenced his prototype brochure explaining the RPD Program. 

 
 II. Other Business 
 
  A. The Urban Services Committee meeting scheduled for January 21, 2014, was 

canceled. 
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  B. The next regular Urban Services Committee meeting is scheduled for February 4, 

2014, at 5:00 pm, in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room. 
 
Chair Hogg adjourned the meeting at 7:10 pm. 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
        Roen Hogg, Chair 



          ATTACHMENT A 
 
 
To:   Urban Services Committee       January 7, 2014 
From:  Dan Brown 
 
SUBJECT:  Topics du Jour  
 

Square Footage Permit Allocation Methodology 
 

Under the current code, employers and businesses can buy permits for their employees.  In the new 
proposal, USC has defined two types of permits, each with a unique price.  Without an addition  
of a third type of permit, one can infer that that employers will no longer be able to purchase 
permits for their employees and that employees will only be able to purchase non-resident permits.  
Do we want to leave it at that? 
 

Guest Permits 
 

I am concerned about what MC 6.15.040.8 calls “temporary parking permits to bona fide visitors.”  
Over the past 20 years in residence and in recent testimony, I have heard lots of resident complaints 
about this aspect of the program.  People who have families and/or want to have day time parties are 
especially affected.  Emotions escalate when guests receive expensive citations during breaks in the 
OSU academic year when the benefits of regulating commuter parking go away. 
 

The current system places CONTROL over the extent of visitor permit use by limiting the 
allocation of permits to 10 permits per address per year.  At the same time, it provides flexibility to 
the holder of the visitor permits to dole them out according to their own needs, i.e. they can have 
one visitor ten times, two visitors on five occasions, or the can have 10 visitors for an annual party.  
Staff is recommending that we switch to a single visitor permit system.  This will mean that 
residents will not be able to provide parking for a party or for multiple visitors at one time. 
 

Further, given the weak language in MC 6.15,  I am worried about the potential for “abuse” of 
unlimited dangler permits and the burden they will place on officers and the Municipal Court who 
will be in charge of CONTROLLING the abuse of visitor permits as a substitute for non-resident 
permits  
 

If the burden of CONTROL is shifted to enforcement officers, the language of the rules must be 
clear in the ordinance: 
 

 one visitor permitted per address and not per resident permit; 
 

 visitor parking will be restricted to resident’s zone and six block radius is too large. 
 

 visitor permits must include all information that enforcement will need. 
 

 The term “visitor” must be clarified.  The key is that permits are “temporary,” not for 
roommates or daily commuters who stop by for coffee as a ruse; the terms “entitled”  
and “bona fide” and dwelling unit must be clearly defined – if they are to be used in the 
ordinance; the purpose is to prevent parking on the streets to exceed allocation. 
 

 The guest permit violation(s) must be defined.  Does the enforcement officer cite the 
offending vehicle, or does enforcement have to hunt down the resident who bought the 
permit?  



 
 
 
I recommend that the City upgrade enforcement by providing more effective, technology-based 
enforcement tools: cameras – scanners – database system.  I recommend that neighborhood 
associations be encouraged to monitor guest permits if abuse becomes a recognized problem. 
 

Monitoring Phase One 
 
Phase One of the RPD expansion will affect thousands of people.  USC has decided not to utilize  
a pilot program -- so we will “jump off the cliff,” committed to at least a year with a high level  
of uncertainty.  We anticipate that (1) parking will be displaced from district streets to OSU and to 
surrounding neighborhoods, (2) some number of violators of the new permit-only regulations will 
be cited, (3) some number of non-resident permits will be purchased, (4) some level of “abuse” will 
be realized, (5) etc. 
 
The Council will attempt to create a workable program for the entire affected area.  But as with  
any big change, we can expect to hear complaints.  We will hear quite a few about the RPD.  
Hopefully, we may be able to implement tweaks in order to compensate for unanticipated 
consequences. 
 
We do not know how residents from the areas surrounding Phase One will be affected.  
It will be very important to hear from them about their experience.  Their feedback should be 
monitored, and in my opinion, residents in expansion areas should be able to vote before they are 
included in the RPD.  As testimony has shown, the inflicted cure may be worse for livability,  
in these citizens minds, than the underlying problem. 
 
Starting with the OSU Campus Master Plan, OSU committed to perform annual parking utilization 
studies on campus and in surrounding neighborhoods.  After a few years, it appeared that annual 
studies of neighborhood parking were redundant; therefore, with the blessing of the Council, the 
schedule was increased to five years.  Having data for 2014 consistent with the historic data will  
be very useful to assess the impacts of the new program.  In my opinion, we should ask OSU to 
conduct a neighborhood parking study in 2014 as well as the on-campus utilization study. 
 

Writing the Brochure 
 

At the last meeting, I jested about writing a “brochure” for the new RPD.  For your perusal, I asked 
staff to include a “prototype” of such a document, based on my usual outline for a “plan.”  The 
topics covered according to the attached template which attempts to ensure a complete explanation 
to those affected: Who?  What?  Where?  When?  How?  How Much?  What Effect?   I have 
attempted to provide answers to the questions which have come up in testimony.  Decisions which 
have not been made by USC are noted in red. 
 



 Template for RPD Description 
 

 Who What Where When How How Much Why What Effect 
Problem 

Statement 
Commuters 
 

Excess 
demand for 
on-street 
parking, etc. 

Around OSU 
campus 

Academic 
year; 

Parking:  
Traffic in search 
of  empty spaces. 

Lots of citizen 
complaints 

Convenience and 
low cost of on-
street parking,  

MC 6.15.010 
“evils” listed 

Primary Goal 
is Livability 

Residents have 
first priority 

Access to 
homes, street 
sweeping,  etc. 

In middle of 
Corvallis 

Academic year
– 9am to 5pm 

Reduce  
transient on-street 
parking 

 “Enhancing 
Livability”  
is City motto 

Reduce “evils”  
in MC 
6.15.010 

RPD is the 
Solution 

 Program to 
allocate scarce 
City resource. 

Where parking 
problem is 
recognized. 

Starting Sept. 
1, 2014 

Signs, 
permits, 
enforcement 

 Citizens demand 
a solution 

 

Zones 
 

  Written 
descriptions in 
MC 6.15.030 

Two phases: 
2014 & 2015 

Based on Land 
Use Zoning 

Capacity:  
75% utilization 
in each zone 

  

Permit-Only 
Parking 

Non-residents; 
Residents, etc. 
Non-transferable 

Sticker on 
vehicle 

All permits are 
zone specific  

8am to 5pm Show permit  Reduce demand 
for on-street 
parking and 
turnover traffic 

 

Administrate 
District 

City Staff Signs; 
Permits; 
Allocation. 

City offices 
 

 Allocate permits 
to limits using 
priorities 

Allocation  
based on sq.ft. 
land or sq.ft 
office space 

Control over 
access to on-
street parking 

 

Enforcement CPD 
 

Check Permits, 
give citations 

 Academic 
year;  
8am to 5pm 

 3 officers Cite violations; 
control abuse 

 

Permit Prices: 
 
 
 

Two tier: 
Residents and 
non-residents 

  Annual  Resident = $20: 
Non-resident = 
115% OSU 
faculty cost  

Discourage 
problem 
behavior; pay for 
administration 

 

Council 
Deliberation 
and Public 

Process 

USC: 
Council: 
Collaboration; 
 

Review and 
Approve 
Program 

 Jan. to May 
2014 

Public Meetings; 
notices; publicity 

   

Phase One 
Implementation 

Public Works; 
CPD 

Signage; 
Permit Sales: 
Enforcement 

A,C,D,E,F,G,J 
ones 

Sept 1, 2014; 
timeline 

Notification  
of residents 

 Assess Impact  
of expansion 

Intended and 
unintended 
consequences 

Phase Two 
Planning 

 

  H,I  zones Sept 1, 2015 Vote of residents  Prevent overkill  

 



TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ISSUE 

MEMORANDUM 

December 31, 2013 

Urban Services Committee . 5. 
1\k\J .lor \f\ · 

Mary Steckel, Public Works Directorg7 \) 

Collaboration Recommendation to Expand Residential Parking Districts
Property Square Footage Permit Allocation Methodology; Guest Permits; Public 
Outreach Postcard 

The Urban Services Committee (USC) requested staff input on suggestions for the Residential Parking 
District (RPD) program made at the previous meeting and continued progress on program element design. 

BACKGROUND 
In a memorandum dated March 13, 2013, the Collaboration Corvallis Parking and Traffic Work Group 
(Work Group) recommended a RPD program design, which included retaining the ability for anyone to 
park free on the street within a district for up to 2 hours. Staff suggested an alternative program design 
that would require anyone desiring to park on the street within a district to first obtain a parking permit. 

At the August 6, 2013 meeting, USC formulated a recommendation to the full City Council to expand 
RPDs, to not pursue a pilot district, and to not employ a petition process when making decisions about 
RPD expansion. At the August 19 meeting, the City Council approved those recommendations. 

At the August 20, 20 13 meeting, USC reviewed expenditure and revenue assumptions for the 2·hour free 
and permit-only program designs. They established that USC would take public input on this topic, that 
the goal of the RPD program should be neighborhood livability, that a phased approach was preferred, 
and that multiple districts should be created. USC agreed that the RPD program elements would be 
shared with the full Council via committee report, and that the Council vote would occur after USC 
developed a fully-formed proposal. On September 3, the Council approved the goal of neighborhood 
livability and concurred with USC's direction on the other items. 

At the September 17, 2013 meeting, USC addressed parking options for various groups in the permit-only 
scenario and the feasibility of completing the RPD expansion by January 2014. They also deliberated on 
the desired level of enforcement. They came to a consensus to move forward with a permit-only program 
design, to target a September 2014 implementation date, and to aim for two parking enforcement trips 
through each of the RPDs in an eight-hour period. On October 7, the City Council supported these 
decisions. 

At the October 8, 2013 meeting, USC discussed areas in the proposed RPDs that might require special 
consideration due to past high parking usage (hot spots) or because of parking pressures from civic 
facilities in the neighborhood. 

At the November 5, 2013 meeting, USC agreed to assign "resident only" parking to a two-block area 
immediately adjacent to the Oregon State University (OSU) campus; to address the parking situation in 
the proposed District C (Chintimini Park) in a separate effort with a proposed strategy to be implemented 
concurrent with the main expansion effort; to not offer free permits for residents; and to target a 75% 



parking utilization as the desired level to achieve neighborhood livability. On November 18, the City 
Council supported these decisions. 

At the December 3, 2013 meeting, USC came to consensus that street frontage is not the preferred permit 
allocation methodology; that the strategy developed for new District C (Chintimini Park) will be 
implemented with the rest of the Phase I expansion; and that postcards will be sent out to affected 
properties in January. 

At the December 17,2013 meeting, USC reviewed data on the number of parking spaces per block face in 
the Phase I RPD area and the milestone dates for key decisions in order to implement the expanded 
program in September 2014. The members agreed that annual resident permits would cost $20 and that 
annual non-resident permits would cost 115o/o of the OSU faculty annual permit price. They preferred the 
square-footage methodology for allocating resident permits and discussed using a different methodology 
for business, religious, and civic entities in an RPD. One option they considered is the allocation scheme 
used in the current District C for business properties, which is one permit per 400 square feet of office 
space. 

DISCUSSION 
The USC requested more detailed information on the number of permits available to residents in an RPD 
compared to the estimated on-street parking capacity, answers to specific questions raised by Councilor 
Brown regarding guest permits, the experience in other communities with a transferable guest permit 
system, and the proposed language for the first public outreach effort. Each of these items is discussed in 
more detail below. 

Square Footage Permit Allocation Methodology 
After a discussion at the previous meeting, USC was interested in determining how on-street parking 
would be utilized if residents bought all or a portion oftheir allocated number of permits. The table 
below shows the estimated on-street parking capacity, the parking capacity at the targeted 75o/o utilization 
level, the total number of permits allocated to only residential properties in the district using the square 
footage methodology, and the number of permits if the current purchasing behavior continues in the new 
program with 50% of the allocated number purchased. The last column shows the estimated remaining 
available parking spaces at the 7 5°/o utilization level if 50o/o of the available resident permits were 
purchased. 

75% of the 50% of Available Estimated 

Estimated On- Estimated 
Total Resident 

Resident On-Street 
District Street Parking On-Street 

Permits Available 
Permits Parking 

Using Square 
Capacity Parking Footage Method Purchased Capacity 

Capacity Remaining 

A 455 341 522 261 80 
c 591 443 347 174 269 
D 304 228 437 219 9 
E 626 469 556 278 191 
F 389 292 282 141 151 
G 140 105 163 82 23 
J 716 537 733 367 170 
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There was no mechanism available to staff to determine the square footage of office space in the business, 
religious, and civic properties in an RPD. As a result, the number of additional permits that would be 
allocated per district for these entities using the one permit per 400 square feet methodology could not be 
calculated. However, using information readily available, the following table gives some insight, 
showing the number of non·resident properties in each RPD. 

Number of 
District Non-Resident 

Properties 

A 4 
c 7 
D 18 
E 5 
F 39 
G 13 
J 27 

Councilor Brown's Questions Regarding Guest Permits 
In a handout distributed at the December 17 meeting, Councilor Brown posed several questions about the 
guest permit RPD program element that he sought staffs input on. His questions and staffs responses are 
shown below. 

1. Who is and who is not a bona fide visitor? 
The Municipal Code states that temporary parking permits can be issued to bonafide visitors 
of residents in residential parking districts. While not clearly defined, a bona fide visitor 
would be one that is actually visiting a resident, and not someone who is using the permit to 
park for any other reason. 

2. When is a person entitled to have a guest permit? 
The current Municipal Code language just touches on the guest permit program element. 
Staff anticipates adding more robust language that describes the proper use of the guest 
permit, including when it is to be used, and by whom. 

To the point of Councilor Brown's question, contained in the Municipal Code is a section on 
residential parking district violations. The first of these is if a person represented that s/he 
is entitled to a residential parking permit when that person is not entitled to it. This is easy 
to determine for the resident permit, because there are clearly defined criteria within the 
Code. For a guest permit, staff anticipates adding language to the Code, as stated above, to 
require the guest permit only be used while actually visiting the address of the associated 
resident permit. 

A second violation instance is to fail to surrender a permit to which the holder is no longer 
entitled. In the proposed guest permit system, the resident would be the holder of the permit 
and would be responsible for its appropriate use. If the guest permit was not being used 
properly, it could be revoked and, depending on the severity of the abuse, could also result 
in the revocation of the associated resident permit. Staff anticipates adding language to the 
Code to this effect. 
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The third violation is to park a vehicle displaying a permit at any time when the holder of the 
permit is not entitled to hold it. There is no easy way to determine this in either the current 
system or the proposed program. If abuse was suspected or reported, it would be easy to 
determine if a resident permit was valid by investigating the program records using the 
permit number. For the proposed guest permit system, the associated resident permit would 
be linked to the guest permit, making investigations of abuse much easier and therefore 
more likely to be pursued. 

3. To whom does the City provide guest permits? 
Although it is not captured in the Municipal Code, the Public Works Department's practice 
is to provide guest permits to residents who have purchased a residential parking permit. 
Guest permits are not provided to businesses or employers in an RPD. 

While not a 'guest' permit, the Public Works Department does issue a temporary parking 
permit to a contractor working in an RPD for the time required to perform their services. 

4. Can a 'visitor' from one district use their guest permit in another district? 
In the current program, the guest permits are uniform and can be used in any district. Staff 
proposes to change that in the new RPD program, restricting use of a guest permit to the 
RPD to which it is issued. 

5. What is the penalty for counterfeiting permits? 
Due to the holiday season and the short turnaround time for the staff report, the answer to 
this question will be provided at the meeting. 

Guest Permit Program 
At a previous USC meeting, staff proposed changing the guest permit RPD program element from the 
current system where 10 one-day-use guest permits are provided for each resident permit to a system 
where one transferable guest permit is provided per resident permit or per property. The new guest permit 
would be made of a material or design that is difficult to duplicate. A method to more clearly tie the guest 
permit to the property it is associated with would be incorporated in the permit design as well, through a 
unique identifying number, the resident address, or some other mechanism. 

When this idea was presented, a concern was raised about the transferability of the guest permit and the 
possibility for abuse because this type of guest permit would provide the same parking privileges as the 
resident permit and could be used by a 'guest' every day. 

Staff contacted three communities that have experience with a transferable guest permit-Seattle, 
Portland, and Sherwood-and none of them cited abuse as a major problem. Both Seattle and Portland 
have clearly defined fines for permit abuse, and in Seattle, a guest vehicle will be issued a ticket if it is 
parked more than a six-block radius from the address it is associated with. 

As a side note, Seattle and Portland both charge a fee for the transferable guest permit, basically the same 
amount as the residential permit fee. 
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Public Outreach Postcard 
Staff proposes to send a postcard to every address in theproposed RPD area with the following message: 

Dear Resident, 

Your address is in the area proposed for new on-street parking restrictions starting in September 2014. 
As currently proposed, free parking will no longer be allowed on the street after September. 

This proposed change is the result of an effort by the City and Oregon State University to address 
livability issues raised by residents in the neighborhoods surrounding the OSU campus. One issue raised 
is the lack of available on-street parking spaces. A recommended solution is to expand the current 
Residential Parking District (RPD) Program to restrict street parking in these neighborhoods. The City 
Council's Urban Services Committee has been working for several months to design the new program 
and now have a proposed design ready for public feedback. 

For more information on the proposed design of the expanded RPD program, including maps of the 
proposed districts, please visit the City's Website at www.corvallisoregon.gov/XXX. Questions or 
comments can be directed to the City of Corvallis Public Works Department at 541-766-6916 or 
public.works@corvallisoregon.gov. Feedback also can be provided directly to the Urban Services 
Committee, which meets twice a month. Check the City's Website for dates and times. 

REQUESTED ACTION 
That the USC review this information, ask questions, and provide direction on data required to further the 
RPD program design discussion. 

Reviewed and concur: 
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From: Steckel, Mary  
Sent: Monday, December 23, 2013 8:13 AM 
Subject: FW: Comment on Parking Districts to the Urban Services Comm. 
 
Please include in the next USC packet.  Thanks. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Ward 2  
Sent: Sunday, December 22, 2013 10:02 AM 
To: Steckel, Mary; Ward 3; Ward 4 
Subject: Fwd: Comment on Parking Districts to the Urban Services Comm. 
 
Mary, 
Forwarding you this email so that it Is included in the next USC packet.  Thanks. 
 
 
---- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: George Rohrmann <rohrmanng@ > 
To: ward2@council.corvallisoregon.gov 
Sent: Sat, 21 Dec 2013 13:32:17 -0800 (PST) 
Subject: Comment on Parking Districts to the Urban Services Comm. 
The proposal to allocate parking based on the square footage of a lot does not appear 
to take into account a number of historic anomalies in which more than one unit was 
built on a lot of less than 5000 sf. These include the following near where I live:  
760 and 762 SW Adams a duplex (4 bedrooms total) on a 3750 sf lot 
752 SW Adams, a duplex, on a 3750 sf lot 
417 and 419 SW 8th (3 bedrooms total), a house and cottage on a 3500 sf lot 
421 and 423 SW 8th (4 bedrooms total), A duplex on a 4000 sf lot. 
Similar situations are present on the westerly corners of SW 10 and SW 11 Streets and 
SW Adams. 
Some of these lots have parking, whereas others do not. 
George Rohrmann 
 



To:  Urban Services Committee      January 2, 2014 
From:  Dan Brown      

 
CORVALLIS RESIDENTIAL PARKING DISTRICT  

EXPANSION PLAN  
First Draft / Prototype 

 
 
 
The City Council assigned to the Urban Services Committee the task of developing a plan for 
expanding the Residential Parking district program.  At this point, we anticipate a number of 
steps and have made substantial progress: 
 

Problem Statement 
 

Primary Goal 
 

Residential Parking District Expansion 
 

Zones 
 

Permit-Only Parking 
 

Administration of Districts 
 

Enforcement 
 

Permit Prices 
 

Council Deliberation and Public Process 
 

Phase One Implementation 
 

Phase Two Planning 
 
 
I will use this structure to organize discussion about our work.  In this document, each topic will 
be discussed in order to organize the many decisions involved in the plan.  Red ink denotes 
topics which require more USC discussion.   



Problem Statement 
 
Around the OSU campus, there exists excess demand for on-street parking.  First, due to narrow 
streets, parking is typically limited to one side.  Then, because many commuters choose to park 
in free and convenient locations, residential neighborhoods become de facto parking lots during 
the academic year.  It is interesting to note that in 1982 the City Council used the word “evils”  
to characterize the many associated problems:  
 

polluted air, excess motor vehicle miles traveled, vehicular congestion, impeded 
movement of traffic, blighted or deteriorated residential areas, lower property values, 
excessive noise, and litter  MC 6.15.010. 

 

Recently, the volume and geographic scope of citizen complaints have increased with the rapid 
growth of OSU student and staff populations.  This pressure compels the City Council to provide 
a solution. 
 
Primary Goal 
 
The City’s familiar motto, as expressed on public documents, is “Enhancing Community 
Livability,” and this philosophy is detailed in Vision 2020.  As the result of commuter parking, 
ordinary expectations for neighborhood living can’t be met, and the residential character of 
neighborhoods is diminished.  Local streets are congested with unnecessary traffic with drivers 
circling in search of parking spaces.  Residents have no place to park near their homes.   Street 
surfaces cannot be accessed for street sweeping or snow removal. These problems now cover a 
wide swath of the community and affect thousands of residents. 
 
Residential Parking District Expansion 
 

There is general agreement that we should look for a solution in what is familiar, that is, to 
expand the Residential Parking Districts (RPD).   Thirty years ago, the City Council adopted an 
ordinance which states: 
 

Residential permit parking districts are necessary to promote the health, safety, 
 and welfare of the inhabitants of the city MC 6.15.010.7. 

 

Although not a panacea, this approach has been used in three areas adjacent to the OSU campus. 
RPDs are common in college towns. 
 
Zones 
 
Ten potential parking district zones have been identified.  Boundaries are deliberately based on 
land use designations and derived from the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan which directs various 
kinds of development, industrial, commercial, and residential, greenway, etc.  The proposed RPD 
encompasses the complete spectrum of residential zones from lowest density to highest density 
(RS-3.5 through RS-20, and mixed use).   These zones provide goals and models for different 
kinds of development and different neighborhood character.  (The Comprehensive Plan map and 
explanation of zoning in the Land Development Code [LDC] can be accessed at the City web 
site.)    
 



Phase One (Zones A,C,D,E,F,G,J) of the RPD expansion will include areas closer to OSU 
classrooms, including the current RPD areas.   Phase Two would expand some of the zones 
further from campus and add other zones around the periphery (Zones B,H,I). 
 
Permit-Only Parking 
 
The City will offer two basic permits: resident and non-resident.  Special permits will be 
provided to those who have bona fide reasons to park in a zone; these would include visitors, 
contractors, service providers, etc.  A few parking meters will remain to provide parking for 
customers of businesses located in the district.    
 
Past experience with the RPD has revealed operational problems which will be covered by a 
number of built-in safeguards.  Permits will be affixed to a vehicle, and they will not be 
transferrable    
Permits will be zone-specific to increase predictability, to reduce range of commuter traffic,  
and to prevent residents living at one end of campus from commuting to other end of campus.   
MC 6.15.050.3 states that:  A residential permit does not guarantee nor reserve to the holder a 
parking space within the designated residential parking permit district.  Parking permits during 
evenings, weekends, or game days will not be regulated. 
 
Experience has shown that zones closer to the OSU campus include “hot spots.” They suffer the 
greatest degree of problems with transient on-street parking because commuters gravitate to 
areas which are most convenient for walking to popular campus locations.  The RPD will allow 
resident-only parking in known “hot spots.” 
 
Administration of Districts 
 
Although the RPD title seems to emphasize the geographic aspect, the “district” involves a 
parking and traffic management program intended to control the number of parked vehicles by 
allocating scarce on-street parking resources through a permitting process.  Residents will have 
first priority in buying permits, and employees who work in zones will have second priority.   
Permits will be allocated to properties based on square feet of land for residences or square feet 
of office space for businesses located in the district. 
 
The City has measures for the “capacity” of each zone, e.g. the number of on-street parking 
spaces.  Recognizing that neighborhoods are not supposed to be parking lots, USC has set 
standards for target “utilization” at 75% of zone capacity.   
 
Enforcement 
 
As is the case now, enforcement will remain an important part of the RPD program.  Permit-only 
parking will change commuter expectations.  The lure of possibly finding a free spot will be 
eliminated, and the possibility of an expensive citation will act as a deterrent.  At this time, we 
can’t predict if enforcement will become easier or more difficult under the new system. 
 



Enforcement of RPD regulations will still occur between 8am and 5pm on weekdays.  Due to 
changes in program rules, patrols will not follow routine schedules and may appear “random” to 
commuters and residents.   Enforcement can follow up on resident complaints and focus on those 
areas where experience shows that more violations are likely to occur. 
 
It makes little sense to enforce permits during all OSU breaks and holidays.  During those times, 
the benefit to residents of the permit system is greatly diminished because commuters are scarce.  
Further, residents will be able to enjoy their family and friends who are more likely to visit 
during those times of the year.  Experience has shown that one of the worst aspects of the RPD  
is not being able to entertain visitors and / or having them pay expensive fines (now $50) for a 
day’s visit.  During summer break, substantial savings can be achieved for the City by ceasing 
unnecessary patrols for three months. 
 
It has come to the attention of the USC that abuse of visitor permits is a problem.  Abuse means 
that there are more permits on the street than should be allowed through the City’s intended 
allocation process.  It is imperative that staff design a process that will prevent counterfeiting, 
resale, reuse, and improper use of permits by persons who are not entitled to them. 
 
Designing the new RPD program provides an opportunity to modernize the thirty-year-old 
enforcement process which currently involves considerable handwork.  Digital cameras, scanners 
and bar codes, databases with remote wireless access, etc. provide opportunities to improve 
control over violators (and reduce costs).  OSU and other municipalities that already use these 
technologies to regulate parking programs can provide advice about how to create a better 
system. 
 
Permit Prices 
 

Two price points will be used for permits.  Residents will pay $20 in order to cover the cost to 
the City of issuing the permits.  This is an increase from the present $15 and from $12 in 2005. 
 
Non-residents will pay a much higher fee which will reflect the going-rate for paid-parking  
in Corvallis.  The formula will be [1.15 x the OSU faculty permit cost ]. The intention is that this 
pricing strategy will discourage the level of on-street commuter parking we observe today. 
Such disincentives are consistent with City of Corvallis and OSU policies (CPP 0.30.03.030.H.1.c; 
CP 11.4.2; OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015, p. 1-8, and p.7-12. 
 
The USC has not yet decided how to deal with employees who work at businesses within the 
boundaries of the RPD.  They can be considered non-residents, be treated like residents, or 
offered a third price point. 
 



Council Deliberation and Public Process 
 
The recommendation to expand the RPD came from the Parking and Traffic Workgroup  
which was part of a multiple year City/OSU Collaboration Project.  The Urban Services 
Committee and City Staff have developed details for the plan.  Along the way, there have been 
many opportunities for the public to provide input at City-sponsored meetings.  Anecdotes and 
brainstorming have provided insights and inspiration.  It has also revealed that designing 
solutions for a program this large is complicated and requires trade-offs 
Despite much City activity, many of residents in the Phase One and Phase Two RPD areas likely 
have little knowledge of what is to come.   Starting January 2014, the City will commence an 
outreach effort to inform those who will be affected.  We would like to minimize surprises when 
enforcement begins. 
 
Phase One  Implementation 
 
City staff has prepared a timeline to allow the RPD program to start on Sept. 1, 2014 in Phase 
One (Zones A, C, D, E, F, G, J).   The most labor-intensive activity will be installing new permit-
only parking signs in the RPD.  Sales of new residential parking permits will begin during the 
summer of 2014, and enforcement will start on Sept. 1, 2014, the traditional permit date.  At that 
point, we will be committed to the basic program for a year. 
 
USC and staff have struggled with forecasting the effects of the proposed changes.  The biggest 
uncertainty, going forward, lies in the demand for parking in the RPD, both permitted and non-
permitted.  These variables will affect the costs and revenues of running the parking management 
program.  Residential areas outside the RPD boundaries will be affected if commuters decide to 
park further from campus.   
  
Overall, we expect that the RPD expansion will reduce the problems it is intended to address. 
The City must have a plan to monitor effects of the changes:  parking patterns, traffic counts, 
permit sales, citations, and resident satisfaction with the change.  Adjusting to unintended 
consequences should commence as soon as feasible when problems are recognized. 
 
The USC decided that a pilot project would create unnecessary delay and would not provide that 
much more information to forecast a large-scale change.  Corvallis has had thirty years 
experience with RPD in three diverse zones.  We know about resident demand for permits, costs 
of administration, violations cited, abuse, “hot spots,” enforcement requirements, etc.  
 
Phase Two Planning 
 
Creation of a permit-only parking district around the OSU campus is expected to improve 
livability by reducing transient parking and related problems.  Hopefully this new program will 
encourage some commuters to switch to alternative forms of transportation:  walking, biking, 
free transit, car pooling, etc. The change can also be expected to redirect some commuter traffic 
from neighborhood streets to arterials and shift some staff and student parking to on-campus lots 
which are currently underutilized  (See OSU Parking Utilization Survey 2013-2014). 
 



Phase One will undoubtedly displace some of the current commuter parking to new 
neighborhoods, particularly those just beyond the borders of the Phase One RPD.  At that time,  
it may be desirable to adjust the RPD boundary outward.  The current Phase Two proposal would 
double the size of the RPD by expanding zones C, E, and G and adding new zones B, H, and I. 
 
Currently residents in Phase Two areas are not particularly concerned about commuter parking 
but that may change.  After observing the impact of Phase One on their neighborhoods, residents 
in Phase Two areas should be able to choose between the problem and the cure based on a vote. 



To: Urban Services Committee 
From: Dan Brown 

SUBJECT: Topics du Jour 

Square Footage Permit Allocation Methodology 

January 7, 2014 

Under the current code, employers and businesses can buy pemtits for their employees. In the new 
proposal, USC has defined two types of permits, each with a unique price. Without an addition 
of a third type of permit, one can infer that that employers wi ll no longer be able to purchase 
permits for their employees and that employees will only be able to purchase non-resident permits. 
Do we want to kave it at that? 

Guest Permits 

1 am concerned about what MC 6.15.040.8 calls "temporary parking permits to bonafide visitors.'' 
Over the past 20 years in residence and i.n recent testimony, I have heard lots of resident compla i.nts 
about this aspect of the program. People who have families and/or want to have day time parties are 
especially affected. Emotions escalate when guests receive expensive citations during breaks in the 
OSU academic year when the benefits of regulating commuter parking go away. 

The current system places CONTROL over the extent of visitor permit use by limiting the 
allocation of permits to 10 permits per address per year. At the same time, it provides flexibility to 
the holder of the visitor permits to dole them out according to their own needs, i.e. they can have 
one visitor ten times, two visitors on five occasions, or the can have lO visitors for an annual party. 
Staff is recommending that we switch to a single visitor permit system. This wi.II mean that 
residents will not be able to provide parking for a party or for multiple visitors at one time. 

Further, given the weak language in MC 6.15, I am worried about the potential for "abuse" of 
tmlimited dangler permits and the burden they will place on officers and the Municipal Court who 
will be in charge of CONTROLLING the abuse of visitor permits as a substitute for non-resident 
permits 

lf the burden of CONTROL is shifted to enforcement ofiicers, the language of the rules must be 
clear in the ordinance: 

• one visitor permitted per t~ddress ami not per restdem permit: 

• visitor parking v.il l b~ rcslrict~d to rcsidl:nl"s ;.:one and six block radius is lllo lnrge. 

• visi tor p~:rmits must indtH.k ull in formal i<Hl thut ~n fon:eml:nl \\ill neL•tl. 

• The t~nn ··vi<>i tor·· must he clarified. f'hc key is tlu.lt pcnnits arc ··tempm·ary: · not !'or 
rm.>n1mutcs or daily commuters \\ho st0p by lot· col1cc as a rus\:: the terms .. entitletf' 
Rlld "botllt.{itfe " and dwelling lllliflllll$l bl.! ckurl y dl!fincd j !' lhl.!y Ore to b~ used in lh\.! 
nrd i nance; th~ purpose is tn JWC\<t;:nt parktng on I he ~~r~cts to c\cced allocat inn. 

• l'he guest permit violation(s) must he ddined. Dot;!s the en!'orc.:cmcnt oniccr ci te the 
ofCending \Chicle. 01' does enf(lt'CCnlCil t haw lo hunt down lht.: resich:nl Who bought the 
permit'! 



I r~commcnd th:Jlth~.· City upgrau~ enlhrc~nwnt by pt'll\l tdin t,' more l.! rli.:cti\1.~. technl1log}-hnscd 
L'nl'nr<.:t.:m\.!nltonls: L'llllH.:nts st.:anncrs d<tlabasc syo.;t~.:m . I recommend thnt nl.'igllborlwnd 
assuciatitlllS bL' encouraged lilmonitor guest pct'tt tils il'abusc hct.:nmcs u l'l.!cogni:t.lXI probll.:m. 

Monitoring Phase One 

Phase One of the RPD expansion will affect thousands of people. USC has decided not to utjl ize 
a pilot progran1 --so we will 'jump off the cliiff," committed to at least a year with a high level 
of uncertainty. We anticipate that (1 ) parking will be displaced from district streets to OSU and to 
StUTounding neighborhoods. (2) some number of violators of the new permit-only regulations will 
be cited, (3) some number of non-resident permits wil.l be purchased, (4) some level of "abuse" will 
be realized, (5) etc. 

The Council will attempt to create a workable program for the entire affected area. But as with 
any big change, we can expect to hear complaints. We will hear quite a few about the R.PD. 
Hopefully, we may be able to implement tweaks in order to compensate for unanticipated 
con seq uenccs. 

We do not know how residents from the areas surrounding Phase One will be affected. 
[l wiJJ be very important to hear from them about their experience. J'hc.:ir h.:~dhuck should be 
monitored. und in Ill) opinion. rcsu.lcnts in e\ pansiun un.:us shouiJ be ~th l c tn vote before lltl..'y arc 
included in the RI'D. As testimony has shown, the inflicted cure may be worse for livability, 
in these citizens minds, than the underlying problem. 

Starting with the OSU Campus Master Plan, OSU committed to perform annual parking utilization 
studies on campus and in sun·ounding neighborhoods. After a few years, it appeared that annual 
studies of neighborhood parking were redundant; therefore, with the blessing of the Council, the 
schedule was increased to fi ve years. Having data for 2014 consistent with the historic data will 
be very useful to assess the impacts of the new program. In my opiuion. we should ask OSU to 
condu<.: t u m:ighborhood parking study in 2014 us wdl as the on-campus utili tntinn ~tudy. 

Writing tlte Brochure 

At the last meeting, I jested about writing a "!brochure'' lb r the new RPD. For your perusal I asked 
staff to include a "prototype" of such a document, based on my usual outline for a "plan." The 
topics covered according to the attached template which attempts to ensure a complete explanation 
to those affected: Who? What? Where? When? How? How Much? W11al Effect? I have 
attempted to provide answers to the questions which have come up in testimony. Dccisiuno.; ""hich 
haw lllll b\:t.:ll 111 1.\<..11.: b) l rsc at'l.' not~d in red 



Template for RPD Description 

Who What Where When How How Much Why What Effect 
Problem Commuters Excess Around OSU Academic Parking: Lots of citizen Convenience and MC 6.15.010 

Statement demand for campus year; Traffic in search complaints low cost of on- "evils" listed 
on-street of empty spaces. street parking, 
parking, etc. 

Primary Goal Residents have Access to In middle of Academic year Reduce "Enhancing Reduce "evils" 

is Livability first priority homes, street Corvallis - 9am to 5pm transient on-street Livability" inMC 
sweeping, etc. parking is City motto 6.15.010 

RPD is the Program to Where parking Starting Sept. Signs, Citizens demand 

Solution allocate scarce problem is 1, 2014 permits, a solution 
City resource. recognized. enforcement 

Zones Written Two phases: Based on Land Capacity: 
descriptions in 2014 & 2015 Use Zoning 75% utilization 
MC 6.15.030 in each zone 

Permit-Only Non-residents; Sticker on All permits are Sam to 5pm Show permit Reduce demand 

Parking Residents, etc. vehicle zone specific for on-street 
Non-transferable parking and 

turnover traffic 
Administrate City Staff Signs; City offices Allocate permits Allocation Control over 

District Permits; to limits using based on sq.ft. access to on-
Allocation. priorities land or sq.ft street parking 

office space 
Enforcement CPD Check Permits, Academic 3 officers Cite violations; 

give citations year; control abuse 
Sam to 5pm 

Permit Prices: Two tier: Annual Resident= $20: Discourage 
Residents and Non-resident= problem 
non-residents 115% osu behavior; pay for 

faculty cost administration 

Council USC: Review and Jan. to May Public Meetings; 

Deliberation Council: Approve 2014 notices; publicity 

and Public Collaboration; Program 

Process 
Phase One Public Works; Signage; A,C,D,E,F,G,J Sept 1, 2014; Notification Assess Impact Intended and 

Implementation CPD Permit Sales: ones time line of residents of expansion unintended 
Enforcement consequences 

Phase Two H,I zones Sept 1, 2015 Vote of residents Prevent overkill 

Planning 
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Happy New Year 2014….a year where we will see Changes …. – A message from Jim Patterson 
 
In a signal of change coming to our local government, at the first City Council meeting of this New Year, Mayor Julie 
Manning announced that she would not seek a second term as Mayor for the City of Corvallis.  Mayor Manning, in 
addition to being our Mayor, also serves as Vice President for marketing, public relations and development at Samaritan 
Health Services.  In her announcement she said that serving as Mayor is very rewarding and very time consuming.  I 
have had the privilege as City Manager to work closely with Mayor Manning as she has helped lead and facilitate the 
achievement of City Council goals and important initiatives that will benefit our City years into the future.  I’d like to thank 
the Mayor’s family for the sacrifice they have often times made because of the Mayor’s volunteer service to a City she 
loves dearly.  I look forward to working with Mayor Manning until her term expires in January of 2015.  Thank you Mayor 
Manning for your leadership, your grace and professionalism during challenging times and the great example of serving 
others above self you have been to all of us.   

As I mentioned last month, the budget development process for 2014-15 includes changes in how we are doing 
business. There will be implementation of a firm expenditure limit for City services and programs, integrating elements of 
priority based budgeting, managing the size and compensation of the City workforce, improving budget development 
transparency, examining inventory of real property assets for possible sale or repurposing and continuing the 
commitment to building a healthy reserve to protect against future financial downturns.  This work is a part of our on-
going efforts to achieve a sustainable City budget per City Council goals.   

In September 2014, coinciding with the beginning of the fall term at Oregon State University, the City of Corvallis will 
expand residential parking districts.  As a result of increasing demand for on-street parking related primarily to the growth 
at OSU, the expectations for high quality neighborhood livability are difficult to meet and the character of residential 
neighborhoods is being impacted.  Well over 30 years ago the Corvallis City Council adopted Ordinance 82-66 which 
states, “Residential permit parking districts are necessary to promote the health, safety and welfare of the inhabitants of 
the City.”  It is in that spirit that changes will be coming to residential parking districts in Corvallis.  At the December 17, 
2013 Urban Services Committee meeting, the committee members agreed to recommend that annual resident permits 
would cost $20 and that annual non-resident permits would cost 115% of the Oregon State University faculty annual 
permit price, which is $307 for the 2014-2015 academic year.  The committee also preferred the square-footage 
methodology for allocating resident permits and will continue discussions on using different methodology for business, 
religious institutions, schools and civic entities in a residential parking district.  At their January 7, 2014 meeting, the 
committee focused their discussion on guest permits and other exceptions to residential parking districts.  The 
committee will meet again on February 4th to continue work on this complex and important issue.  The Urban Services 
Committee will be making recommendations on residential parking districts that must be approved by the full City 
Council prior to implementation. 

Finally, from the words of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. “All progress is precarious, and the solution of one problem 
brings us face to face with another problem.”  January 20, 2014 is MLK Day and in observance of this national 
holiday all City facilities will be closed.  The Corvallis City Council will meet next on Tuesday, January 21 at the 
Downtown Fire Station at 6:30 pm. I encourage you to attend the City’s annual MLK Celebration at 7 pm on 
Wednesday, January 22 at the Majestic Theater, 115 SW 2nd Street.  Corvallis Mayor Julie Manning will present the 
annual High School essay awards, John Hunter will have a question and answer session following the screening of 
the award winning documentary “World Peace and other 4th Grade Achievements,” and a community reception will 
follow.  The event is free, but a donation of a non-perishable food item is appreciated.   
 

Happy New Year 2014! 

 

mailto: jim.patterson@corvallisoregon.gov
http://www.corvallisoregon.gov/index.aspx?page=18
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REPORTING PERIOD:  DECEMBER 2013 
 
 I. ORGANIZATIONAL HIGHLIGHTS 
 

 The community experienced an unusual weather event that produced eight to 
nine inches of snow in a short time period and involved temperatures that 
neared zero degrees overnight and did not rise above freezing during daytime 
hours for nearly a week.  City facilities did not sustain any significant damage 
during the event; there were no reports of downed trees or power lines, power 
or telephone outages, or other major problems.  The Corvallis Regional 
Communications Center received more than 3,200 calls for assistance during 
the weather event. 

 
 II. MAYOR=S DIARY 
 
 I have engaged in the following activities, in addition to meeting and 

corresponding with constituents and presiding at the twice-monthly City Council 
meetings and meetings with Council leadership: 

 
 Speaking engagements 

 Leadership class at Corvallis High School 
 
 Special meetings 

 Attended Corridor Forum meeting concerning Oregon Passenger Rail project 
 Attended the Finance and Executive Committee meetings of the Oregon 

Cascades West Council of Governments 
 Attended the Oregon Leadership Summit 
 Participated in planning meeting for start-up of the Regional Accelerator and 

Innovation Network (RAIN) 
 Participated in the League of Oregon Cities' Board of Directors meeting 
 Co-chaired Oversight Committee meeting of Benton County's Ten-Year Plan 

to End Homelessness 
 Met with representatives from the National League of Cities 
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 Met with leaders from Oregon State University's (OSU) Inter-Fraternity 
Council 

 Met with the City's Public Participation Task Force 
 Met with Oregon House of Representatives candidate Dan Rayfield to discuss 

City issues 
 Met with Benton County Commissioner Jay Dixon to discuss issues of mutual 

interest 
 
 Appointments 

 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission 
 
 III. CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE 
 
  A. Department Highlights 
 

 Received one Notice of Tort Claim; information is available for review in 
the City Recorder's office. 

 Continued providing staff support for the Public Participation Task Force. 
 Promoted Carla Holzworth to City Recorder. 
 The Economic Development Office responded to two start-up leads and 

followed up with one expansion client, and one recruitment lead. 
 The Economic Development Officer made 11 first-time visits to traded-

sector businesses. 
 The Economic Development Office is coordinating logistics for the 

following events: 
 Monthly Pub-Talks for the Willamette Innovators Network 
 Monthly Willamette Innovators Network Board meetings 

 
 IV. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
  A. Department Highlights 
 

 Development Services Division staff processed 25 residential and 35 non-
residential plan reviews for proposed construction projects and conducted 
1,061 construction inspections. 

$ Created 22 new Code Enforcement Program cases as a result of citizen 
complaints received. 

$ Of the 136 plumbing, mechanical, and electrical permits issued, 88 (65 
percent) were issued on-line. 

$ Planning Division staff received 11 land use applications, including three 
Historic Preservation Permit applications and two Conditional 
Development applications. 
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$ Planning Division staff issued decisions on four land use applications, 
including a denial of the Corvallis Gazette-Times Building Planned 
Development nullification. 

$ The City Council held a public hearing to consider the Campus Crest/The 
Grove application. 

$ The Historic Resources Commission held a special work session on 
December 3 to consider potential amendments to Land Development 
Code Chapter 2.9. 

$ On December 18, the Planning Commission conducted its annual review 
of the City's Capital Improvement Program. 

$ Housing Division staff provided one down payment-assistance loan of 
$15,000 to help a low-income household purchase their first home. 

$ Housing Division staff received 49 Rental Housing Program-related 
contacts outlining 74 separate issues, with 24 issues related to habitability 
and 50 of a non-habitability nature.  Nine of the habitability issues reported 
are or may be subject to the Rental Housing Code, so Housing Division 
staff is working with complainants to confirm violations and then, as 
applicable, achieve resolution or move to enforcement. 

$ At its December meeting, the Property Maintenance Code Advisory Group 
provided input to staff on the development of a Corvallis Property 
Maintenance Code compliance program and neighborhood/ community 
outreach and education program. 

 Drafted and distributed a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) document, with 
guidance from Councilors Brown, Beilstein, and Brauner).  The RFQ will 
facilitate identifying a consultant to carry out a scope of work that will 
assist the City Council with the completion of its Fiscal Year 2013-2014 
housing goal. 

 
 V. FINANCE 
 
  A. Department Highlights 
 

 Payroll processed its 12th City retirement cash-out of the fiscal year -- a five-
year high. 

 Budget staff prepared budget numbers for Department Directors under the 
new revenue-driven, sustainable-budget process. 

 Utility Billing staff began discussions with Wells Fargo to implement remote 
deposit, which allows the City to send Wells Fargo digital images of customer 
checks. 

 Utility Billing staff completed training with Creditron and began using scanning 
software to capture digital images of checks and payment stubs.  This 
process automates payment entry and eliminates the need for manual entry 
of customer payments by check. 
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 Risk management is reviewing the initial draft of the on-site property 
appraisal. 

 Administrative staff is working with Federal Payments to implement a 
telephone and Web payment site for ambulance billing. 

 Accounting staff presented the Fiscal Year 2012-13 Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report to the Administrative Services Committee. 

 Accounting staff began discussions on how to implement 
purchasing/accounts payable processes such as three-way match, with the 
goal of reducing time-consuming tasks and centralizing accounts receivables 
for the City. 

 
 VI. FIRE 
 
  A. Department Highlights 
 
   Operational 
 

Response Activity - December 2013 City Non-City Total 
Fires 3 0 3 
Overpressure/Rupture 0 0 0 
Requests for Ambulance 260 73 333 
Rescue (Quick Response Team) 86 13 99 
Hazardous Condition 6 1 7 
Service Requests 85 18 103 
Good Intent 31 24 55 
False Calls 35 1 36 
Other 0 0 0 
TOTAL RESPONSES OVERALL 506 130 636 

 
 Due to recent cold weather, a feed pipe at Scott Zimbrick Memorial Station 

No. 5 burst.  It was repaired by Parks and Recreation Department staff. 
 An OSU student, who is serving as a "safety intern," is preparing a Fire 

Department-specific safety manual from the Department's operating 
procedures. 

 
 VII. LIBRARY 
 
  A. Department Highlights 
 

 During December, 43,014 patrons visited the Corvallis Library B an 
average of 1,720 per open day.  Another 79,888 users accessed Library 
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services from their computers.  System-wide, 136,694 items were checked 
out, including 24,338 items on hold that were picked up. 

   $ System-wide, 105 programs were presented during December, with 2,053 
attendees of all ages. 

   $ Heavy snow and freezing temperatures in early-December forced early 
closure of the Corvallis Library on several days.  The cold weather also 
affected the heating system in the Monroe Community Library, leaving the 
building very cold.  As a result of the weather and the dangerous driving 
conditions, the Friends of the Library Holiday Book Sales in Corvallis and 
Monroe were cancelled. 

   $ Administration staff began taking meeting room reservations for Sundays 
(after January 1), as part of implementing the revised meeting room policy. 

   $ Staff received eight submissions from National Novel Writing Month 
(NaNoWriMo) participants and is working to publish a book of these 
excerpts, as well as make it a circulating item in the Library collection.  
The book is expected to be just under 100 pages and feature a lot of 
science fiction and fantasy. 

   $ A Health Navigator from Cover Oregon was available at Alsea Community 
Library for one-on-one appointments. 

   $ The ROCK (Random Acts of Cheerful Kindness) Program was a big 
success at Monroe Community Library.  The city of Harrisburg asked for 
details so they can offer it in their community next year. 

   $ Philomath Community Library hosted the Head Start Family Dinner Night, 
at which they sang songs, discussed literacy at home, and had a "Wish for 
Snow"@ storytime (it snowed 8.5 inches the next day). 

   $ Staff continued with the major weeding of juvenile non-fiction.  Shelves are 
looking much better with more current materials not lost amongst the out-
of-date and worn titles. 

   $ The final Ready to Read Grant report for 2012-2013 was submitted. 
  Youth Services staff is working with Shelvers on a plan to use leftover 

shelving from the OSU Bookstore to replace older shelving that holds 
books on CD, CDs, and series and graphic novels. 

 
  B. Other 
 

 On December 16, Library Foundation board members presented a check 
to the City Council for $636,075 for use in purchasing the Fenner property 
adjacent to the Library.  The gift was the culmination of the Foundation's 
successful Complete the Block fundraising campaign. 
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VIII. PARKS AND RECREATION 
 
  A. Department Highlights 
 
   Administration/Planning 

 Installed a new stainless steel squirrel in The Arts Center Plaza to replace 
the one stolen several years ago; this was funded by the Madison Avenue 
Task Force. 

 Received donation of Sunnyside School; re-location of the building to the 
Knotts-Owens Farm will begin January 12 at daybreak. 

 
 Aquatic Center 

 Hosted the Oregon Senior Open swim tournament, with more than 600 
athletes and spectators from all over the state. 

 
 Parks and Natural Areas 

 Completed rehabilitation of the playground at Tunison Park, including 
adding play equipment and Americans with Disability Act (ADA) 
accessibility. 

 Volunteers provided a record 8,078 volunteer hours to Parks Operations 
during 2013. 

 The 2013 SantaCross race was held in Avery Park in mid-December, 
providing a family-friendly bicycle event for the community. 

 Most facilities were unaffected by the hard freeze.  Parks did repair minor 
water link breaks at one Riverfront Commemorative Park restroom and the 
Berg Industrial Building. 

 Submitted annual Sunset Park wetland mitigation report to United States 
Army Corps of Engineers and Oregon Department of State Lands. 

 
 Recreation 

 Thirteen teams registered for High School Recreational Basketball. 
 The Adult Basketball and Adult Coed Volleyball Leagues ended their first 

half in mid-December and will resume league play in early-January. 
 
 Senior Center 

 The Senior Health Insurance Benefits Assistance (SHIBA) program 
bustled with activity October 15 through December 7 with Medicare annual 
open enrollment.  Volunteer counselors assisted 135 seniors and 
conducted ten additional personal one-on-one counseling appointments 
during December. 

 The Senior Center offered a variety of fall term fitness classes, with 176 
students enrolled.  Classes included Zumba Gold, Nia, Yoga, Tai Chi, 
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Awareness through Movement, and walking groups.  The Senior Center is 
also used for Linn-Benton Community College classes. 

 The Candlelight & Carols annual Holiday Dinner was served at the Senior 
Center on December 25, with 76 dinners served.  This special event was 
put on with the help of 36 volunteers, including Santa, Mrs. Claus, and one 
elf.  The event was sponsored by Samaritan Advantage; American 
Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) Local 
2975; and Citizens Bank, who donated wrapped gifts and beautiful 
poinsettias. 

 
 IX. POLICE 
 
  A. Department Highlights 
 
   Officers investigated 2,009 incidents this month.  Following are the highlights: 
 

 Detectives set up an undercover on-line persona of a 14-year-old girl.  The 
undercover was contacted by an adult man who corresponded with the 
undercover after learning "she" was only 14 years old.  The undercover 
arranged to meet with the man.  The 34-year-old man was charged with 
Online Sexual Corruption of a Child and Luring a Minor. 

 A man was arrested for Unlawful Use of a Weapon after he intentionally 
shot a handgun twice inside his residence.  Methamphetamine was 
involved. 

 Street Crimes detectives conducted investigations at Central Park, based 
upon numerous complaints of drug activity in the area.  A 21-year-old 
man, 22-year-old man, and a 16-year-old boy were all charged with 
Possession of Less Than an Ounce of Marijuana in the Park. 

 Records staff processed 1,138 police reports, entered 427 traffic citations, 
and performed 184 background checks.  Staff generated 110 incident 
reports -- 19.5 percent of the total reports taken during this reporting 
period. 

 A man was seen trying door handles in an attempt to gain entry into a 
commercial vehicle.  He was located and arrested on Attempted 
Unauthorized Entry of a Motor Vehicle. 

 Officers investigated a domestic assault involving a boyfriend and his live-
in girlfriend.  The woman had been the victim of multiple assaults over an 
extended timeframe.  The suspect was contacted and arrested without 
incident.  He was charged with Assault, Kidnaping, Menacing, and 
Strangulation. 

 Officers responded to a call from a United States Postal Service mail 
carrier, who reported that a man and woman had just stolen packages off 
a front porch.  The suspects were contacted a short distance away by 
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responding officers.  Additional stolen property was discovered in their 
possession during a search.  The man and woman were charged with Mail 
Theft and Theft. 

 Evidence received 624 items during December.  An additional 410 items 
were returned, purged, or permanently transferred. 

 Sixty reports were submitted via the Coplogic on-line reporting system. 
 
   9-1-1 Center Calls for Service 
   The Corvallis Regional Communications Center dispatched 3,343 calls for 

police, fire, and medical assistance this month as follows: 
 

POLICE FIRE AND MEDICAL 
Corvallis Police 2,009 Corvallis Fire/Ambulance 551
Benton County Sheriff 541 Other Fire/Medical 132
Philomath Police 110  
TOTAL 2,660 TOTAL 683

 
  B. Other 
 

 Detective Shimanek attended New Fire and Arson Investigator Academy 
training in Las Vegas, Nevada. 

 Dispatcher Frances Facey attended "Critical Thinking" training in Astoria, 
Oregon. 

 Dispatcher David Scott participated in Benton County Emergency 
Management vulnerable populations drill. 

 Captain Hendrickson and 9-1-1 Supervisor Brost attended the Seven-
County 700Mhz radio system meeting at the Linn County Sheriff's Office. 

 Several sworn and non-sworn personnel participated in the annual Shop 
with a Cop event in which 50 children referred from Oregon Department of 
Human Services were given a $35 gift card to an area store to holiday 
shop for themselves, their family, or a bit of both.  Shop With a Cop 
provides children four to ten years of age a positive interaction with 
members of law enforcement. 

 Officer Gilder attended Active Shooter training in Stayton, Oregon. 
 Sergeant Jason Harvey and Officer Sapp instructed a K-9 familiarization 

course for the five new Police Department recruits. 
 Officer Hackstedt instructed a Driving Under the Influence of Intoxicants 

course for the five new Police Department recruits. 
 Officer Brenner attended Reid Interview and Interrogation training in 

Salem, Oregon. 
 Officer Hurley attended Social Media for Disaster Response and Recovery 

Training in Salem, Oregon. 
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 X. PUBLIC WORKS 
 
  A. Department Highlights 
 
   Administration Division 

 Implemented improvements to the tracking of citizen calls during 
emergency events using Intranet capabilities as a result of the snow and 
ice event debrief meeting. 

 Began data migration from the existing work order management system to 
the new system (Accela).  Initial training and feedback sessions were 
conducted on the new system with workgroup leadworkers and 
supervisors. 

 Transitioned vehicle replacement schedules from Fiscal Year 2013-14 
financial plans to a 20-year vehicle replacement plan.  Consolidating these 
schedules from the 11 financial plans that Public Works operates into one 
file allows staff to easily review the entire fleet prior to making vehicle 
replacement decisions. 

 
   Engineering Division 

 Completed contract negotiations for design of the Wastewater Treatment 
Plant Secondary Clarifier project. 

 
   Transportation Division 

 For the second quarter of Fiscal Year 2013-14, Corvallis Transit System 
bus ridership was 292,450, a 1.9-percent decrease over second quarter 
ridership last Fiscal Year.  For calendar year 2013, ridership topped one 
million, at 1,130,401. 

 Completed the Fall Leaf Collection Program of leaf removal in 
coordination with Republic Services.  The volume of material collected set 
a new season record at 4,044 cubic yards. 

 Staff responded to snow and ice event activities over an eight-day period, 
24 hours per day.  Over 160 cubic yards of sand was spread throughout 
the City.  Clean-up activities were initiated following the event. 

 
   Utilities Division 

 Staff responded to more than 100 calls for water shut-offs for customer 
leaks and system leaks that the distribution staff repaired during the recent 
snow and ice event.  Staff worked extended shifts during the event and 
responded to after-hour call-backs.  Repairs were performed on twelve air 
reliefs and two auto-flush stations that failed due to the extreme cold. 
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XI. MISCELLANEOUS 

Attached is the City Attorney's Office Report to the City Council for December. 

mes A. Patterson 
City Manager 



ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 
~ Jil!J\MbiMb 2E&2 

CORVALLIS CITY ATTORNEY 
456 SW Monroe/ #101 

Corvallis, OR 97333 
Telephone: (541) 766-6906 

Fax: (541) 752-7532 
CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 

REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL: HIGHLIGHTS 
NovemberRDecember 2013 

The following are highlights of the City Attorney's Office activities in November-December 2013: 

1. Memorandum to Human Services Committee regarding amendrnents to city tobacco code 
regulations proposed by Benton County Health Dept. 

2. Memorandum to City Council regarding 9L11 & Maxine and arnbiguities in local land use 
regulations. 

3. Preparation of annual letter to City's auditors. 

4. Preparation of work distribution estimates for City Attorney's Office for Finance Department. 

5. Assistance to Parks Department regarding purchase agreement for historic house. 

6. Meetings with Planning Department regarding property rnanagement code. 

7. 1\1eeting in Oregon City with Police Department regarding medical marijuana dispensary. 

8. Assistance to Planning Department regarding Campus Crest application. 

Ongoing/Future Matters: 

1. Enforcetnent actions re: code violations (building, rental housing, land development code). 

2. Continued work on public records requests. 

3. Continued assistance on internal investigations, ernployee grievances and other employn1ent n1atters. 

4. Assistance in preparing findings for land use decisions. 

5. Enforcement of City ordinances and prosecution of offenses in Corvallis Municipal Court. 

6. Representation of City before the Office of Administrative Hearings for ODOT Rail Division 
regarding City of Corvallis!Sartnurak ODOT-Rail Appeal of ODOT's denial of two City 
applications for alteration of grade crossing & before LUBA in Cloyd, et al. v. City (Gazette
Times Building appeal) 

7. Representation of City in Benton County Circuit Court regarding Carrillo v. City Municipal Court 
Appeal. 

8. Work on revisions to CMC 5.03. 
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COUNCIL REQUESTS 

FOLLOW-UP REPORT 

JANUARY 16, 2014 

********************************************** 

1. Possible Local Regulations Regarding Genetically Modified Organisms (Hirsch) 

The attached memorandum from Deputy City Attorney Brewer responds to 
Councilor Hirsch's inquiry about the City legislating genetically modified organisms 
(GMOs) within the City Limits. 

s A. Patterson 
City Manager 



ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 

MEMORANDUM 

TO Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Jim Brewer, Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: January 15, 2014 

CORVALLIS CITY ATTORNEY 
456 SW Monroe, #101 

Corvallis, OR 97333 
Telephone: (541) 766-6906 

Fax: (541) 752-7532 

SUBJECT: City Council Request for Information Regarding Genetically Modified Organisn1s 

At the January 6, 2014, n1eeting, Councillor Hirsch requested inforn1ation related to the City of 
Corvallis' legal ability to regulate the labeling, sale and development of Genetically Modified 
Organisms (GMOs). 

Background: 

In October of2013, as part of the special legislative session, the Oregon Legislature passed and the 
Governor signed into law former Senate Bill 863, with an effective date of October 8, 2013. The 
substantive text of the law is fairly short and reads as follows: 

( 1) As used in this section: 

(a) "Local government" has the meaning given that term in ORS 174.116. 

(b) "Nursery seed" means any propagant of nursery stock as defined inORS 571.005. 

(2) Except as provided in subsection (3) of this section, a local governn1ent may not enact or 
enforce a local law or measure, including but not limited to an ordinance, regulation, control 
area or quarantine, to inhibit or prevent the production or use of agricultural seed, flower seed, 
nursery seed or vegetable seed or products of agricultural seed, flower seed, nursery seed or 
vegetable seed. The prohibition i1nposed by this subsection includes, but is not lin1ited to, any 
local laws or measures for regulating the display, distribution, growing, harvesting, labeling, 
1narketing, mixing, notification of use, planting, possession, processing, registration, storage, 
transportation or use of agricultural seed, flower seed, nursery seed or vegetable seed or 
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products of agricultural seed, flower seed, nursery seed or vegetable seed. 

(3) Subsection (2) of this section does not prohibit a local governtnent fr01n enacting or 
enforcing a local law or n1easure to inhibit or prevent the production or use of agricultural seed, 
flower seed, nursery seed or vegetable seed or products of agricultural seed, flower seed, 
nursery seed or vegetable seed on property owned by the local govermnent. 

The legislative findings adopted in enacting this statute make it clear that the legislature believed 
that there was a statewide interest in protecting the agricultural industry and avoiding local 
regulations which n1ight inhibit this industry. The stated purpose of the sponsors of the bill was to 
preempt local government regulation of the production or use of seeds and seed products. 
Although neither the tern1 GMO nor the words Genetically Modified Organisms are mentioned in 
the legislation, discussion at committee 1nakes it clear that this statute was intended to avoid local 
regulation of GMOs. As an interesting side issue, the Legislative Counsel has also concluded that 
the measure likely preempts local regulation of medical marijuana dispensaries, and at least one of 
the sponsors agrees that this was his intention. Assuming that the Legislature as a whole intended 
a very broad reading of ••products of agricultural seed, flower seed, nursery seed or vegetable 
seed", local regulation of a variety of products may not currently be possible except in 
communities where local petition measures specifically regulating s01ne particular products \Vere 
eligible for placement on the ballot prior to January of2013 and adopted by county voters as apart 
of the May 2014 election. 

Analysis: 

Putting aside the practical question of whether the City has the technical expertise and the 
resources to enforce any local regulation of GMOs, based on the plain language of the statute, 
the legislature has likely effectively preetnpted any local regulation at this ti1ne. Practically, the 
only legal challenge the City can offer is to ignore the preetnptive language and siinply proceed 
to adopt and i1nplement regulations or restrictions on GMOs. We assu1ne litigation \Vould follow 
fairly quickly. Unfortunately, we think it will be difficult for any local regulation of GMOs to 
survive review for preemption at the trial court or appellate levels. 

We are aware that there are other local governn1ents who are currently planning on challenging 
the purported preemptive effect of this legislation (prin1arily by proceeding \Vith efforts to 
regulate or prohibit 1nedical1narijuana dispensaries and growing operations in various Oregon 
cities or counties). Again, we assume that litigation is going to follow fairly quickly as these 
local regulations are imple1nented. Council should reasonably expect very well-funded litigation 
opposing local regulations (whether of GMOs or 1nedical n1arijuana), and that pree1nption will be 
a focus of legal argu1nents in that litigation. The City could track this litigation and any 
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appeals, and seek the ability to participate in briefing on the issue of preetnption, as an atnicus. 
This could reduce the costs to the City and allow the City to choose which appeals to participate 
in, in a n1ore strategic tnanner. 

Although political considerations are outside our expertise, we understand frotn conversations 
with the legal counsels for the League of Oregon Cities and the Association of Oregon Counties 
that the organizations that lobby for the interests of cities and counties took no steps to oppose 
the legislation authorizing tnedicaltnarijuana dispensaries, in part because the legislative 
sponsors assured the League of Oregon Cities and the Association of Oregon Counties that local 
regulations vvould not be preetnpted. Legislative Counsel's opinion that local regulation is likely 
preetnpted in pati because of this statute catne as a surprise to these organizations. 
Consequently, both bodies are likely to be lobbying vigorously for repeal or significant 
atnendtnent of this statute. We are also aware that there are active groups pursuing statewide 
regulation of GMOs, both as ballot 1neasures and at the legislature. The City Council could 
choose to refer this tnatter to its legislative cotnmittee and urge the League to lobby for a repeal 
or atnendment of the preemptive language. If there is a prospective ballot tneasure for statewide 
regulation, the City Council could choose to adopt a resolution in support of such a tneasure. 
Along these satne lines, we think it is likely that changes of sotne kind will be made to the 
legislation, and even successful litigation is likely to be tnoot by the titne appellate processes are 
cotnplete. 

Recotntnendation: 

Assutning the Council has an interest in local regulation of GMOs, we cannot recotnn1end 
itnmediately enacting local regulations in order to draw a la,vsuit (which will be costly and 
difficult to successfully defend) as a n1ethod of focusing attention on this tnatter. We think the 
better choice, if litigation is desired, is to allow smne other local governtnent to take the lead 
(and pay the bulk of the costs), and perhaps for the City to participate in the right case on ·an 
atnicus basis at the appellate level. 

If the Council wants to take itntnediate action to publicize and inform the public about this issue, 
we believe that discussing legislative changes that can be pursued through lobbying or a 
statewide ballot measure is a better choice for the Council. 

krr 
c: Jitn Patterson 
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Report on the City of Corvallis Community Response 
During the Winter Storm of December 2013 

 
 
 

Introduction 
 
When severe weather hits hard, the City of Corvallis Public Works Department prioritizes its response to 
provide the highest level of support for our local community’s life‐saving public safety network.  First on 
that priority  list  is  the critical network of arterials  that connect  the community  to emergency medical 
services.    Public Works  crews work  closely with  City  of  Corvallis  Police  and  Fire  to  clear  the way  to 
specific  sites where  emergency  access  is  needed.   During major  snow  and  ice  storms,  the  activities 
needed to keep the top priority critical streets open and passable typically have to be repeated multiple 
times, around the clock.  Such was the case in the recent winter storm event in early December 2013.   
 
After the critical emergency medical network is addressed, the next highest priorities are the remaining 
arterials,  collectors,  and bus  routes.    Following  that  are  the  streets  in  the higher  elevations.   During 
severe weather, the effort to support public safety is a constant job.  That is especially true during long 
bouts  of  snow,  ice  and  sub‐freezing  temperatures.    Attention  to  residential  streets  is  not  a  priority 
because of these demands, and the city’s limited resources and effective snow removal equipment.    
 
We  are  fortunate  that major  snowstorms  of  significant  duration  are  not  a  common  occurrence  in 
Corvallis; winters are generally rainy and mostly temperate, compared with other regions. When it does 
snow in Corvallis, it rarely stays long.  Having said that, the City of Corvallis must anticipate the potential 
for winter storms of significance and be better prepared to respond. 
 
As a part of Lessons Learned Information Sharing (LLIS.gov) a trend analysis on emergency preparedness 
and  secondary  hazards  associated  with  severe  weather  events  showed  that  many  jurisdictions 
experience similar secondary hazards during severe winter weather events.  From a review of seventeen 
storms, key  issues  that  responders are  likely  to encounter during winter and/or  ice storms are power 
outages,  road  closures,  downed  trees  and  power  transmission  lines,  phone  service  outages,  school 
closures, responder communication issues, the need for warming stations, the need for shelters, water 
distribution issues, and public transportation closures. 
 
In the December 2013 winter storm event, many of the secondary hazards associated with severe winter 
events did not occur  in Corvallis.    There were no  reports of power outages of  long‐lasting duration, 
downed  trees  or  power  transmission  lines, warming  stations  being  required,  phone  service  outages, 
water distribution issues impacting multiple properties or closure of the City of Corvallis transit system.  
Decisions were made by appropriate agencies to close access to roads  in higher elevations of the City, 
and OSU and School District 509J closed  facilities during  the winter storm event. The City of Corvallis 
also closed non‐emergency facilities early on at least two days.  
 
The unusual and extraordinary winter storm event of early December 2013 presents opportunities for all 
of us who  live  in Corvallis to reflect and evaluate how as  individuals, businesses and  local government 
we were  or were  not  adequately  prepared.   Moving  forward we will  all  benefit  from  being  better 
prepared for “uncommon” weather events.   
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In this report,  information  is provided related to the snow event that began on the morning of Friday, 
December 6, 2013, including a chronology of the event, the response by City staff, the communications 
provided to the community, the feedback from citizens and City Councilors, the lessons learned from the 
debriefing and the next steps we will take to prepare for the future.  
 
 
 

Event 
 
On  Friday,  December  6,  2013  between  7  and  12  inches  of  dry,  powdery  snow  fell  on  Corvallis.  
Temperatures remained below freezing from that day through Thursday, December 12, with  lows over 
the weekend in the single digits and highs in the 20s.  A short duration freezing rain fell around noon on 
the 12th.    In the afternoon of December 12, temperatures began to steadily rise to above freezing and 
remained there over the nighttime hours as well.    
 
As vehicles began moving around  the  community on Friday, December 6,  the  snow was  immediately 
packed down  to a hard  layer due  to  the  lack of moisture  in  it.   The  freezing  temperatures  turned  the 
hard‐packed snow into a layer of ice.  The ice remained on most streets until Thursday, December 12, at 
which point, with the rising temperatures and the rainfall in the afternoon, the snow/ice layer began to 
melt.   With temperatures staying above freezing on both December 12 and 13, most of the remaining 
snow or ice on city streets had melted by the weekend. 
  
Weather of  this nature,  dry  snow  followed by  extended  below‐freezing  temperatures, had not been 
experienced in Corvallis for over 20 years. 
 
 
  

Response 
 

Public Safety 
 

Police Department 
 

Staff worked their normal 12‐hour shifts throughout the weather event. The  initial  focus was to 
ensure  staff  was  able  to  report  to  work  and  arrangements  were  made  to  transport  9‐1‐1 
dispatchers and officers as needed.  Vehicles were prepared with studded tires and/or chains and 
the Department  transitioned  into a mode of assistance versus enforcement.   Officers  sought  to 
assist those who are homeless to the cold weather shelter and also focused on assisting citizens 
with vehicles blocking the roadways.   
 
More than 360 calls for service were received between December 6 and 12.   Sixty‐eight of those 
were  related  to motor  vehicle assist  calls;  the  remaining were  crime‐related.   Of  the 68 motor 
assist calls, 32 were for crashes.   Only one vehicle crash resulting  in an  injury was reported. The 
Dispatch Center received more than 3,200 calls during the same time period, including 551 9‐1‐1 
calls.  
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The role of the Department during these types of events is to maintain safety and be available to 
respond to citizens and other City departments 24 hours per day.  

 

Fire Department 
 

Staff worked their normal 24‐hour shifts throughout the weather event.  Chains were installed on 
Fire Department vehicles as soon as the snow began to fall. Chains on response vehicles increased 
response times by two to five minutes.   
 
The Department  received 88 more calls during  this event  than  the same six days  in 2012. Most 
calls were  received when  the  temperatures  rose  and  the  ice  began  to  thaw. Department  staff 
assisted with approximately 30 service requests for broken water pipes. Eight of those calls were 
private  residences.  Most  of  the  commercial  requests  for  service  were  related  to  frozen  fire 
protection systems.   

 
 

Public Works 
 
Once  the  snow  began  to  accumulate,  staff  implemented  the  response  procedures  outlined  in  the 
department’s  Snow  and  Ice  Response  Policy  that  can  be  found  on  the  City  Website  at 
www.corvallisoregon.gov.   The response plan recognizes there are competing  interests for service and 
limited resources to provide those services during these types of events. The stated goal of the Policy is 
for City crews to attempt to maintain adequate traction for vehicles properly equipped for winter driving 
conditions.    It does not guarantee a  level of service that would result  in streets that are dry or free of 
snow or ice during an event, even after plowing or sanding.  
 
The Policy identifies how the department will respond and when, as well as setting priorities for which 
streets will  receive attention  first and what  level of service will be provided. The  first  level of priority 
focuses staff efforts on the access routes to the hospital, the transit routes, the major arterial/collector 
streets, and  the arterial/collector  streets as  they move  in  to  the hilly  sections of  the community. The 
Policy contains three additional categories of priorities, each with decreasing levels of service.  
 
Public Works dispatched a plow to the hospital area at 6:00 am on Friday, December 6.  Crews arriving 
at  that  location  reported  that  the  snow  layer  had  already  packed  down  creating  hazardous  road 
conditions.  The  response  focus  shifted  to  sanding  the  roadways  instead of plowing  to provide  some 
traction for motor vehicles in keeping with the Policy.   
 
Twenty‐four‐hour response began on the first day of the event, with two twelve‐hour shifts maintained 
through  Friday,  December  13.  For  a  period  of  time  during  the  event,  three  streets  were  closed 
completely—Elks  Drive, Witham  Hill,  and  a  portion  of  Circle  Boulevard.    Transit  busses  had  chains 
installed and transit service operated on the regular schedule, but routes were delayed due to the road 
conditions.  
 
Crews  responded  to  the  Priority  One  areas  throughout  the  first  weekend,  although  freezing 
temperatures significantly impacted the ability to utilize all resources. The major inhibitor to the desired 
level of  service was  the  temperatures  in  the  single digits with one  result  that  sand  froze  in  the  truck 
before it could be applied to the street surface.  Alternatives were pursued, including attempts to keep 
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at  least  one  piece  of  equipment  warm  enough  at  all  times  throughout  the  night  to minimize  the 
freezing, and contacting Oregon Department of Transportation and Benton County for assistance. Both 
those agencies were still responding to their priority service areas at that time and could not free up any 
equipment to assist.  
 
On Monday, December 9, staff discussed the response protocol to date and Public Works’  lead of the 
effort.    The  determination  was made  that  the  activities  required  were  primarily  those  of  a  single 
department, and there was no community‐wide public safety risk  imminent at that time.     As a result, 
the Emergency Operations Center was not activated.  
  
Also on Monday, December 9, staff began receiving requests from residents for assistance with broken 
water lines and meters on private property.  Over the next five days, approximately 94 calls for service 
were  received during and after working hours. Staff helped  residents  locate  their broken pipe and/or 
their water meter, which in some cases was buried under snow and ice.  Assistance with this workload 
was provided by Finance Department Utility Billing Field Specialists.  
 
On  Tuesday, December 10, ODOT offered  the use of one  vehicle  and  crew.   ODOT plows have  steel 
blades  that  are better  able  to penetrate  a  compacted  snow/ice  layer.   Municipalities don’t use  steel 
blades on plows because of  the damage  that can be done  to utility and street  infrastructure, such as 
manhole lids and pavement markings, when struck by the steel.  The ODOT crew was assigned to main 
roadways  to attempt  to break  through  the  ice  layer and provide at  least one  safe  travel  lane  in each 
direction.   The City benefited from ODOT’s assistance until midnight on December 11, when the ODOT 
crew was called back to prepare for the freezing rain predicted for December 12. 
 
On Wednesday, December 11, the temperatures stayed consistently in the high 20s, which allowed the 
sanding equipment to function properly and all four sanders were in operation.  A portion of the sanding 
effort was  concentrated  in neighborhoods  that had not  received  service earlier, primarily  in  the hilly 
areas  of  northwest  Corvallis.    In  addition,  a  backhoe  was  employed  to  break  up  the  ice  layer  at 
intersections in the hills.  This effort continued through Thursday. 
 
On December 13, as the snow/ice  layer began to melt, the focus shifted to plowing streets to remove 
the slush.  The next day, work began on sweeping the streets to remove the sanding material. 
 
Reports of water reservoirs in the community draining at a rate higher than normal for the time of year 
triggered a  separate work effort  to  try  to  identify water  line breaks or broken meters  that were not 
obvious  because  of  the  snow  layer.    Approximately  ten  broken  air  relief  valves  were  found  and 
immediately repaired.  
 
Public Works does not have a budget for snow and  ice response activities. The department’s total cost 
for response to this event  is about $130,000, of which $45,000  is for transportation‐related personnel 
and materials, $29,000  is  for water  system‐related  response  services, $23,500  is  for  sanding material 
removal, and $32,000  is  for pavement marking  infrastructure damaged by  the  steel plow blades.      In 
order to accommodate these expenditures within current budgets, other department activities planned 
for this fiscal year will be reduced. 
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Communications 
 
Prior to the event, Public Works sent out a press release and posted on the City’s Website information 
about  frozen water pipes.   The Snow and  Ice Response Policy  is a standard  item on  the department’s 
Web pages as well. 
 
During the event, the Police Department distributed weather‐related information, driving tips and safety 
information through their department social media outlets.  On Monday, December 9, an Alert Banner 
was created for City Web pages with weather‐related information and Public Works began posting daily 
street condition reports on its department page.  
 
Staff in the City Manager’s Office, the Public Works Department, and 9‐1‐1 Dispatch responded to calls 
from  citizens.  The most  frequently  requested  information was  about  transit  system operations.    The 
second highest request was for sanding or plowing in a specific location. 
 
 
 

Feedback 
 

Public Comments 
 
Throughout  the  event,  citizens  provided  comment  via  email  or phone  call  about  the  City’s  response 
efforts.    One  business  owner  submitted  feedback  at  a  City  Council  meeting.    The  City  Manager 
encouraged  feedback  from  those  who  communicated  with  him  and  actively  solicited  input  from 
Downtown Corvallis Association members and City staff. 
 
The majority of the comments from all these sources were focused on these topic areas:  

 Streets should have been plowed.  

 More sanding material should have been placed on streets and especially at intersections. 

 Public Works provided no response effort. 

 Public Works staff should have been working 24 hours a day. 

 Appreciation that transit service was provided. 

 Retailers lost a significant amount of business, especially in the downtown.  

 Hazardous street conditions that did not improve after several days were unacceptable. 

 Property owners should have been better informed of the responsibility to clear sidewalks. 

 
Suggestions for ways to improve the event response included: 

 Use deicer or salt 

 Partner with other agencies or private contractors for assistance 

 Purchase alternative equipment better suited to this type of event 

 Have a plan in place for how to respond and what services will be provided  

 Communicate the City’s response plan to the public to let citizens know what to expect 
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Councilor Comments 
 
At the December 16, 2013 City Council meeting, after staff made a presentation on the Public Safety and 
Public Works  snow  event  response  efforts,  Councilors  provided  their  observations.     Many  of  these 
mirrored the input from the public, but the unique comments included: 

 Consider activating the Emergency Operations Center 

 Evaluate the penalty for violating the storm water permit against the benefit of using deicer 

 Consider dedicated funding for event response 

 Utilize neighborhood associations for communicating during an event 

 Explore other mechanisms for providing information to citizens  

 Assess whether the Snow and Ice Policy and Response Plan needs to be updated 

 Investigate whether climate change  is  likely to result  in events of this type  in the future to 

determine whether to invest in new equipment or alternative processes 

 
 
 

Event Debrief 
 
Because the activities that Public Safety staff performed were within the scope of normal assignments, 
the  post  event  analysis was  focused  on  the work  done  by  the  Public Works Department.    This was 
accomplished  through  several meetings  held  in  the  weeks  following  the  event.    The  City Manager 
convened a meeting of  the department directors  to evaluate and  review organization‐level  response, 
and to gather input on the street maintenance efforts.  The Public Works Department held five meetings 
to  discuss  the  street  maintenance  and  water  distribution  system  issues,  with  participation  by  the 
Director,  the  Transportation  and  Buildings Division Manager,  the Utilities Division Manager,  the  City 
Engineer,  the  Administrative  Division  Manager,  the  Street  Maintenance  Supervisor,  the  Water 
Distribution  Supervisor,  the  Wastewater  Collections  Supervisor,  and  the  Buildings  and  Grounds 
Supervisor.  The Street Maintenance Supervisor convened a meeting with Street Maintenance Specialist 
employees who were  the  front  line  staff  performing  the  street‐related  functions.    The  Public Works 
Director  also  had  conversations  with  the  Street Maintenance  Leadworker,  two  Street Maintenance 
Specialists and the two Fleet Maintenance Technicians.   
 
The department agrees with the community that the service provided was not at the level it could have 
been.    In  reviewing  the  causes  for  this,  the  debriefing  meetings  were  focused  on  three  areas—
preparation, response, and communications. 
 
 

Preparation 
  
Lessons Learned 
 

Current equipment and  staff  resources  for snow and  ice  response are adequate  for  the  type of 
event that Corvallis has experienced most often  in the past.   Typically, the snow that falls  is wet 
and plowing is the preferred response.  The department’s four plows can work through the Policy 
priority  streets  in a  timely  fashion and  roadways  can be made  safe  for  travel  relatively quickly.  
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The department was not prepared to address the  impacts of dry, compacted snow and multiple 
days of below‐freezing temperatures. 
 
The community response effort was siloed in the street maintenance work group and the staffing 
resources were  insufficient to sustain a 24‐hour response for an extended period of time. Other 
department maintenance staff could not assist with  the effort because  they had not had recent 
training in the operation of the sanding equipment. 
 
The Building Maintenance staff performed tasks that required a broad range of skills, from highly 
skilled for HVAC repair to minimally skilled for shoveling sidewalks. Because there are only three 
staff members, they were not efficiently deployed to remain focussed on the higher needs. Other 
department  staff could have  taken over  the  lower  skilled  tasks, allowing  the  skilled  labor  to be 
used more effectively.  

 

Next Steps 
 
Here  are  the  items  we  are  going  to  focus  on  to  improve  in  the  area  of  preparation.    The 
emergency response efforts in the past have been concentrated in the work group responsible for 
the infrastructure system involved.  This limits the department’s ability to respond in full force for 
an extended period of time.   To  improve this, we will reinvigorate the cross‐training program on 
all equipment and tools to ensure the maximum number of staff are ready and able to safely be 
assigned in any emergency response event.  We will develop a list for each work group of the tasks 
required in emergency response that need little to no skills and this list will be used to assign staff 
aligned with skill level to provide a broader range of response quicker.  We will update the Snow 
and Ice Policy to plan for a wider variety of winter weather storm situations. 

 
 
Response 
 

Lessons Learned 
 

The most  obvious  problem with  the  response  effort was  the  lack  of  sanding material  on  the 
streets  in  the  first  few  days  of  the  event.    Significant  difficulty was  experienced with  sanding 
material  that was wet enough  to  freeze up  in  the  trucks  in  the  frigid  temperatures.   When  the 
material froze, crews had to return to the Public Works compound and this severely  limited the 
amount  of  sand  that  could  be  put  down  during  the  first weekend.   As  a  result,  there was  no 
traction on the snow/ice surface, and driving conditions were hazardous in many locations. 
 
Plowing was not a viable response option after the snow was compacted because rubber blades 
cannot  break  through  a  compacted  snow  or  ice  layer.    Plowing  at  that  point would  only  have 
removed whatever  traction material was  present  and would  have  left  a  smooth,  slick  surface 
behind that is more difficult to navigate.  
 
Public Works does not have any other  response options available beyond plowing and  sanding.  
The City does not have approval from the Department of Environmental Quality to use deicer at 
this time.  In addition, the specialized equipment needed for applying deicer is not owned by the 
City and staff has not been properly trained in deicer use and application requirements.  
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While staff did contact the usual local government partners for assistance in these types of events, 
other communities were not contacted.  If this had been done earlier, there could potentially have 
been more vehicles on the streets and a more robust response effort.  

 

Next Steps 
 

Here are the items we are going to focus on to improve in the area of response.  We will find ways 
to  ensure  that  sanding material  stored  at  the  Public Works  compound  is  kept  dry.   We  will 
investigate means  to dry  sanding material  that gets wet  in  the  truck as  it  is driven around  the 
community during a storm event.   We will research whether climate change factors will be  likely 
to  increase  the  probability  for  winter  storm  events  with  multiple  days  of  sub‐freezing 
temperatures.  Based on the outcome of this research, we will attempt a cost/benefit analysis of 
alternative  response options,  such  as  the  use of deicer  and  the purchase of  equipment  better 
suited for response  in sustained sub‐freezing temperatures.   Should deicer be a valid option, we 
will have discussions with DEQ to determine whether they would be amenable to consideration of 
the use of this method  in our community and  in what circumstances.   We will expand the  list of 
local government agencies that may be able and willing to assist us  in emergency situations and 
determine  what  levels  and  types  of  assistance  each  one  could  provide.    We  will  have 
conversations with  local private sector companies  to assess what assistance  they could provide, 
under what  conditions  their  resources would be  available,  and how much  their  services would 
cost.  Based  on  the  outcome  of  these  discussions, we may  commence  negotiations  on  service 
contracts, with a goal to ensure agreements are in place before the next event occurs.  

 

 
Communications 
 
Lessons Learned 
 

While  the Policy  is on  the Website and available  to citizens,  it  is not presented  in a  format  that 
makes it easy to quickly extract the relevant information that citizens are looking for.  
 
Because multiple  staff  responded  to  the  public,  communication was  not  consistent  about  the 
priority  areas  in  the  Policy  and  the  level  and  type  of  service  that  would  be  provided.   
Commitments  to provide  service were made  that  required  crews  to deviate  from  the plan and 
resulted in inefficient service delivery.   
 
Much  feedback was  received  inquiring why  the City was not using deicer or  salt.   Deicer would 
have  provided  a  benefit  beyond mere  sanding,  however  it  requires  specialized  equipment  and 
training,  is only effective  in certain temperatures, and  is most successful when applied before an 
event occurs.  In addition, the City’s has a storm water discharge permit issued by the Department 
of  Environmental  Quality  that  does  not  recognize  deicer  or  salt  as  an  approved  street 
maintenance practice.   Use of these materials would have resulted  in a violation of that permit. 
These  facts  were  not  clearly  or  consistently  communicated  leading  to  a  heightened  level  of 
frustration in the community.   
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The  information  about what  Public Works  crews were  doing  and where was  not  shared  on  a 
regular basis with community partners or with staff in other departments who were fielding calls.  
Not  maximizing  the  information  dissemination  network  resulted  in  a  number  of  problems, 
including  mixed  messages  to  the  public  and  inconsistent  setting  of  service  expectations.    In 
addition,  the department did not have  regular  contact with  those who may have been  able  to 
offer assistance and advice.   
 

Next Steps 
 

Here are the  items we are going to focus on to  improve  in the area of communications.   We will 
implement  enhanced  internal  and  external  communication  in  advance  of,  during,  and  after  a 
severe weather event. This will include improving the information provided on the Web to better 
inform the public about expected service levels during events and creating a list of FAQs for snow 
and ice response.  We will investigate social media messaging options for applicability in reaching 
the  public  during  future  events  and  will  work  with  our  community  partners,  such  as  the 
Downtown Corvallis Association and neighborhood associations,  for assistance with  information 
dissemination.  We will provide more robust Winter Weather Planning information to the public, 
including  sidewalk  maintenance  responsibilities  and  actions  that  can  be  taken  to  improve 
individual  preparedness  for  icy  street  conditions,  frozen  pipes,  and  power  outages.  We  will 
provide daily briefings during an event  to Public Safety  staff,  reception  staff  in all departments, 
and to Benton County.  

 
City  staff  have  already begun work on  these next  step  items  and will provide  an update  to  the City 
Council on the progress achieved in June 2014.  
 
 
 

Final Thoughts 
 
There is no question that this winter storm event exposed weaknesses in the City’s storm response that 
will need to be addressed.  The information in this report identifies areas for improvement and the next 
steps we will take to enhance our future response efforts.  We are sincerely sorry for the inconvenience, 
hardship and  frustration  the storm and  the City’s  response  to snow and  ice  removal created  for  local 
residents, commuters, visitors,  local businesses and other community partners and stakeholders.    It  is 
unfortunate that we did not meet many of the community’s expectations but we will work harder to do 
so in the future. 
 
 



Date: 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

MEMORANDUM 

January 15, 2014 

Mayor and City Council 
/ __ , __ __ i? 

Ken Gibb, Community Development Directo,r:;~~' _ t/1/;t / 
. .::.~:;~t·/L~·/b(.. oc. ~~..,. ....... 

Community Development Department Update 

We would like to share information with you regarding several projects and activities: 

Planning Commission Review of Campus Crest Planned Development And Subdivision 
Applications: 

As directed by the City Council, the Planning Commission will review and discuss 
potential conditions of approval (in addition to the 44 staff recommended 
conditions) on January 29, 2014. Consistent with the CC decision, this review will 
be based on the existing record for the case and will not include additional public 
testimony. 

The Planning Commission recommendation related to conditions of approval will 
be provided to the Council with the requirement that any new recommended 
conditions be subject to a re-opened public hearing at the City Council level. This 
public hearing and related testimony will be limited in scope to conditions 
necessary for the Council find that the applications comply with the applicable 
review criteria for Planned Development Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan and Subdivision applications. 

The tentative schedule includes the City Council public hearing on February 18, 
2014. 

Staff recommends that findings supporting the Council's January 6, 2014 
tentative decision on the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and corresponding 
Zone District Change applications be considered by the Council at the same time 
as findings regarding the PO Detailed Development Plan and Subdivision 
applications, i.e. in one package of findings. This is anticipated to occur at either 
the March 3 or March 17, 2014 City Council meeting subject to having adequate 
time to prepare formal findings. 



OSU Campus Master Plan Update 

On October 21, 2013 Campus Planning Manager David Dodson briefed the City 
Council regarding the Campus Master Plan update process and projected 
schedule. He subsequently appeared before the Planning Commission on the 
same topic. 

During the discussion at the Council meeting, it was anticipated that the next 
update to Council would occur this month. However, OSU is re-examining the 
schedule and therefore it would be appropriate to push back the next briefing. 
City and OSU staff will be meeting soon to review the schedule and updated 
information will be provided to the Planning Commission and City Council 
thereafter. 

Collaboration Recommendations- Property Maintenance Program 

At the May 20, 2013 Council meeting, a series of Collaboration Corvallis 
recommendations related to a property maintenance code (PMC) program were 
presented to the Council. As part of the report, Staff recommended that a 
program design work group be formed to advise staff on development of this 
package. After review and discussion, the Council approved a motion that "a 
property maintenance code implementation package be reviewed by a Council 
Standing Committee". This was done with the understanding that Staff would 
develop the package over the course of the following months with the assistance 
of stakeholders prior to consideration by a Council committee. 

A PMC advisory committee, consisting of representatives of the landlord/rental 
property owner community, tenants, ASOSU, neighborhood and other community 
members, was formed and met seven times over the August- December time 
frame. Staff gained valuable information and perspective from these discussions 
and has very much appreciated the work of the group. 

Staff is developing a detailed outline of proposed program for consideration next 
month. The next step is for Mayor Manning to refer the item to a Standing 
Committee. 

Review and Concur: 

City Manager 
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Corvallis / Benton County Economic Development Office 
Monthly Business Activity Report to Corvallis City Council 
January 10, 2013 
 

Monthly Business Activity and Metrics Report – January 10, 2013 

Start-ups: 
- Responded to a request for information from a new start-up 
- Responded to a business start-up request for a service company 
- Met with a potential out of state start-up client (existing) 

 
Retention / Expansion: 

- Responded to a zoning issue from a local company looking to expand (Project 
Tractor) 

- Followed up on a request for information from four existing expansion clients 
 

Recruitment: 
- Responded to a state lead – Project Railroad 

 

Assisted with 
Past 

Month 
Since July 1, 

2013 

Start‐up  2 14 

Expansion  1 9 

Retention  0 4 

Economic Development Officer visits  11 52 

Recruitment  1 16 
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Monthly EDC Strategic Plan Update 

Big Ideas: 

1. Provide critical financial assistance to growing businesses through tools such as 
(a) Urban Renewal Districts and (b) a local economic development loan program. 

 Supports goals 1, 2a, and 3 (if URD covers one or more EZ locations). 
 
- Responded to requests for information concerning financing alternatives 
- Responded to requests for information concerning Enterprise Zone incentives 

 
     2.  Leverage the OSU-Corvallis relationship and Memorandum of Understanding to 

provide unprecedented advantages to Corvallis-based startups, including 
 research infrastructure access, incubator/accelerator resources, HR and 
 purchasing infrastructure, and innovative community networking.  

Supports goals 1 and 2a. 
 

- On-going meetings and participation with the Advantage Accelerator / RAIN team 
 

3. Support business growth by providing properly zoned and serviced land and 
maintaining a timely and predictable development review process. Verify via 
benchmarking that Corvallis is best-in-class regarding comparable university towns 
across the U.S. Supports goals 2a, 2b, 3. 

 
 a. In particular, pursue opportunities to develop a research park for science 
 intensive companies, ideally ones that have strong synergy with OSU research
 strengths. Consider public investment opportunities for such a park, ranging from
 public ownership to infrastructure development and business financing tools. 
 

- Significant properties have been identified to address this idea 
- The State has adopted a new database platform that we will use 

(OregonProspector.com) 
 
 b. An opportunistic, but nevertheless valuable, strategy is to recruit new tenants 
 for vacant space in Enterprise Zone areas (HP campus, Sunset Research Park,
 Airport Industrial Park) as well as to invest in additional land and building
 resources designed to meet the needs of scientific- and technology-oriented
 business and industry. 
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- On-going referral to businesses seeking land and building space 
- Continue to coordinate and facilitate several expansion projects from prior 

months 
 
 
4. Recognize that economic development must be a core/organic local government 
service as opposed to an entirely outsourced effort. Accordingly, create and staff a 
permanent city/county Economic Development Office, reporting to the city manager, 
to implement the above actions, manage business outreach and assistance; 
coordinate business lead responses and community and business asset promotion; 
and propose and implement new efforts to ensure Corvallis’s competitiveness for 
business investment. Supports ALL goals. 
 

- The Corvallis / Benton County Economic Development Office is fully staffed 

Smaller Steps: 

1. Develop a best-in-class information gateway portal that will provide resources to 
support business development with information about demographics and 
economics, technical and financial assistance programs, available land and 
building resources (Goals1, 2a, 2b, and 3). 
 

- The City website continues to be updated with current demographic information, 
links for assistance, and upcoming events 

- We are using Google Analytics to analyze activity on the site.  We are also doing 
and Adwords project for the balance of the fiscal year.  

- A Marketing Plan has been developed to keep the site current, and use it to 
address the primary focus of the strategy.   

 Assist with business start-ups 
 Leverage the OSU-Corvallis relationship and promote the OSU Advantage 

Accelerator 
 Promote business retention and expansion efforts 
 Promote “good” development in industrial areas 
 Promote Economic Development efforts to the community at large 

 
2. Support programs sponsored by local and regional partners to facilitate innovation, 
entrepreneurship, and business investment. Examples include the Willamette Angel 
Conference and Willamette Innovators Network (Goals1and 2a). 
 

- Coordinated WiN board meetings and planning meetings 
- We met with Eugene Chamber staff to begin planning for WAC 2014 

 
3. Build a strong relationship with the local business community through the account 
manager concept, and an ongoing Business Visitation program involving government 
and community leaders (Goals 2a and 2b). 
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- EDO has had eleven new business visits the past month 

4. Ensure that City has an effective and productive relationship with Business Oregon, 
the State’s economic development agency, for access and response to business 
development leads (Goal 3). 
 

- Regular meetings and coordination with Business Oregon concerning State leads 
 
5. Pursue outside resources to fund expanded business development programs in 
Benton County (Goals 1, 2a, 2b and 3). 
 

- Developed partnership and an IGA with the Small Business Development Center 
to provide business development services. 

 
6. Provide a business-oriented welcoming program for key recruits of local employers 
(Goals 2a, 2b, and 3). 

- Since we engaged Civic Outreach for this service in January/2013, 65 
businesses, and 90 executives have been greeted. 
 

 



January 13, 2014 

City of Corvallis Economic Development 

501 SW Madison Avenue 

Corvallis, Oregon 97339-1083 

Attn: Mr. Tom Nelson 

RE: 2 Towns Cider (Forbidden Fruit Ciderhouse, LLC) relocation to 5123 SW Hout Street 

Dear Tom: 

I cannot thank you enough for bringing such a great quality tenant to consider the vacant industrial site I 

had listed at 5123 SW Hout Street near the Corvallis Airport. Had it not been for your keen ear that this 

space was going to become vacant months ago when Helicopter Transport moved to Aurora and you 

encouraging this potential tenant to come and take a look at the space this it could still be vacant. They 

are excited about moving 2 Towns Cider production to this location as it offers them so much more 

room to grow that business. 

You keeping an open ear to properties that will be vacant in the near future is essential to finding 

properties that will fit the needs of this new generation of business's coming out ofthis recession. Your 

help was instrumental in bringing this long term lease to the table which will be a win for the tenant as 

well as a win for the landlord. 

Simply put, keep up the great work and I hope that I can have the pleasure to work with you in the not 

to distant future. 

Best Regards: 

Brent Mclean, Principal Broker 

www.eugeneindustrial.com • 541-913-1031 



ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

 
January 16, 2014 

 
MEETING DATE AGENDA ITEM 

January 22  Enterprise Zone -- Specific Sustainability Criteria for Fourth- and Fifth-Year 
Property Tax Abatement 

 Review of updated Quarterly Operating Report 
February 5   

February 19   
March 5  Second Quarter Operating Report 

 Parks and Recreation Department Cost Recovery Update 
 Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 97-10.01 - 10.08, "Financial Policies" 
 Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 98-2.10, "Use of E-Mail by Mayor and City Council" 
March 19  Ambulance Rate Review 

 da Vinci Days Loan 

April 9  Visit Corvallis Second Quarter Report 
 Downtown Corvallis Association Economic Improvement District Second 

Quarter Report 
 Utility Rate Structure Review 

April 23  Utility Rate Structure Review 
May 7  Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 95-4.10, "Public Library Gifts and Donations Policy" 
May 21  Visit Corvallis Third Quarter Report 

 Downtown Corvallis Association Economic Improvement District Third 
Quarter Report 

June 4  Third Quarter Operating Report 
 Board and Commission Sunset Review: 

 Economic Development Commission 
June 18  Republic Services Annual Report 
July 9   
July 23   
August 6   
August 20   
September 3  Visit Corvallis Fourth Quarter Report 

 Downtown Corvallis Association Economic Improvement District Fourth 
Quarter Report 

September 17   
October 8  Fourth Quarter Operating Report 

 Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 
 CP 91-2.01, "Meeting Procedures" 
 CP 94-2.08, "Council Liaison Roles" 

October 22  Utility Rate Annual Review 
November 5   
November 19   
December 3  Visit Corvallis First Quarter Report 

 Downtown Corvallis Association Economic Improvement District First 
Quarter Report 

 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
 First Quarter Operating Report 

December 17   
 
  



ASC PENDING ITEMS 
 
 Comcast Franchise Renewal Update Public Works
 Council Policy Review and Recommendation:

  CP 96-6.03, "Economic Development Policies" CMO
 Economic Development Policy on Tourism CMO
 Municipal Code Review:  Chapter 4.01, "Solid Waste Regulations" Community Development
 Tax Incentive Program for Downtown Area Community Development

 
Regular Meeting Date and Location: 

Wednesday of Council week, 3:30 pm B Madison Avenue Meeting Room 
  



HUMAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

 
January 16, 2014 

 
MEETING DATE AGENDA ITEM 

January 21 No meeting 
February 4  Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 97-4.09, "Guidelines for Free Use of Park Facilities" 
 CP 07-4.16, "Code of Conduct for Patrons at Parks and Recreation 

Facilities, Events, and Programs" 
February 18  Social Services Semi-Annual Report 
March 4  The Arts Center Annual Report 

 Public Art Selection Commission Annual Report 
 Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 94-4.07, "City-Owned Art Objects on Private Property" 
March 18   
April 8  Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 91-1.02, "Liquor License Approval Procedures" 
April 22  da Vinci Days Annual Report 
May 6 Liquor License Annual Renewals 

 Majestic Theatre Annual Report 
 Council Policy Reviews and Recommendation: 

 CP 99-4.13, "Internet Access Policy for Corvallis-Benton County Public 
Library" 

 CP 92-5.04, "Hate/Bias Violence" 
May 20   
June 3  Social Services Allocations -- Fiscal Year 2014-2015 

 Boards and Commissions Sunset Reviews: 
 Arts and Culture Commission 
 Citizens Advisory Commission on Civic Beautification and Urban 

Forestry 
 Committee for Citizen Involvement 

June 17   
July 8  Corvallis Farmers' Market Annual Report 
July 22   
August 5   
August 19  Social Services Semi-Annual Report 
September 2   
September 16  Rental Housing Program Annual Report 
October 7  Council Policy Reviews and Recommendations: 

 CP 93-4.11, "Public Library Policy for Selecting and Discarding 
Materials" 

 CP 99-4.14, "Use of City Hall Plaza and Kiosk" 
October 21   
November 4  Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 95-4.08, "Code of Conduct on Library Premises" 
November 18   
December 2  2015-2016 Social Services Priorities and Calendar 

 Council Policy Reviews and Recommendations: 
 CP 91-1.03, "Naming of Public Facilities and Lands" 
 CP 91-4.01, "Guidelines for Selling in Parks" 

December 16   
 
  



HSC PENDING ITEMS 
 
 Municipal Code Review:  Chapter 5.01, "City Park Regulations" 

(Alcoholic Beverages in Parks) 
Parks & Recreation 

 Municipal Code Review:  Chapter 9.02, "Rental Housing Code" Community Development 
 OSU/City Collaboration Project Recommendations (Action Items 

4-1, 4-3, 4-4, 5-1) 
Community Development 

 
Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Tuesday of Council week, 2:00 pm B Madison Avenue Meeting Room 
  



URBAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

 
January 16, 2014 

 
MEETING DATE AGENDA ITEM 

January 21 No meeting 
February 4  Dapp Hangar Land Lease 

February 18 No meeting 
March 4  Systems Development Charge Annual Review 

 Residential Parking Districts 
March 18  Residential Parking Districts 
April 8  Council Policy Reviews and Recommendations: 

 CP 10-1.12, "Community Sustainability" 
 CP 91-7.04, "Building Permits" 
 CP 91-7.08, "Sidewalk Policy" 

 Residential Parking Districts 
April 22   
May 6   
May 20   
June 3  Board and Commission Sunset Review 

 Airport Commission 
 Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 95-7.12, "Integrated Vegetation Pest Management (IVPM) Program" 
June 17   
July 8   
July 22   
August 5   
August 19   
September 2 No meeting 
September 16  Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 02-7.15, "Fee-in-Lieu Parking Program" 
October 7  Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 08-9.07, "Traffic Calming Program" 
October 21   
November 4  Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 98-9.06, "Transportation Corridor Plans" 
November 18   
December 2   
December 16   

 
USC PENDING ITEMS 
 
 Council Policy Review and Recommendation: 

 CP 91-9.03, "Parking Permit Fees" 
 

Public Works 
 Municipal Code Review:  Chapter 8.13, "Mobile Food Units"  Community Development 
 NW Cleveland Avenue Traffic Update Public Works 

 
Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Tuesday of Council week, 5:00 pm B Madison Avenue Meeting Room 



 

 
 

 
UPCOMING MEETINGS OF INTEREST 

 
City of Corvallis 

 
JANUARY - APRIL 2014 

(Updated January 16, 2014) 

 
JANUARY 2014 

Date Time Group Location Subject/Note 
16 6:30 pm Parks, Natural Areas, and Rec Brd Downtown Fire Station  
17 12:00 pm Board of Appeals Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
18  No Government Comment Corner   
20  City holiday - all offices closed   
21  No Human Services Committee   
21 4:00 pm Downtown Parking Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
21  No Urban Services Committee   
21 6:00 pm City Council Executive Session Downtown Fire Station  
21 6:30 pm City Council Downtown Fire Station  
22 3:30 pm Administrative Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
22 5:15 pm Watershed Management Adv Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
23 11:00 am Public Participation Task Force Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
23 5:30 pm Marys River Natural Area 

Boardwalk 
Parks and Rec Conf Room  

25 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - Penny 
York 

 

27 10:00 am City Legislative Committee City Hall Meeting Room A  
30 5:30 pm Marys River Natural Area 

Boardwalk 
Parks and Rec Conf Room  

 
 

FEBRUARY 2014 
Date Time Group Location Subject/Note 

1 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - TBD  
3 6:30 pm City Council Downtown Fire Station  
4 7:00 am Airport Commission Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
4 2:00 pm Human Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
4 4:00 pm Downtown Parking Committee Downtown Fire Station  
4 5:00 pm Urban Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
4 6:00 pm Historic Resources Commission Downtown Fire Station special meeting 
5 3:30 pm Administrative Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
5 7:00 pm Library Board Library Board Room  
6 11:00 am Public Participation Task Force Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
7 7:00 am Bicycle and Pedestrian Adv Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
8 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - Biff Traber  

10 3:00 pm Economic Development Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
11 8:20 am Citizens Advisory Cmsn on Transit Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
11 7:00 pm Historic Resources Commission Downtown Fire Station  
12 5:30 pm Downtown Commission Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
13 8:30 am Citizens Advisory Cmsn on Civic 

Beautification and Urban Forestry 
Parks and Rec Conf Room  

15  No Government Comment Corner   
17  City holiday - all offices closed   
18 2:00 pm Human Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
18  No Urban Services Committee   
18 6:30 pm City Council Downtown Fire Station  
19 12:00 pm Housing and Comm Dev Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
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Date Time Group Location Subject/Note 
19 3:30 pm Administrative Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
19 5:30 pm Arts and Culture Commission Parks and Rec Conf Room  
19 7:00 pm Planning Commission Downtown Fire Station  
20 11:00 am Public Participation Task Force Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
20 6:30 pm Parks, Natural Areas, and Rec Brd Downtown Fire Station  
22 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - Mike 

Beilstein 
 

25 5:15 pm Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. City Hall Meeting Room A  
26 5:15 pm Watershed Management Adv Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  

 
 

MARCH 2014 
Date Time Group Location Subject/Note 

1 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - TBD  
3 6:30 pm City Council Downtown Fire Station  
4 7:00 am Airport Commission Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
4 2:00 pm Human Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
4 4:00 pm Downtown Parking Committee Downtown Fire Station  
4 5:00 pm Urban Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
5 3:30 pm Administrative Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
5 7:30 pm Library Board Library Board Room  
6 11:00 am Public Participation Task Force Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
7 7:00 am Bicycle and Pedestrian Adv Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
8 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - TBD  

10 3:00 pm Economic Development Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
11 8:20 am Citizens Advisory Cmsn on Transit Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
11 7:00 pm Historic Resources Commission Downtown Fire Station  
12 5:30 pm Downtown Commission Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
13 8:30 am Citizens Advisory Cmsn on Civic 

Beautification and Urban Forestry 
Parks and Rec Conf Room  

15 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - TBD  
17 6:30 pm City Council Downtown Fire Station  
18 2:00 pm Human Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
18 5:00 pm Urban Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
19 12:00 pm Housing and Comm Dev Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
19 3:30 pm Administrative Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
19 5:30 pm Arts and Culture Commission Parks and Rec Conf Room  
19 7:00 pm Planning Commission Downtown Fire Station  
20 11:00 am Public Participation Task Force Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
20 6:30 pm Parks, Natural Areas, and Rec Brd Downtown Fire Station  
22 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - Biff Traber  
26 5:15 pm Watershed Management Adv Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
29 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - Penny 

York 
 

 
 

APRIL 2014 
Date Time Group Location Subject/Note 

1 7:00 am Airport Commission Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
1 4:00 pm Downtown Parking Committee Downtown Fire Station  
2 7:30 pm Library Board Library Board Room  
4 7:00 am Bicycle and Pedestrian Adv Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
5 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - Hal 

Brauner
 

7 6:30 pm City Council Downtown Fire Station  
8 8:20 am Citizens Advisory Cmsn on Transit Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  



City of Corvallis January - April 2014 
Upcoming Meetings of Interest Page 3 
 

Date Time Group Location Subject/Note 
8 2:00 pm Human Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
8 5:00 pm Urban Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
8 7:00 pm Historic Resources Commission Downtown Fire Station  
9 3:30 pm Administrative Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
9 5:30 pm Downtown Commission Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  

10 8:30 am Citizens Advisory Cmsn on Civic 
Beautification and Urban Forestry 

Parks and Rec Conf Room  

10 11:00 am Public Participation Task Force Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
12 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - Julie 

Manning 
 

14 3:00 pm Economic Development Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
16 12:00 pm Housing and Comm Dev Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
16 4:00 pm Public Art Selection Commission Parks and Rec Conf Room  
16 5:30 pm Arts and Culture Commission Parks and Rec Conf Room  
16 7:00 pm Planning Commission Downtown Fire Station  
17 6:30 pm Parks, Natural Areas, and Rec Brd Parks and Rec Conf Room  
19 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - TBD  
21 6:30 pm City Council Downtown Fire Station  
22 2:00 pm Human Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
22 5:00 pm Urban Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
22 5:15 pm Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. City Hall Meeting Room A  
23 3:30 pm Administrative Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
23 5:15 pm Watershed Management Adv Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
24 11:00 am Public Participation Task Force Madison Avenue Mtg Rm  
26 10:00 am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - Mike 

Beilstein 
 

 
 

Bold type B involves the Council Strikeout type B meeting canceled Italics type B new meeting 
   
CIP B Capital Improvement 

Program 
HRC B Historic Resources 

Commission 
PC B Planning Commission 

TBD B To be Determined   
   

  



To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Memorandum 

Mayor and City Council 

Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 

January 14, 2014 

OSU Street Standards Land Development Code Text Amendment 
(LDT13-00001) 

Evaluation of a Land Development Code (LDC) Text Amendment application (LDT13-
00001) affecting LDC Chapter 3.36- OSU zone. 

Land Development Code Chapter 3.36- OSU Zone implements the OSU Campus Master 
Plan, which addresses the transportation system inside the OSU Zone. The transportation 
system is made up of vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities that provide circulation 
within the campus, on City-owned rights-of-way, as well along street corridors that are 
owned by Oregon State University. The applicant, Oregon State University, is proposing 
an alternate set of design standards for streets that are privately owned by the University, 
and is not proposing changes to the streets owned and maintained by the City of Corvallis. 
The design standards for OSU Streets include specifications for the construction and 
dimensions of vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian travel ways, and associated landscape 
features. 

On November 20, 2013, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider the 
proposed text amendment, deliberated, and recommended that the City Council approve 
the OSU Text Amendment application (Exhibits A and B). The Planning Commission 
recommendation includes additional proposed amendments brought forward by the 
applicant and staff, as presented in a supplemental November 20, 2013, Memorandum 
(Exhibit D). Exhibit A includes a final version of the proposed text amendment, as 
supported by the Planning Commission decision. Double underlined text is proposed new 
text, and struck-out text is proposed to be deleted. 

If approved, the proposed changes will provide a set of design standards for streets that 
are specifically identified within the OSU Zone as "OSU Streets", related revisions to 
landscaping and pedestrian standards, and minor housekeeping items such as 
renumbering sections and eliminating outdated property ownership information. The 
Planning Commission decision (Exhibits 8 and C) includes findings that the proposed text 
amendment is consistent with the Campus Master Plan and applicable Comprehensive 
Plan policies. 

OSU Street Standards Text Amendment (LDT13-00001) 
Page 1 of 2 



Format and Required 
Attached to this memorandum is the Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Exhibit E), 
which evaluates the LDC Text Amendment application. The City Council is requested to 
make one of the following decisions regarding the Text Amendment proposal: 

Option 1: 

Option 2: 

Option 3: 

Approve the application as recommended by the Planning 
Commission; or 

Approve the application with the addition of City Council revisions; or 

Deny the application. 

Based on findings in support of the application presented in the November 13, 2013, Staff 
Report to the Planning Commission, additional revisions presented by Staff at the 
November 20, 2013, public hearing, and findings in support of the application made by the 
Planning Commission during deliberations on the request, Staff recommend the Council 
choose Option 1. A decision under Option 1 would approve the application and incorporate 
the Staff and applicant recommended Code text, as presented in the November 20, 2013, 
Staff Memorandum to the Planning Commission (Exhibit D). If the City Council accepts this 
recommendation the following motion is suggested: 

I move to approve the OSU Land Development Code Text Amendment application 
(LDT13-00001) amending LDC Chapter 3.36, as provided by Staff in Exhibit A to the 
January 14, 2014, Staff Report, subject to approval of formal findings and an 
ordinance. 

A. Draft, Clean Copy of Proposed Amendments to Chapter 3.36, including 
November 20, 2013, amendments proposed by staff I applicant and supported 
by Planning Commission 

B. Planning Commission Notice of Disposition recommending City Council approval 
of the LDC Text Amendment (Order No. 2013-065) 

C. Approved Minutes of the November 20, 2013 Planning Commission meeting 
D. November 20, 2013, Staff Memorandum to Planning Commission containing 

additional proposed amendments to LDC Chapter 3.36 
E. November 13, 2013, Planning Commission Staff Report 

and Concur: 

James A.- erson, 
City Manager 

OSU Street Standards Text Amendment (LDT13-00001) 
Page 2 of 2 
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CHAPTER 3.36 

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY (OSU) ZONE 

This Zone implements Comprehensive Plan policies that encourage coordination between the 
University and City in planning and review of campus development. Coordination with campus 
development is essential due to the physical size of the University and its related effects on City 
facilities and services. This Zone also coincides with the Public Institutional Comprehensive Plan 
designation for property generally within the OSU campus area. However, not all property within 
this Zone is owned by OSU; some parcels are privately owned. 

In conjunction with this Zone, a Physical Development Plan for campus development was originally 
adopted in 1986 and has been revised periodically by the University. The most recent revision, 
which this Zone implements, is the Oregon State University Campus Master Plan (CMP), approved 
in 2004. 

SECTION 3.36.10 – PURPOSE 
The OSU Zone implements the provisions in OSU’s 2004-2015 Campus Master Plan, which is 
the blueprint for campus development over the next decade. 

The purpose of the OSU Zone is to: 

a. Encourage coordination between the University and the City of Corvallis, especially in the 
areas of land use planning and reviewing campus development; 

b. Facilitate University development; 
c. Ensure compatibility of University development with surrounding areas;  
d. Ensure adequacy of public utilities, parking, and transportation facilities; 
e. Expedite the development review process; and 
f. Create a mechanism to regulate development on campus consistent with the CMP. 

SECTION 3.36.20 – DEFINITIONS SPECIFIC TO THIS CHAPTER 
The following definitions contained in Section 3.36.20 pertain only to instances where the term is used 

within the contents of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone. 

Development Area –The portion of land involved in a building/construction permit application or land use 

application.  The Development Area shall include all of the following that are associated with the 

development:  buildings, yards, open spaces, setbacks, Development Frontage, abutting parking areas, and 

access.  The Development Area shall be indicated on a project site plan.  Within Chapter 3.36, the 

Development Area definition supersedes the Development Site definition found in Chapter 1.6 and used 

elsewhere within this Code.    

Development Frontage – The portion of the Development Area that abuts and/or includes a public street 

or an OSU Street. 

OSU Facility – A land improvement intended for a specific use(s) including, but not limited to, buildings, 

parking areas, recreational fields, parks, and Historic Resources. 

OSU Street – An improved public travel route for vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian use that is identified as 
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a private, OSU-owned street in Figure 3.36-3: OSU Street Standards by Category. If existing improvements 

for an OSU Street identified in Figure 3.36-3 are inconsistent with the standards outlined in Section 

3.36.60.18, the OSU Street is delineated by the minimum dimensional width required to improve the OSU 

Street to the functional classification and emergency access standards outlined in Section 3.36.60.18.  An 

OSU Street shall include shared or mode-specific facilities for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians and 

typically will include the required designated tree planting area.  For the purposes of LDC Chapter 1.6 - 

Definitions and Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions, an OSU Street shall be construed as a private 

street right-of-way. 

OSU Tree Well – A tree well that conforms to the standards for tree wells specified in the OSU Tree 

Management Plan. 

Sidewalk – A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface parallel to a public street or OSU 

Street, and considered a component of that street. 

Walkway – A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface that provides for pedestrian 

access within and through a Development Area. For purposes of the OSU Zone, a Walkway is not a 

Sidewalk. 

SECTION 3.36.320 – PERMITTED USES 

3.36.320.01 – GENERAL DEVELOPMENT FOR UNIVERSITY-OWNED PROPERTIES 

a. Primary Uses Permitted Outright 

1. Residential Use Types - 

a) Family 

b) Group Residential 

c) Group Residential/Group Care 

d) Residential Care Facilities 

2. Residential Building Types - 

a) Single Detached 

b) Single Detached - Zero Lot Line 

c) Duplex 

d) Single Attached - Zero Lot Line, two units 

e) Attached - Townhouse 

f) Multi-dwelling 

3. Civic Use Types - 

a) Administrative Services 

b) Community Recreation 

c) Cultural Exhibits and Library Services 

d) Lodge, Fraternal, and Civic Assembly 
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e) Parking Services 

f) Public Safety Services 

g) Religious Assembly 

h) University Services and Facilities - Commercial Uses that are considered to be 
University Services and Facilities under this Code include, but are not limited to:  

1) Communication Service Establishments; 

2) Professional and Administrative Services; 

3) Research Services; 

4) Eating and Drinking Establishments; 

5) Lodging Services; 

6) Retail Sales - University; 

7) Spectator Sports and Entertainment; and 

8) Participant Sports and Recreation. 

9) Industrial Use Types - Industrial Use Types considered to be University 
Services and Facilities include, but are not limited to: 

a. Technological Production; 

b. Limited Manufacturing; and 

c. Other Industrial Uses customarily associated with Research Services. 

i) Freestanding Wireless Telecommunications Facilities up to 60 ft. in height, 
subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions 

4. Agricultural Use Types - all Agricultural Use Types 

b. Accessory Uses Permitted Outright for University-owned Properties 

1. Essential Services 

2. Family Day Care, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions 

3. Home Business, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions 

4. Major Services and Utilities 

5. Minor Utilities, subject to standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions 

6. Other development customarily incidental to the Primary Use in accordance with Chapter 
4.3 - Accessory Development Regulations 

7. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on multifamily residential 
structures, three or more stories, and that do not increase the height of the existing 
structures by more than 25 ft. for whip antennas, including mounting, or by 10 ft. for all 
other antennas, subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions 

8. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on nonresidential structures 
that do not increase the height of the existing structures by more than 25 ft. for whip 
antennas, including mounting, or by 10 ft. for all other antennas, subject to the standards in 
Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions. 
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9. Garden 

10. Market Garden - subject to the provisions in Section 4.9.90 of Chapter 4.9 – Additional 
Provisions. 

11. Community Garden – subject to the provisions in Section 4.9.90 of Chapter 4.9 – Additional 
Provisions 

c. Privately Owned Parcels within the OSU Zone - 

1. Seven Two privately owned parcels developed as single- and multi-family residential uses 
are within the OSU Zone. These parcels are listed in Table 3.36-1 – Privately Owned Parcels, 
below. 

Table 3.36-1: Privately Owned Parcels 

Parcel Street Address Sector Current Use 

12503AA06500 633 SW 17th Street G Multi-Family Residential 

12503AA06400 645 SW 17th Street G Multi-Family Residential 

12503AA50800 1563 SW ‘A’ Street G Single-Family Residential 

12503AA06300 636 SW 16th Street G Single-Family Residential 

12503AC00100 1820 Stadium Ave G Single-Family Residential 

11535CC01100 136 SW 9th Street D Multi-Family Residential 

115340000200 200-510 SW 35th Street A N/A 

 

2. The parcels in Table 3.36-1 - Privately Owned Parcels, may be developed as: 

a) Uses consistent with the University Services and Facilities Use Type in accordance 
with Section 3.0.30.02.n; or 

b) Residential Uses in accordance Section 3.36.860, below. 

3.36.320.02 – CONDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

The following Uses are subject to review in accordance with Chapter 2.3 - Conditional Development, the 

provisions of this Chapter, and all other applicable provisions of this Code. 

a. Uses that require a state or federal air quality discharge permit (except for parking); 

b. Freestanding Wireless Telecommunications Facilities greater than 60 ft. in height, subject to the 
standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions; 

c. Freestanding Wireless Telecommunications Facilities that do not meet the setback or spacing 
standard requirements of Sections 4.9.60.02.b and 4.9.60.02.c, subject to the standards in Chapter 
4.9 - Additional Provisions; 

d. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on multi-family residential structures, 
three or more stories, and that increase the height of the existing structures by more than 25 ft. for 
whip antennas, including mounting, or by more than 10 ft. for all other antennas, subject to the 
standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions; or 

e. Co-located/attached Wireless Telecommunications Facilities on nonresidential structures that 
increase the height of existing structures by more than 25 ft., including mounting, or by more than 
10 ft. for all other antennas, subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions.  
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SECTION 3.36.430 – PROCEDURES AND DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE  

SECTION 3.36.430.01 – OVERVIEW 

Development within the OSU Zone area shall be reviewed for compliance with the standards in this Code 
and the Campus Master Plan Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), except as expressly modified by 
provisions of this Chapter.  Where conflicts exist between this Chapter and Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development, Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements, and Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, the provisions in Chapter 3.36 shall prevail.  Development 
proposals found to be compliant with these provisions, and which do not require a public hearing through 
the Conditional Development process, may be approved through the standard Building Permit process. 
Proposals found not to be compliant may be reviewed in accordance with the appropriate adjustment 
procedures described in Section 3.36.430.02. Development proposals identified in Section 3.36.320.02 may 
also be approved through the Conditional Development process identified in Chapter 2.3 - Conditional 

Development. 

SECTION 3.36.430.02 – ADJUSTMENTS 

Development not consistent with the standards contained in this Chapter shall be reviewed as one of the 

following: 

a. A Minor Adjustment, as described in Section 3.36.430.03 - Minor Adjustments, shall be reviewed 
under the processes and criteria in Chapter 2.13 Plan Compatibility Review; or 

b. A Major Adjustment, as described in Section 3.36.430.04 - Major adjustments, shall be reviewed as 
follows: 

1. All proposals that meet or exceed the thresholds identified in Section 3.36.430.04 “a”, 
through “n”, shall be reviewed under Section 2.5.60.03 - Major Modifications in Chapter 2.5 
- Planned Development. 

2. In addition to the process required in “1," above, proposals that meet or exceed the 
thresholds identified in Section 3.36.430.04 “d” through “k” shall be reviewed for 
consistency with Chapter 1.2 - Legal Framework. 

3. In addition to the processes required in “1", and “2", above, proposals that meet or exceed 
the threshold identified in Section 3.36.430.04 "h” shall be reviewed as a Zone Change, 
consistent with process and criteria in Chapter 2.2 - Zone Changes, and if needed, as a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, consistent with the process and criteria in Chapter 2.1 - 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedures. 

SECTION 3.36.430.03 – MINOR ADJUSTMENT 

A Minor Adjustment shall be triggered if a proposal deviates from one of the dimensional standards, but 
not more than three of the dimensional standards in Section 3.36.650, by 10 percent or less. 

SECTION 3.36.430.04 – MAJOR ADJUSTMENTS 

A Major Adjustment shall be triggered if a proposal meets one or more of the following criteria: 

a. Modifies more than three of the dimensional standards in Section 3.36.650; 

b. Modifies any of the dimensional standards in Section 3.36.650 by more than 10 percent; 

c. Proposes a stand-alone parking lot or structure in a location not identified in Figure 7.3 - Future 
Parking Facilities, of the CMP; 
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d. Exceeds 90 percent parking usage campus wide and does not provide additional parking facilities as 

part of the project; 

e. Proposes development with a gross square footage that is within the campus total development 
allocation but exceeds the maximum Sector allocation; 

f. Proposes development such that the amount of retained open space is consistent with the campus 
minimum open space requirement but falls short of the minimum requirement for the Sector. 
Requires a commensurate increase in open space allocation in another Sector; 

g. Is not consistent with the Transportation Improvement Plan in Chapter 6 of the CMP; 

h. Adds new land area to or subtracts land area from the CMP; 

i. Creates new CMP policies; 

j. Results in a change in Sector boundary or redistribution of development allocation between 
Sectors; 

k. Results in the cessation of intra-campus transit services - shuttle, bus, etc.; 

l. Proposes a change in use for any of the parcels associated with the College Inn and its parking; 

m. Proposes development in Sector J for building floor area in excess of 254,100 sq. ft.; or 

n. Proposes a new building within the 100-ft. transition area on the northern boundary of Sector A, B, 
and/or C from the western boundary of Sector A to 26th Street. In order to create a graceful edge 
between the campus and northwest neighborhoods, any proposed building subject to this Section 
shall be subject to the following criteria: 

1. Maximum building height shall be 35 ft. provided the following is satisfied: shadows from 
the new buildings shall not shade more than the lower four ft. of a south wall of an existing 
structure on adjacent property between 10 a.m. and 2 p.m. on March 21; 

2. Structures shall not have a continuous horizontal distance exceeding 60 ft. along the 
boundary; 

3. Along the vertical face of a structure, off-sets shall occur at a minimum of every 20 ft. by 
providing any two of the following: 

a) Recesses of a minimum depth of eight ft.; 

b) Extensions a minimum depth of eight ft., a maximum length of an overhang shall 
be 25 ft.; 

c) Off-sets or breaks in roof elevations of three or more ft. in height. 

4. Building materials shall be consistent with the OSU standards for such materials, and shall 
also be compatible with adjacent residential houses and structures; 

5. New development shall be designed to minimize negative visual impacts affecting the 
character of the adjacent neighborhood by considering the scale, bulk and character of the 
nearby structures in relation to the proposed building or structure; 

6. Roofs shall be gabled or hip type roofs, minimum pitch 3:1, with at least a 30-in. overhang 
and using shingles or similar roof materials; 

7. A vegetative buffer shall be installed in a manner consistent with Section 3.36.650.06.c; 
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8. Outdoor building components such as transformers and other types of mechanical 
equipment that produce noise shall not be permitted within the required setback; 

9. Buildings proposed for the Transition Area described within this Section that are in an area 
adjacent to the College Hill West Historic District shall have an advisory review completed 
by the Historic Resources Commission (HRC), or its successor. The HRC shall provide 
comment and recommendations to the Planning Commission for consideration; and 

10. Trash dumpsters, gas meters, and other utilities and or mechanical equipment serving a 
building or structure shall be screened in accordance with Section 3.36.650.14. 

SECTION 3.36.430.05 – CAMPUS MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

The CMP covers a 10- to 12-year planning period. However, if conditions change significantly or other 
unanticipated events occur, it may be necessary to update the CMP before the end of the planning period. 
An update of the CMP shall be reviewed as described in Section 3.36.430.02.b “1", through “3". The review 
shall comprehensively evaluate the need to update or otherwise modify the Campus Master Plan, its 
policies and related traffic and parking studies, and this Chapter.  

A CMP update will be required under the following conditions: 

a. A development proposal, when considered in combination with constructed improvements or 
improvements with approved Building Permits, will exceed the total development allocation for the 
campus for all Sectors; 

b. New CMP policies are created that alter existing policy direction or require existing policies to be 
modified; 

c. The parking plan has been implemented, and campus-wide parking occupancy is greater than 90 
percent; and/or 

d. The CMP planning period has expired. 

SECTION 3.36.540 – DEVELOPMENT SECTORS 
The CMP divides the campus into nine development areas identified as Sectors “A” through “J”. See Figure 
3.36-1 - CMP Sector Map. There is no Sector “I”.  Each Sector has a Development Allocation, which is the 
gross square footage allowed for new construction. Each Sector also has a minimum open space 
requirement that identifies the amount of area that must remain in green space or as a pedestrian amenity.  
These standards will guide the form of future development. 
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Figure 3.36-1 - CMP Sector Map 

 

SECTION 3.36.540.01 – SECTOR DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATION 

a. Sector Development Allocation represents the gross square footage of new development allowed 
in each Sector, regardless of the Use Type. See Table 3.36-2 - Building Square Footage by Sector. 

b. Each new development project in a Sector shall reduce that Sector’s available allocation. 

c. Existing and approved development as of December 31, 2003, has been included in the 
existing/approved development calculations and shall not reduce the Sector Development 
Allocation. 

d. Demolition of existing square footage and/or restoration of non-open-space areas to open space 
shall count as an equivalent square footage credit to the Sector development or open space 
allocation. 

e. Square footage associated with a parking structure shall be included in the Development Allocation 
for the Sector in which the structure is located. Square footage associated with at-grade parking 
lots shall be calculated as impervious surface but not count as part of Development Allocation. 

f. Table 3.36-2: Building Square Footage by Sector includes 71,000 square feet of Future Allocation 
that was removed, effective May 20, 2013, from Sector C's allocation and added to the allocation 
for Section D. This reallocation is contingent upon the 71,000 square feet being used for a student 
residence hall. The residence hall shall be constructed south of SW Adams Avenue, north of SW 
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Washington Way, and between SW 13th and 14th Streets. If a residence hall is not constructed in 
this location before the expiration of the Campus Master Plan Major Adjustment approval that 
allowed such construction (PLD13-00001), the 71,000 square feet allocated for the residence hall 
shall not be used in Sector D, but shall revert to Sector C. 

Table 3.36-2: Building Square Footage by Sector 
Sector Existing/Approved Maximum Future Allocation Total 

A 281,551 250,000 531,551 

B 831,426 500,000 1,331,426 

C 4,685,510  679,000  5,364,510 

D 325,506  106,000  431,506 

E 253,046 120,000 373,046 

F 847,166 750,000 1,597,166 

G 742,092 350,000 1,092,092 

H 133,535 50,000 183,535 

J 41,851 350,000 391,851 

Total 8,141,683 3,155,000 11,296,683 

SECTION 3.36.540.02 – SECTOR MINIMUM OPEN SPACE 

a. Open space is defined as landscape areas, pedestrian amenities such as plazas, quads, sidewalks, 
walkways, courtyards,; parks, recreation fields, agricultural fields, and other non-developed areas. 

b. Impervious surface areas that are not classified as open space per “a”, shall count against the 
Sector’s open space allocation. 

c. The existing Memorial Union quad, library quad, a relocated Peoples’ Park, and the lower campus 
area shall be retained for open space. The lower campus area is located between 11th Street and 
14th Street, south of Monroe and north of Jefferson Street. Incidental development, such as clock 
towers, park benches, information kiosks, artistic works, sculptures, etc., is permitted. 

Table 3.36-3: Minimum Future Open Space by Sector 
Sector Minimum Future Open Space 

A 78% 

B 33% 

C 36% 

D 61% 

E 77% 

F 20% 

G 40% 

H 64% 

J 79% 

Campus-Wide Minimum 50% 

 

SECTION 3.36.540.03 – SECTOR DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATION AND OPEN SPACE TABULATION 

With each development application, the University shall provide the City with the following, consistent with 
Minimum Future Open Space percentages by Sector as listed in Table 3.36-3: 

a. Updated tabulations of remaining available Development Allocations and open space areas and 
percentages for each sector. 

b. When a project’s land use allocation in a sector is inconsistent with that previously forecast in the 
Base Traffic Model (BTM), a project report that includes the following components: 
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1. Comparison of a project's development generated trips to the trips forecast in the 
previously revised BTM; 

2. Traffic impacts resulting from a shift to a more intensive land use; and  

3. Proposal of recommended mitigation strategies if a project results in a failing intersection 
level of service grade of "E" or "F". 

SECTION 3.36.650 – DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

SECTION 3.36.650.01 – MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 

a. The maximum building height for new buildings shall vary by Sector and by proximity to a zone 
boundary in accordance with the provisions in Table 3.36-4 - Building Height by Sector. 

b. A Primary Neighborhood Transition Area is the area within either 50 ft. or 100 ft. of the OSU Zone 
boundary. In Sectors B and C, a Secondary Neighborhood Transition Area shall extend for another 
300 ft. in some locations. Transition Area locations are identified on Figure 3.36-2 - Neighborhood 
Transition Areas by Sector. Development within a Primary or Secondary Neighborhood Transition 
Area shall be consistent with the maximum building height for the Transition Area, as noted in 
Table 3.36-4 - Building Height by Sector. 

c. In situations where a building footprint straddles the Neighborhood Transition Area boundary, each 
portion of the building shall not exceed the maximum building height for the corresponding area. 

d. Building projections such as chimneys, spires, domes, towers, and flagpoles, not used for human 
occupancy shall not exceed one and one-half (1.5) times the maximum building height of the 
Sector. 

Table 3.36-4: Building Height by Sector  

Sector 

Maximum Building Heights  

Sector 

Interior 

50-ft. Wide Primary 

Transition 

100-ft. Wide Primary 

Transition 

Secondary 

Transition Area 

A 50 ft. NA 35 ft. NA 

B 75 ft. NA 35 ft. 60 ft. 

C 112 ft. NA 35 ft.,  50 ft.1, 55 ft.2 60 ft. 

D 75 ft. NA 35 ft. NA 

E 50 ft. NA 35 ft. NA 

F 150 ft. NA 35 ft. 75 ft.3 NA 

G 75 ft. 75 ft. NA NA 

H 75 ft. 50 ft. NA NA 

J 75 ft. NA 35 ft. NA 
1 The 50-ft. height allowance only applies to the section of the Transition Area for Sector C that is from the east of 26 th 

Street to 15 th Street.  

2 The height of structures on the entire College Inn site, including associated parking areas, is limited to 55 feet.  

3 The 75-ft. height allowance applies only to the section of transition area for Sector “F” that is east of Grove Street 

and abuts Western Boulevard.  
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Figure 3.36-2 - Neighborhood Transition Areas by Sector 

SECTION 3.36.650.02 – ROOF-MOUNTED EQUIPMENT 

a. No roof-mounted mechanical equipment shall be visible from the entrance of buildings that abut 
the development site. 

b. Satellite dishes, antennas, Colocated/attached Wireless Telecommunications Facilities, and other 
telecommunications equipment shall not be visible from nearby streets or buildings and must be 
screened behind a parapet wall or architectural feature. 

SECTION 3.36.650.03 – MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS 

a. Structures within 100 ft. of the OSU Zone boundary shall have a minimum setback of 20 ft. from the 
boundary line, except when abutting a street. See “b”, and “c”, below. 

b. For structures abutting a public street, the minimum setback shall be 10 ft. from the edge of the 
right-of-way, assuming the public street is constructed to City standards, including landscape strip 
and sidewalk. If standard street improvements do not exist, standard street improvements shall be 
constructed in accordance with Section 3.36.650.09. 

c. For structures abutting a private streetan OSU Street, the minimum setback shall be 20 ft. from the 
edge of the curb or 10 ft. from the edge of the sidewalk. 

d. Structures shall have a minimum setback of 10 ft. from the edge of a pedestrian access way. 
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SECTION 3.36.650.04 – BUILDING ENTRANCES 

a. Buildings designed for human occupancy with facades facing a public street or private streetan OSU 
Street shall have a main building entrance facing the street and not just an emergency exit. 

b. Buildings designed for human occupancy shall include a pedestrian amenity, such as a porch, plaza, 
quad, courtyard, covered entryway, or seating area 100 sq. ft., minimum, as a component of a main 
building entrance.  

c. Buildings such as sheds, barns, or garages, used exclusively for agricultural purposes, research, or 
for storage shall be exempt from these standards for building entrances as described in “a” and “b,” 
above. 

SECTION 3.36.650.05 – GROUND FLOOR WINDOWS 

a. Buildings designed for human occupancy with facade(s) that face a public street or private streetan 
OSU Street, multi-use path, and/or sidewalk pedestrian plaza shall have windows, pedestrian 
entrances, or display windows that cover at least 25 percent of the length and 15 percent of the 
surface area of the ground floor facade. 

b. Ground Floor is defined as the finished floor elevation of the first floor that qualifies as a story in a 
building, as defined in the State of Oregon Structural Specialty Code. 

c. Mirrored glass may not be used in ground floor windows. 

d. Parking structures either above or below ground, shall be exempt from these standards for ground 
floor windows. 

e. Buildings or portions of buildings used exclusively for research or storage purposes shall be exempt 
from the standards for ground floor windows described in “a”, through “c”, above. Buildings that do 
not meet the standards for ground floor windows shall not be located within a Primary 
Neighborhood Transition Area or within 50 ft. of Monroe Avenue. 

SECTION 3.36.650.06 – LANDSCAPING, NATURAL RESOURCES, AND NATURAL HAZARDS  

a. General Landscaping Provisions 

a.1. Landscaping shall be provided in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting, and shall be provided for parking areas adjacent to public streets 
and OSU Streets private streets in accordance with Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and 
Access Requirements, except as modified by the provisions of this chapter. 

b.2. In lieu of a landscape installation and/or landscape maintenance bond or other financial 
assurance for landscape and irrigation installation required by Section 4.2.20.a, a letter of 
commitment from the OSU Operations and Maintenance Department shall be provided. 
The letter of commitment shall include the following: 

1.a) A copy of the approved landscaping and irrigation plan; 

2.b) A commitment that the landscaping and irrigation will be installed prior to 
issuance of a final occupancy permit; and 

3.c) A commitment that the landscaping and irrigation will achieve 90 percent 
coverage within three years and be maintained by the OSU Operations and 
Maintenance Department 
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b. Required Tree Plantings, Maintenance, and Preservation 

1. Tree Plantings - Tree plantings are required for all landscape areas, including but not 
limited to OSU Street frontages, public street frontages, multi-use paths, and parking lots 
for four or more cars. 

a) Street Trees 
I. Along streets, trees shall be planted in designated tree planting areas or 

OSU standard tree wells.  Where there is no designated tree planting area 
or a tree well as specified in LDC Section 3.36.60.18, street trees shall be 
planted in yard areas adjacent to the street, except as allowed elsewhere 
by “III,” below; 

II. Along all OSU Streets with tree planting areas in excess of six (6) feet wide 
and where utility lines are located underground, a minimum of 80 percent 
of the street trees shall be large or medium-canopy trees. 

III. If tree planting areas cannot be provided on University Collector, 
Pedestrian Core, or Sports Complex streets as identified in Figure 3.36-3 or 
street trees are prohibited by Section 3.36.60.06.b.2, an equivalent number 
of the required trees shall be provided within the setback of the 
development areas adjacent to the street, or in other locations within open 
space within the OSU Zone.  Such plantings in-lieu-of street trees shall be in 
addition to the mitigation trees required in Section 4.12.60; 

b) The distance between required trees shall be determined by the type of tree 
used as indicated in Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees.   

c) When the distance between the back of sidewalk and building is less than   (20) 
feet, trees shall be planted in OSU standard tree wells.  

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

e) Trees in parking areas shall be dispersed throughout the lot to provide a canopy 
for shade and visual relief.   

f) Any street tree removed through demolition or construction within the public 
street right-of-way or abutting an OSU Street shall be replaced within the 
designated tree planting area, OSU standard tree well, or in yard areas adjacent 
to the street, except as allowed elsewhere by LDC Section 3.36.60.06.b.1.a.III.  

2. Areas Where Trees May Not be Planted 

a) Trees may not be planted within five (5) feet of permanent hard surface paving, 
walkways, or sidewalks, unless: 

I. Trees are planted in OSU standard tree wells; or 

II. Trees are planted in designated street tree planting areas as required in 
LDC Section 3.36.60.06.b.1; or 

III. Trees are planted as outlined in Section 4.2.40.c. 
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b) Trees may not be planted: 

I. Within ten (10) feet of fire hydrants and utility poles; 

II. Within twenty (20) feet of street light standards; 

III. Within ten (10) feet of OSU historic style street lights; 

IV. Within five (5) feet from an existing curb face, except where required for 
street trees in designated trees planting areas or OSU standard tree 
wells; or 

V. Within ten (10) feet of city owned utilities, including sanitary sewer, 
storm drainage, or water line. 

3. Tree Maintenance Near Sidewalks and Paved Surfaces - Trees shall be pruned to provide a 
minimum clearance of eight (8) feet above sidewalks and walkways, and twelve (12) feet 
above street and roadway surfaces; and shall be pruned in accordance with the American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI) A300 standards for Tree Care Operations. 

4. Tree Removal and Protection  

Removal and protection of trees within the OSU Zone shall be governed by 
Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions, Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain 
Development Permit, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, Chapter 4.14 - Landslide 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.2 – Landscaping, 
Buffering, and Screening, and Lighting, and Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions.  
In emergency situations or where trees meet the hazardous tree definition as 
defined in Chapter 1.6, removal of trees is permitted through 4.2.20.i – 
Hazardous Tree Removal.   

c. Buffer Plantings 

1. Buffering is required for parking areas containing four or more spaces, loading areas, and 
vehicle maneuvering areas.   Except where modified by provisions in this chapter, boundary 
plantings that conform to the standards in Section 4.2.40 – Buffer Plantings shall be used to 
buffer these uses from adjacent properties, public rights-of-way, and OSU Streets. 

c.2. A vegetative buffer with a minimum width of 20 ft. that consists of a mix of evergreen and 
deciduous trees and shrubs shall be established between the OSU property line and any 
proposed building, access, drive and/ or parking lot within the Transition Area along the 
northern boundary of Sector A, B and C from the western boundary of Sector A to 26th 
Street and for the College Inn site. This vegetative buffer will be required upon any 
redevelopment of existing parking lots and/or the razing and redevelopment of existing 
buildings. 

d. Screening (Hedges, Fences, Walls, and Berms) 

1. Screening is required where unsightly views or visual conflicts must be obscured or 
blocked and/or where privacy and security are desired.  Where screening is required by 
provisions of this code, it shall conform to the standards in Section 4.2.50 – Screening 
(Hedges, Fences, Walls, and Berms) except where modified by provisions in this chapter.    

2. Where visible from public rights-of-way or OSU Streets, chainlink fences are prohibited 
unless coated with black vinyl. 
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e. d Natural Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), and Natural Resources – Natural 

Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), and Natural Resources shall be addressed 
in accordance with Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain Development Permit, Chapter 4.2 – Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, and Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions. An exception to these requirements is that a Drainageway 
Management Agreement is allowed in lieu of a drainageway easement, as outlined in Section 
3.36.650.07, below. 

SECTION 3.36.650.07 – DRAINAGEWAY MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

a. In lieu of drainageway dedications and/or easements for new development, expansion or 
redevelopment on parcels adjoining an open natural drainageway as per Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions, OSU shall provide a Drainageway Management Agreement (DMA) 
that meets the purposes cited in Section 4.13.10 and the policies of the City of Corvallis Stormwater 
Master Plan. 

b. Drainageway widths and areas subject to the DMA shall be defined per Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

c. The DMA shall include but not be limited to the following objectives: 

1. Establish that the DMA is between Oregon State University (OSU) and the City of Corvallis 
(CITY) to establish CITY maintenance access rights and to limit OSU development activities 
within the particular drainageway. 

2. Protect the hydrological and biological functions of open drainageways including managing 
storm water drainage, improving water quality, and protecting riparian plant and animal 
habitats, in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions.  

3. Include a map(s) that defines the maintenance area (AREA) boundary line(s); 

4. Grant to the CITY the right, on, under, and across said AREA, to construct, maintain, 
replace, reconstruct, and/or remove a drainageway with all appurtenances incident thereto 
or necessary therewith, to facilitate (work toward) Properly Functioning Condition.  Grant 
to the CITY the right, on, under, and across said AREA to cut and remove any trees and 
other obstructions which may endanger the safety or interfere with the construction, use, 
or maintenance of said drainageway.  Grant to the CITY the right of ingress and egress to, 
over, and from the above described AREA at any and all times for the purpose of doing 
anything necessary, useful, or convenient for the operation of a stormwater utility.  CITY 
shall provide notification to OSU and receive OSU’s written authorization prior to accessing 
the utility.  CITY shall provide notification to OSU and receive OSU’s written authorization 
prior to implementing related work. Prior written approval will not be required during 
times of emergency; 

5. Require the CITY upon each and every occasion that such drainageway is constructed, 
maintained, replaced, reconstructed or removed, to restore the premises of OSU, and any 
buildings or improvements disturbed by the CITY, to a condition as near as practicable to 
the condition they were in prior to any such installation or work.  If such restoration is not 
practicable, then the CITY shall pay to OSU an agreed upon compensation for such 
conditions that cannot be reasonably or practicably restored; 
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6. Require OSU and the CITY to limit use of the AREA to purposes consistent with the 
construction, use and maintenance of said drainageway.  Such uses typically include natural 
landscaping and stormwater management facilities as approved by the CITY.  OSU reserves 
the right to utilize the AREA for education purposes, provided the activities do not affect 
the terms of this agreement.  No new building or other permanent structure, dumping, 
regrading, paving, decrease in vegetative cover, or other action which would enjoin the 
CITY from the intended purpose of this Agreement shall be placed or occur within the AREA 
without the written permission of the CITY.  Actions specified within the plan are exempt 
from this obligation; and 

7. With each request to enter into a DMA, OSU shall produce a Properly Functioning Condition 
(PFC) report.  The PFC report shall be developed/compiled by a qualified professional and 
shall include; 

a) A stream health assessment of Oak Creek for the AREA impacted by 
development. As part of this assessment, an evaluation shall be done for any 
areas needing improvement due to site-specific impairments that have affected 
the PFC of Oak Creek. 

b) A list of recommended actions and improvements, which consider the findings 
and recommendations from the OSU Oak Creek Task Force report, to re-establish 
the PFC of Oak Creek. 

c) An implementation plan for the recommended actions determined in the PFC 
report. 

SECTION 3.36.650.08 – PARKING IMPROVEMENTS 

a. Parking areas shall be designed to promote safe and convenient pedestrian access. 

b. Parking improvements may be constructed as stand-alone projects and/or concurrent with new 
development. 

c. Parking improvements constructed as stand-alone projects shall be located in accordance with the 
sites identified in Figure 7.3 - Future Parking Facilities, of the CMP. 

d. When usage of campus-wide parking facilities exceeds 90 percent based on the most recent parking 
usage inventory, any development that increases building square footage shall be subject to the 
provisions of Section 3.36.430.02. 

e. New development in Sectors A through H may construct additional parking facilities in any of the 
Sectors A through H, provided the OSU campus shuttle is operational. 

f. If the OSU campus shuttle ceases to operate, new development shall be subject to the provisions of 
Section 3.36.430.02. 

g. Development in Sector J (South Farm) shall include construction of parking improvements in Sector 
J. 

h. Existing parking improvements for the College Inn site shall be reserved for the use of the 
occupants of and visitors to that structure.  As uses change and/or additional development occurs 
on the site, bicycle parking necessary to achieve the 10 percent reduction allowed in Section 
4.1.20.q of this Code shall be provided. 

i. Vehicle parking shall be located to the rear of buildings, and where it does not disrupt the 
pedestrian streetscape, may be located to the side of buildings. 
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j. On-street parking facilities are permitted subject to the provisions of Section 3.36.60.18. 

SECTION 3.36.650.09 – TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS  

a. Safe and convenient transportation improvements shall be provided in conjunction with new 
development.  For the purposes of this section, “safe and convenient” means providing City-
standard improvements consistent with functions identified with the street’s functional 
classification.  This includes street,  and pedestrian improvements, landscape stripsdesignated tree 
planting areas, and in some cases, bicycle improvements and on-street parking.  All transportation 
improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the CMP Transportation Improvement Plan 
(TIP) and the City’s Standard Construction Specifications. If there is any conflict between the CMP 
and City Standard Construction Specifications, the latter shall prevail. 

b. An application that includes the installation of public or private street improvements shall be 
reviewed and processed in accordance with Section 4.0.60 - Public and Private Street 
Requirements. An application that includes the installation of private street improvements shall be 
reviewed and processed in accordance with Section 3.36.60.18 – OSU Street Standards.  
Additionally, construction of a portion of a Sector’s available square footage of Development 
Allocation shall trigger the implementation of transportation improvements identified in the CMP 
TIP. 

c. Where transportation improvements are required either by this Code or the CMP’s TIP, but cannot 
feasibly be implemented, as defined below, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), when justified, 
as defined below, may be executed to specify the manner by which improvements shall be 
provided. 

1. A MOA is justified when implementation of the CMP TIP is demonstrated to be infeasible. 
Examples of justification include situations where insufficient ROW exists to construct 
standard improvements, such as on Washington Way, where there are conflicts with 
Significant Natural Features, or where there are physical or other constraints, such as 
topography, existing buildings. 

2. When an MOA is justified, it shall include but not be limited to the following objectives: 

a)  Definition of the Terms of the Agreement; 

1) A listing of the parties included in the Agreement; 

2) A listing of improvements to be included in the Agreement and what 
project the improvements are associated with; and 

3) A time frame that the Agreement terms operate under. 

b) Justification for deviation from the standard shall include but not be limited to 
the following: 

1) Identification of any deviation(s) from the standard; 

2) Citation of the reasons the standard improvement cannot feasibly be 
implemented; and 

3) Identification of the revised design standards that will be incorporated into 
the design. 

3. The final MOA shall be approved by the City Engineer at his/her discretion and signed by 
OSU and the City Manager. 
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d. Pedestrian amenities such as lighting, sidewalks, bench placement, planters, courtyards, quads, 

transit stops/shelters, bicycle racks, recycling receptacles, etc. shall be considered part of typical 
street improvements and incorporated into the final design. 

e. Transportation improvements shall be constructed to ensure ADA compliance. 

f. Speed tables, street lighting, crosswalk marking, and similar safety and speed control 
improvements are components of typical street design and shall be considered in the final design or 
required when mandated by engineering design standards such as the Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD). 

g. Copies of complete As Builts shall be certified by the design engineer and shall be submitted to the 
City for approval for all newly constructed public improvements. 

SECTION 3.36.650.10 – PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE SYSTEM CONNECTIONS 

a. Clearly defined and direct pedestrian connections (i.e., sidewalks and walkways) shall be provided 
between street and building entrances and between parking areas and building entrances. 

b. All sidewalks and walkwayspedestrian connections shall providebe a minimum of five ft. in width of 
unobstructed passage and must be constructed of a permanent hard surface including, but not 
limited to,hard surfaced using pavers, brick, asphalt, or concrete.  Variations in the width and 
location of a continuous length of sidewalk may be granted by the Director to preserve Significant 
Tree(s), to preserve Historically Significant Tree(s), and to accommodate Historic Resources, so long 
as there is a minimum of five ft. of unobstructed passage.   

c. Sidewalks and walkways shall be provided along all streets and shall be required as an 
improvement when development and/or redevelopment occurs, except as otherwise provided in 
“e” below or in Section 3.36.60.18.  Pedestrian facilities installed concurrently with development 
shall be extended through the development area to the edge of abutting pedestrian facilities. 

d. An application that includes the installation of pedestrian improvements abutting public streets 
shall be reviewed and processed in accordance with Section 4.0.30 - Pedestrian Requirements.  
Pedestrian improvements abutting an OSU street shall be reviewed and processed in accordance 
with Section 3.36.60.18 – OSU Street Standards.  Additionally, construction of any of a Sector’s 
available Development Allocation for new development shall trigger the implementation of bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements identified in the CMP TIP. 

e. Where pedestrian improvements are needed in excess of a development’s frontage, as identified in 
the CMP’s TIP and cannot feasibly be implemented, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the 
City in accordance with Section 3.36.650.09, when justified, may be executed to specify the manner 
in which improvements shall be provided. 

f. Bicycle and pedestrian improvements shall be constructed to ensure ADA compliance. 

g. Multi-Use Paths -  Multi-use paths, such as paths for bicycles and pedestrians, shall be constructed 
of a permanent hard surface including, but not limited to, asphalt or concrete, and all materials 
shall meet City Engineering standards.  The standard width for a two-way multi-use path shall be 
twelve (12) feet wide.  The standard width can be reduced to a minimum of eight (8) feet wide to 
preserve Significant Tree(s), to preserve Historically Significant Tree(s), to accommodate Historic 
Resources, or in locations abutting railroad right-of-way.  
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h. Internal Pedestrian Circulation 

1. Walkways shall be provided to connect the development area’s pedestrian circulation 
system with existing pedestrian facilities that abut the development area but are not 
adjacent to the streets abutting the site.   

2. With the exception of walkway/driveway crossings, walkways shall be separated from 
vehicle parking or maneuvering areas by grade, different paving material, bollards, or 
landscaping.  They shall be constructed in accordance with City Standard Construction 
Specifications.  This provision does not require a separated walkway system to collect 
drivers and passengers from cars that have parked on-site unless an unusual parking lot 
hazard exists.  

3. Prior to development, applicants shall perform a site inspection in conformance with LDC 
Section 4.0.30.f.   

4. Natural Hazards and Natural Resources shall be addressed in accordance with Chapter 2.11 
- Floodplain Development Permit, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions, Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, and LDC 
Section 3.36.60.06 – Landscaping, Natural Resources, and Natural Hazards. 

SECTION 3.36.650.11 – SITE FURNISHINGS 

Site furnishings shall not block or impede pedestrian circulation or reduce the required sidewalk or walkway 
width. 

SECTION 3.36.650.12 – TRANSIT/SHUTTLE STOPS 

a. A transit stop and/or transit shelter shall be provided as required by the Corvallis Transit System. 

b. A shuttle stop shall be provided as required by OSU Parking Services. 

c. An application that includes the installation of transit improvements shall be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with Section 4.0.50 - Transit Requirements in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. 

d. Corvallis Transit System (CTS) transit stops and OSU shuttle stops are considered part of an 
effective transit/shuttle system and shall be incorporated into the transportation system. 
Transit/shuttle stops and shelters shall be constructed to ensure ADA compliance.  

SECTION 3.36.650.13 – BICYCLE PARKING 

a. Bicycle parking shall be constructed with each development based on the assignable square 
footage (i.e., office, classroom, research facility, etc.) of a proposed development according to the 
parking standards in Section 4.1.30 of Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 

b. Bicycle parking shall be near, but shall not block or impede building entrances. 

c. At least 50 percent of the required bicycle parking shall be covered. 

d. All bicycle parking shall comply with the standards in Section 4.1.70 of Chapter 4.1 - Improvements 
Required with Development. 

SECTION 3.36.650.14 – MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT AND TRASH ENCLOSURES, AND OUTDOOR STORAGE AREAS 

a. All mechanical equipment enclosures for non-agricultural buildings shall be screened as part of the 
building construction or with landscaping, masonry walls, solid wood fencing, or a combination of 
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these materials for those areas that are visible from a street, building, or pedestrian access way, or 
are adjacent to a neighborhood. 

b. Trash collection enclosures for all buildings shall be screened as part of the building construction or 
with landscaping, masonry walls, solid wood fencing, or a combination of these materials for those 
areas that are visible from a street, building, pedestrian access way, or are adjacent to a 
neighborhood. 

c. All outdoor storage areas shall be screened with construction similar to the adjacent building or 
with landscaping, masonry walls, solid wood fencing, or a combination of these materials for those 
areas that are visible from a street, adjacent building, pedestrian access way, or are adjacent to a 
neighborhood. 

SECTION 3.36.650.15 – PUBLIC, PRIVATE, AND FRANCHISE UTILITIES 

a. All new utility distribution lines shall be underground. 

b. Development requiring the installation of public utility improvements shall be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with Section 4.0.70 - Public Utility Requirements (or Installations), and 
Section 4.0.80 - Public Improvement Procedures. 

c. Development within the City’s combination sewer systems shall comply with the separation of 
storm drain from sanitary sewer system policy criteria in accordance with the City’s Community 
Development Policy 1003. 

d. Development occurring on a parcel fronting or adjacent to a drainageway identified in the City of 
Corvallis Stormwater Master Plan, shall be constructed in accordance with Section 3.36.650.07, 
Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain Development Permit, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - 
Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, and Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, and shall comply with the watershed management guidelines and policies 
identified in Chapter 5 of the City’s Stormwater Master Plan. 

e. Transformers and vaults not underground shall be screened consistent with LDC Section 3.36.60.06 
– Landscaping, Natural Resources, and Natural Hazards and LDC Section 3.36.60.14 – Mechanical 
Equipment and Trash Enclosures, and Outdoor Storage AreasChapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting. 

f. An application that includes the installation of franchise utilities shall be reviewed and processed in 
accordance with Section 4.0.90 - Franchise Utility Installations of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. 

g. Copies of complete As Builts shall be certified by the design engineer and shall be submitted to the 
City for approval for all new constructed public improvements. 

SECTION 3.36.650.16 – EXTERIOR LIGHTING 

a. Site and Street Lighting shall comply with LDC Section 4.2.80 – Site and Street Lighting, except 
where modified by this section. 

a.b. OSU historic style light fixtures with shielded luminaires that minimize uplighting and glare shall be 
used along pedestrian accesswayssidewalks and walkways. 

b.c. The historic style light fixtures shall have poles and bases, and associated pole-mounted equipment 
such as banner hangers, etc., finished with a neutral gray or black or other dark color. 
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c.d. Contemporary light fixtures with shielded luminaires that minimize uplighting and glare shall be 

used in parking areas or other areas outside of the historic campus core and shall meet the 
requirements of a full cut-off light fixture. 

d.e. Outdoor field lighting may be installed on intramural and recreational playing fields, provided that 
the light is directed on the fields and not directed toward adjacent privately owned properties. 
Adjacent to residential areas, a lighting curfew of 10 p.m. shall be imposed on these playing fields 
so that all events are completed prior to that time. 

e.f. With the exception of lighting for intercollegiate athletic facilities and intramural and recreational 
playing fields, light trespass onto surrounding residential properties shall not exceed 0.1 
footcandles, except in areas where additional lighting for safety and security, as determined by the 
University, is necessary. In such cases, light trespass onto surrounding residential properties shall 
not exceed 0.25 footcandles. Testing of the lighting by the University to ensure compliance shall be 
done after the lights have experienced 10 hours of illuminance, or burn time. 

f.g. Stadium lighting for future expansions to Reser Stadium shall be provided in a manner that does 
not increase light spillage outside of the stadium proper. 

g.h. Installation of field lighting for intercollegiate athletic facilities other than Reser Stadium shall 
ensure that light trespass onto surrounding residential properties does not exceed 0.5 footcandles. 
Testing of the lighting by the University to ensure compliance shall be done after the lights have 
experienced 10 hours of illuminance, or burn time. 

SECTION 3.36.650.17 – ACCESSIBILITY  

a. All buildings and other structures used for human occupancy shall meet or exceed accessibility 
standards as established by the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

b. Parking facilities for the disabled shall be provided near building entrances. 

SECTION 3.36.60.18 – OSU STREET STANDARDS 

All improvements required by the standards in this section shall comply with LDC Section 4.0.20 – Timing of 
Improvements unless otherwise indicated within this section.  Improvements required with development 
shall meet construction specification standards established by the City Engineer and amended over time.  
Improvements required for publicly owned streets shall comply with Chapter 4.0 – Improvements Required 
with Development and be consistent with Table 4.0-1 Street Functional Classification System.  
Improvements required for OSU Streets shall comply with LDC Section 3.36.60.18 and be consistent with 
Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification.   

Natural Hazards and Natural Resources shall be addressed in accordance with Chapter 2.11 – Floodplain 
Development Permit, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, Chapter 4.14 – Landslide Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions, and Section 3.36.60.06 – Landscaping, Natural Resources, and Natural 
Hazards. 

a. University Collector (i.e., 30th Street, 14th Street between Jefferson Way and Monroe Avenue,  and 
Washington Way west of 15th Street) 

1. Vehicle Lanes – OSU Streets will have auto lane widths consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard Construction 
Specifications.    
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2. Bike Lanes – OSU Streets will have on-street bike lanes consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard Construction 
Specifications.   

3. Sidewalks 

a) Sidewalks along streets classified in Figure 3.36-3 as University Collector shall be 
a minimum of six (6) feet wide and be provided along a project’s development 
frontage to the edge of adjacent facilities when development and/or 
redevelopment occurs except in locations where Natural Hazards, Natural 
Resources, or railroad right-of-way prevent the installation of pedestrian facilities 
consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification.  
Sidewalks shall be constructed in accordance with City Standard Construction 
Specifications and in compliance with ADA standards.   

b) Variations in the width and location of a continuous length of sidewalk may be 
granted by the Director to preserve Significant Tree(s), to preserve Historically 
Significant Tree(s), and to accommodate Historic Resources, so long as there is a 
minimum of five ft. of unobstructed passage.   

c) Sidewalks shall be separated from curbs by a designated tree planting area that 
provides at least six (6) feet of separation between the sidewalk and curb, except 
when at least one of the following conditions exists and provided the provisions 
in LDC Section 3.36.60.18.a.3.e are met: 

1) In locations where the existing sidewalk is located over a utility tunnel; 

2) In locations where the construction of a designated tree planting area of 
six (6) feet in width and a conforming sidewalk would require the 
removal of a Historically Significant Tree; 

3) In locations where the sidewalk is located within a Natural Resource area 
governed by Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions 
and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions and within 
drainageway areas governed by regulations in Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain 
Development Permit and Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions.   

d) Where sidewalks are abutting vehicle travel lanes, parking or maneuvering areas, 
sidewalks shall be separated by grade, different paving materials, bollards, or 
landscaping. 

e) Where an existing sidewalk is located over a utility tunnel or where the 
construction of a designated tree planting area of six feet in width would require 
the removal of a Significant Tree(s), the existing sidewalk location may be 
retained provided all of the following are met:  

1) The existing sidewalk width complies with the standards in this zone, or it 
is replaced to meet the standard width in Table 3.36-5:  OSU Street 
Standards - Functional Classification; 

2) The existing or proposed sidewalks complies with ADA requirements; and 

3) Street trees are provided consistent with LDC Section 3.36.60.06.b.1.a 
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f) The designated tree planting area shall be landscaped with trees and plant 
materials in accordance with LDC Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping, Natural 
Resources, and Natural Hazards.   

4. On-Street Parking – On-street parking is not permitted along University Collectors. 

b. Pedestrian Core (i.e., 13th Street, 14th Street, 26th Street between Washington Way and Monroe Ave, 
Adams Avenue, Benton Place, Campus Way, Jefferson Way west of 15th Street, Intramural Lane, 
May Way, Memorial Place, Orchard Avenue east of 27th Street, Park Terrace, Sackett Place, 
Washington Avenue between 11th and 15th streets, Waldo Place, and Weatherford Place) 

1. Vehicle Lanes - OSU Streets will have auto lane widths consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard Construction 
Specifications. 

2. Bike Lanes – OSU Streets may have on-street bike lanes or sharrows consistent with Table 
3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard 
Construction Specifications.   

3. Sidewalks  

a) Sidewalks along streets classified in Figure 3.36-6 as Pedestrian Core shall be a 
minimum of six (6) feet wide and be provided along a project’s development 
frontage to the edge of adjacent facilities, when development and/or 
redevelopment occurs except in locations where Natural Hazards, Natural 
Resources, or railroad right-of-way prevent the installation of pedestrian facilities 
consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification.  
Sidewalks shall be constructed in accordance with City Standard Construction 
Specifications.  Sidewalks may be either abutting the curb or separated by a 
designated tree planting area. 

b) Variations in the width and location of a continuous length of sidewalk may be 
granted by the Director to preserve Significant Tree(s), to preserve Historically 
Significant Tree(s), and to accommodate Historic Resources, so long as there is a 
minimum of five ft. of unobstructed passage. 

c) A designated tree planting area of at least six (6) feet shall be provided 
immediately adjacent to the sidewalk, either between the curb and sidewalk or 
within the setback area between the sidewalk and the facility except when at 
least one of the following conditions exists and provided the provisions in LDC 
Section 3.36.60.18.b.3.e are met:  

1) There is insufficient width between the curb and an existing facility to 
provide a five-foot-wide sidewalk and a six-foot-wide designated tree 
planting area.  

2) There is an existing sidewalk located over a utility tunnel and insufficient 
width on either side of the sidewalk to provide a six-foot-wide designated 
tree planting area. 

3) There is an existing sidewalk of at least five (5) feet in width and an 
existing designated tree planting area that is less than six (6) feet in 
width.  
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4) The sidewalk is located within a Natural Resource area governed by 
Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions and Chapter 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions and within drainageway 
areas governed by regulations in Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain Development 
Permit and Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions.   

d) Where sidewalks are abutting vehicle travel lanes, parking or maneuvering areas, 
sidewalks shall be separated by grade, different paving materials, bollards, or 
landscaping. 

e) Where an existing sidewalk is located over a utility tunnel or where the 
construction of a designated tree planting area of six feet in width would require 
the removal of Significant Tree(s), the existing sidewalk location may be retained 
provided all of the following are met:  

1) The existing sidewalk width complies with the standards in this zone, or it 
is replaced to meet the standard width in Table 3.36-5:  OSU Street 
Standards - Functional Classification; 

2) The existing or proposed sidewalks complies with ADA requirements; and 

3) Street trees are provided consistent with LDC Section 3.36.60.06.b.1.a 

f) The designated tree planting area shall be landscaped with trees and plant 
materials in accordance with LDC Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping, Natural 
Resources, and Natural Hazards.   

g) Except as noted in Section 3.36.60.10.c, construction of sidewalks and designated 
planting areas in compliance with LDC Section 3.36.60.18 along Pedestrian Core 
streets may be deferred until development of the development area and 
reviewed as a component of the Building Permit.   

4. On-Street Parking – On-street parking along OSU Streets may be maintained, replaced, or 
modified within a street block where on-street parking already exists.  Where streets must 
cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Hazards, street widths shall be minimized by 
providing no on-street parking on either side of the street per LDC Section 4.0.60.k.9.  On-
street parking must consistent with applicable provisions in Chapter 2.9 and other 
applicable provisions of this Code. 

5. Emergency Access – When the curb-to-curb width of a street does not provide sufficient 
width to accommodate emergency vehicles, curb-side, vehicle-rated sidewalks with a 
mountable curb may be used in combination with vehicle and bike lanes to provide the 
required access width for emergency vehicles. 

c. Sports Complex (i.e., 26th Street between Western Blvd and Washington Way, and Ralph Miller 
Lane) 

1. Vehicle Lanes - OSU Streets will have auto lane widths consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard Construction 
Specifications.    

2. Bike Lanes – OSU Streets may have on-street bike lanes or sharrows consistent with Table 
3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard 
Construction Specifications. 
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3. Sidewalks 

a) Sidewalks along streets classified in Figure 3.36-3 as Sports Complex shall be a 
minimum of ten (10) feet wide, including tree wells, and be provided along a 
project’s development frontage to the edge of adjacent facilities when 
development and/or redevelopment occurs except in locations where Natural 
Hazards, Natural Resources, or railroad right-of-way prevent the installation of 
pedestrian facilities consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards 
Functional Classification.  Sidewalks shall be constructed in accordance with City 
Standard Construction Specifications.   

b) Sidewalks shall be located adjacent to the curb, and tree planting areas shall be 
eliminated and replaced with paved areas with trees in tree wells. Where tree 
wells are used, tree grates may be permitted.  Tree wells and tree grates shall 
comply with specifications in the OSU Tree Management Plan.  Tree wells shall 
abut the curb, and trees shall be provided consistent with the spacing standards 
in LDC Table 4.2-1. Street trees shall be furnished and maintained in conformance 
with requirements in Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping, Natural Resources, 
and Natural Hazards. 

c) Except as noted in Section 3.36.60.10.c, construction of sidewalks and designated 
planting areas in compliance with LDC Section 3.36.60.18 along Sports Complex 
streets may be deferred until development of the development area and 
reviewed as a component of the Building Permit.   

4. On-Street Parking – On-street parking along OSU Streets may be maintained, replaced, or 
modified within a street block where on-street parking already exists.  Where streets must 
cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Hazards, street widths shall be minimized by 
providing no on-street parking on either side of the street per LDC Section 4.0.60.k.9.  On-
street parking must be consistent with applicable provisions in Chapter 2.9 and other 
applicable provisions of this Code. 

5. Emergency Access – When the curb-to-curb width of a street does not provide sufficient 
width to accommodate emergency vehicles, curb-side, vehicle-rated sidewalks with a 
mountable curb may be used in combination with vehicle and bike lanes to provide the 
required access width for emergency vehicles. 
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Table 3.36-5:  OSU Street Standards - Functional Classification1, 2, 3 
 University Collector Pedestrian Core (local) Sports Complex (local) 

Auto Amenities (lane 
widths)

4
 

2 Lanes (11 ft. per lane) 1-2 Lanes (10 ft. per lane) 1-2 Lanes (10 ft. per lane) 

Bike Amenities
5, 6, 7

 2 Lanes (6 ft. per lane) Shared Bike and Vehicle 
Facility, Sharrow, or 1-2 
Lanes (6 ft. per lane) 

Shared Bike and Vehicle 
Facility, Sharrow, or 1-2 
Lanes (6 ft. per lane) 

Pedestrian 
Amenities

8
 

2 Sidewalks (6  ft. per 
sidewalk)

9
 

2 Sidewalks (6  ft. per 
sidewalk) 

2 Sidewalks (10  ft. per 
sidewalk) 

Transit (non-OSU) As approved by OSU As approved by OSU As approved by OSU 

Managed Speed
10

 20 - 35 MPH 5 - 20 MPH 5 - 20 MPH 

Traffic calming
11

 Permissible Permissible Permissible 

Access Control Some Not typical Not typical 

Turn Lanes Typical at intersections 
with arterials or  
collectors  

Not typical Not typical 

Tree Planting Areas
12

 Two - 6 ft. Except across 
areas of Natural 
Features

9
 

Two - 6 ft. Except across 
areas of Natural Features 

Street trees shall be 
planted in OSU standard 
tree wells and may include 
OSU standard tree grates

13
 

Through-traffic 
connectivity 

Typical function Permissible function Permissible function 

On-street Auto 
Parking

12
 

No Permissible; 1 - 2 parking 
aisles (parallel 8 ft., angled 
19 ft.) 

Permissible; 1 parking aisle 
(8 ft.) 

1 These standards do not preclude the flexibility currently allowed through the Planned Development process in 
Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development. 
2 Streets, bike lanes, and vehicle-rated sidewalks shall be designed to provide emergency and fire vehicle access as 
approved by the City and Fire Department. 
3 Street improvements shall comply with Sections 4.5.90.02.C. and Section 4.12.70. 

4 Lane widths shown are the preferred construction standards that apply to existing routes adjacent to areas of 
new development, and to newly constructed routes. On University Collector roadways, an absolute minimum for 
safety concerns is 10 ft. Such minimums are expected to occur only in locations where existing development along 
an established sub-standard route or other severe physical constraints preclude construction of the preferred 
facility width.  Note:  the number of lanes does not include turn lanes. 

5 On streets where there are shared bike and vehicle facilities, bike lanes are not required.   
6 One way streets shall only be required to provide one (1) bike lane.  Contra-flow bike lanes are permitted.   
7 Parallel multi-use paths in lieu of bike lanes are not appropriate along the Arterial-Collector system due to the 
multiple conflicts created for bicycles at driveway and sidewalk intersections. In rare instances, separated (but not 
adjacent) facilities may provide a proper function.   
8 An absolute minimum width for safety concerns is five ft., which is expected to occur only in locations where 
existing development along an established substandard route or other severe physical constraints preclude 
construction of the preferred facility width. 

9 A sidewalk and designated tree planting area will not be required on the south side of Washington Way between 
15th Street and 35th Street.  The width of the designated tree planting area may be reduced to five (5) feet on the 
west side of 30th Street between Western Blvd and Washington Way to create a uniform street profile. 
10 Speed shall be set in conformance with a vehicle speed study, State and Local code, and approved by licensed 
Civil Engineer. 

11 Traffic calming includes such measures as bulbed intersections, raised intersections, raised pedestrian crossings, 
speed humps, raised planted medians, mid-block curb extensions, traffic circles, signage, and varied paving 
materials. 

12 Where streets must cross protected Natural Features, street widths shall be minimized by providing no on-
street parking and no designated tree planting areas between the curb and the sidewalk on either side of the 
street. 

13 Tree wells and tree grates shall be constructed consistent with specifications in the OSU Tree Management Plan. 
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d. General Provisions – Development shall comply with the standards in Section 4.0.60 – Public and 

Private Street Requirements, except as modified in this chapter and below. 

1. For OSU-owned property within the OSU zone, the provisions in Section 4.0.60 that refer to 
Development Sites shall apply to Development Areas, as defined in this chapter, and shall 
not apply to Development Sites. 

2. Any Improvements required by the provisions of section 4.0.60 to OSU Streets within the 
OSU zone shall be improved to the standards in Section 3.36.50.18 rather than City 
standards where those standards differ. 

3. Provisions in Section 4.0.60 that apply to Collector and Neighborhood Collector Streets 
shall apply to University Collector Streets except as modified in Section 3.36.60.18. 

4. Provisions in Section 4.0.60 that apply to Local Streets shall apply to Pedestrian Core and 
Sports Complex Streets except as modified in Section 3.36.60.18. 

5. Improvement widths shall be as specified in the Transportation Plan and Table 4.0-1 - 
Street Functional Classification System for public streets and Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street 
Standards Functional Classification for OSU Streets. 

6. Where streets must cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Hazards, street widths 
shall be minimized by providing no on-street parking and no tree planting areas between the 
curb and the sidewalk on either side of the street as allowed by the provisions of Chapter 
2.11 - Floodplain Development Permit, LDC Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping, Natural 
Resources, and Natural Hazards, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions, and Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. 

7. The City of Corvallis will determine the functional classification of any new streets that are 
constructed outside of the alignments shown in Figure 3.36-3. 

SECTION 3.36.70 – ROUGH PROPORTIONALITY 

If an applicant intends to assert that it cannot legally be required, as a condition of Building Permit or 

development approval, to provide easements, dedications, or improvements at the level otherwise 

required by this Code, the Building Permit or site plan review application shall include a rough 

proportionality report in accordance with the provisions of Section 1.2.120 of Chapter 1.2 - Legal 

Framework. 

SECTION 3.36.860 – DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR NON-UNIVERSITY-OWNED PROPERTIES 
Development or redevelopment of properties in this Zone that are not owned by Oregon State University 

and are identified in Section 3.36.320.01.c, shall be reviewed based on the standards in Table 3.36-65 - 

Residential Use Zoning Standards, below. 

Table 3.36-65: Residential Use Zoning Standards 
Current Use Development Zoning Standards 

Single-family Residential RS-5 

Multi-family Residential RS-12(U) 

3.36.970 - CAMPUS MASTER PLAN MONITORING 
a. As a means of monitoring the implementation of the Campus Master Plan, the University shall 

provide the following information to the City on a yearly basis. 
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1. Updated tabulations of development and open space for the planning area, including - 

a) Gross square footage of development by type that occurred in each Sector over 
the previous 12 month period; 

b) Remaining available Development Allocation for each Sector; and 

c) Remaining open space areas and percentages for each Sector. 

2. Updated parking utilization reports, including - 

a) Identification of new parking space creation and the total number of spaces 
provided within the CMP boundary and a breakdown by Sector and parking lot 
type - student, staff, visitor, free, etc.; 

b) Percentage of parking space utilization campus-wide; and 

c) Identification of available parking spaces using City standard parking 
configurations, and usage within each residential parking district bordering OSU 
and of the number of residential permits funded by the University. In addition, 
provide details of other efforts undertaken by the University to address 
neighborhood parking issues; 

3. TDM Report - The TDM Report that identifies efforts and the effectiveness of those efforts 
undertaken by the University over the previous 12 months to reduce reliance on the single-
occupant vehicle. Such efforts shall include, but not be limited to: 

a) Shuttle routes and usage; 

b) Other efforts in support of transit, car-pool, or van-pool usage; 

c) Tabulation of the number of single-occupancy vehicles reduced; 

d) Location and number of bicycle parking spaces, including the number of covered 
spaces and any additions to the inventory; and 

e) Identification of campus pedestrian routes and system improvements. 

4. Base Transportation Model (BTM) update that includes the following components over the 
previous 12 month period - 

a) Traffic counts to be updated on a five-year cycle; 

b) New development, and if known, future development square footage and Use 
Type, based on the existing model’s categories, to be included in the model 
assumptions on a per Sector basis; 

c) New parking areas or roadways that may have an effect on traffic volumes or 
patterns; and 

d) Within one year of adoption of the CMP, and on a recurrent two-year schedule, 
OSU shall complete in coordination with City Staff a baseline traffic count for 
Jackson Avenue between Arnold Way and 35th Street. City staff shall provide OSU 
and the neighborhood association with the most recent baseline traffic volume 
measurements made within the last five years. 
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b. Additional monitoring efforts include: 

1. Within one year of adoption of the CMP, OSU should work with the City to perform a 
baseline traffic count of local streets identified by neighborhood associations as problems 
in the areas bordering Sectors A, B, and C, and south of Harrison Boulevard; and 

2. OSU shall participate as a full partner in a task force initiated by the City with City, 
University, neighborhood association and neighborhood business representation, to review 
and evaluate existing baseline traffic measurements, parking studies, and other relevant 
information and develop strategies to mitigate problem areas. 
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CORVALLIS 

Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
P.O. Box 1083 

Corvallis, OR 97339-1 083 
(541) 766-6908 

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

ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

CASE: 

REQUEST: 

CORVALLIS PLANNING COMMISSION 
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 

ORDER NO. 2013-065 

LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT AMENDMENT FOR STREET 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THE OSU ZONE (LDT13-00001) 

Quasi-Judicial Land Development Code Text Amendment (LDT13-00001) 
involving changes and additions to Chapter 3.36 (OSU Zone), including 
provision of new construction standards for streets within the OSU Zone. 
In particular, certain streets within the OSU Zone are not considered 
public streets, but rather private streets owned by Oregon State 
University. The applicant is proposing new "OSU Street" construction 
standards for the private ·streets owned by Oregon State University. 
Additionally , the applicant proposes changes to landscaping, buffering, 
and screening standards within the OSU Zone as they relate to the new 
proposed OSU Street construction standards. 

APPLICANT and OWNER: Rebecca Houghtaling, on behalf of 
Oregon State University 

LOCATION 

DECISION 

130 Oak Creek Building 
Corvallis, Oregon 97331 

The proposal applies to development in the Oregon State University 
(OSU) Zone. The Oregon State University (OSU) zone is generally bound 
on the west by SW 35th Street, on the east by SW 14/15th Street, on the 
north by SW Monroe and SW Orchard Avenues, and on the south by SW 
Western Boulevard. 

The Corvallis Planning Commission conducted, after proper legal notice, 
a public hearing and deliberations concerning this Quasi-Judicial 
Amendment to the Land Development Code - Chapter 3.36, on 
November 20, 2013. Interested persons and the general public were 
given an opportunity to be heard. The Commission found that the 
proposed request (Attachment C) should be modified as shown in 
Attachments A and B to this Notice of Disposition and forwarded to the 

Planning Commission Decision (LDT13-00001) 
Order No. 2013-065 

Page 1 of 2 
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11\z .. o \-z_o\1 
Date of Decision 

APPEALS 

City Council with a recommendation of approval. The Planning 
Commission adopted the findings contained in the November 13, 2013, 
staff report, and the Planning Commission findings in support of the Text 
Amendment, as expressed during its November 20, 2013, deliberations. 

The Planning Commission decision on this matter is a recommendation to City Council and is 
not appealable. The City Council is scheduled to review the Land Development Code Text 
Amendment application, during a de novo public hearing, at a date to be determined. The City 
Council decision on this matter will be final unless the case is appealed to the State Land Use 
Board of Appeals (LUBA). Appeals to LUBA may be filed within 21 days of the date a City 
Council notice of disposition is signed and must be filed by 5:00 p.m. on the final day of the 
appeal period. Where the final day of an appeal period falls on a weekend or holiday, the 
appeal period shall be extended to 5:00p.m. on the next work day. 

The proposal, staff report, and hearing minutes may be reviewed at the Community 
Development Department, Planning Division, City Hall, 501 SW Madison Avenue, Corvallis, 
Oregon. 

The complete record associated with this case is available in the City of CoNallis Planning 
Division office, located at City Hall, 501 SW Madison Aven!Je, CoNa/lis, Oregon. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A Correspondence from Oregon State University dated November 19, 2013, and 
November 20, 2013, detailing proposed changes to Staff recommended amendments. 

B. Staff recommended amendments, as presented on pages 16 through 22 of the 
November 13, 2013, Staff Report to the Planning Commission. 

C. Proposed text amendments to LDC Chapter 3.36, as presented in Attachment B of the 
November 13, 2013, Staff Report to the Planning Commission. 

Planning Commission Decision (LDT13-00001) 
Order No. 2013-065 

Page 2 of2 
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Yaich, Jason 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi, Jason. 

Houghtaling, Rebecca [Rebecca.Houghtaling@oregonstate.edu] 
Wednesday, November 20,2013 2:57PM 
Yaich, Jason 
RE: LDT13-0001 -Street Standards: OSU concerns about proposed staff revisions 

After we spoke, I reviewed the proposed definition for3.36.6o.os.a and I would propose that we eliminate both walkway and 
sidewalk from the section and include pedestrian plaza. Sidewalks are considered to be part of a public street or an OSU street; 
thus, including the word sidewalk is redundant. If we add pedestrian plaza1 then we could avoid unintended window coverage 
in non-public areas of a building such as loading zones, service areas, or the non-visible portion of a building. The current code 
already gives an exemption for parking structures; however, OSU staff are concerned that suggesting a blanket exemption for 
other types of buildings (i.e., sports facilities, generators, etc.) may also have unintended consequences. 

In general, we're supportive of having windows on ground floors; however, there are some programmatic needs that may 
require limited fenestration (i.e., service areas, sports venues, labs, bathrooms). If we require 25 percent coverage on building 
facades facing streets, multi-use paths, and pedestrian plazas, this should create the pedestrian oriented designs on most 
building facades, which is what the city and OSU desire. Our concern with the use of the term walkway is that many of our 
buildings have facades that have walkways on all four sides, but only a few of those walkways are intended for public pedestrian 
access. There are walkways that facilitate access to trash enclosures, venting, generators, etc. The inclusion of the t erm 
walkway (as city staff have revised it), could be too broadly applied. 

SECTION 3.36.60.05- GROUND FLOOR WINDOWS 

a. Buildings designed for human occupancy with facade(s} that face a public street or an OSU Street, multi-use 
path, and/or pedestrian plaza shall have windows, pedestrian entrances, or display windows that cover at least 
25 percent of the length and 15 percent of the surface area of the ground floor facade. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. Let me know how you would lrke to proceed. 

Cordially, 
Rebecca 

Rebecca Houghtaling, AICP I Senior Planner I Oregon State University 

-
Planning Commission Decision (LDT13-00001) 

Order No. 2013-065 
ATTACHMENT A - Page 1 of 3 
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Yalch, Jason 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Houghtaling, Rebecca [Rebecca .Houghtaling@oregonstate .edu] 
Tuesday, November 19,2013 9:19AM 
Yaich, Jason 

Subject: LDT1 3-0001 - Street Standards: OSU concerns about proposed staff revisions 

Jay, 

I am writing to respond to the "Staff Recommended Changes to Application" in the staff report for the OSU Zone - Street 
Standards Text Amendment. After reviewing all of the City staff proposed revisions, OSU staff have concerns about 
three of the proposed revisions. This email is intended to explain the concerns of OSU staff and propose alternative 
language, Below are segments taken from the City Staff Report followed by comments from OSU staff. 

Staff Revision 6 
Section 3.36.20- Definition of Walkway 

Walkway - A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface that provides for pedestrian 
access to, within, and through a betweeA tJ:te street aAa a fasllity er peaestriaA sirswlatieA withiA the 
Development Area. For purposes of the OSU Zone. a Walkway is not a Sidewalk. 

OSU staff have concerns that the proposed alterations to the definition of ''wa lkway" could be interpreted to include 
walks that provide access to the Development Area but are outside the boundaries of the Development Area. Because 
pedestrian circulation on campus is not restricted to streets, there are many permanent hard surfaces within OSU's 
campus provide for access to a campus faci lity from the rear or side yard of that facility. The intent of the definition as it 
was proposed by OSU staff was to clarify that sidewalks are associated w ith streets while walkways provide circulation 
within a Development area or from a street to the facility that abl.its lt. To further clarify the proposed definition, OSU 
staff propose striking the word "to"; 

Walkway -A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface that provides for pedestrian 
access te;-within, and through a bet>.\leeFI the street aAa a faGIIity er pedestriaA GiFsl:flatieA ·.vithiR the 
Development Area. For purposes of the OSU Zohe, a Walkway is not a Sidewalk. 

Additionally, OSU staff have concerns about the implications the revised definition will have for proposed 
Section3.36.60.05- Ground Floor Windows. 

OSU staff would like to strike "walkway" from Section 3.36.60.05.a. Because a ''walkway" may provide access through a 
Development Atea, but may not necessarily be on the street frontage side of a building OSU staff are concerned that 
inclusion of walkways could require ex1:ensive glazing on areas of a building that are Internal to the Development Area 
and not necessarlly highly visible from most public access points. OSU staff believe that the existing references. to 
" public" and ''OSU streets" as well as " pedestrian entrances'' will ensure that buildings will be designed with an inviting 
fa~ade where the building fronts highly visible public locations. 

Staff Revision 11 
Section 3.36.60.18.c.2 (Sports Compfex- Bike Lanes): 

1 

Planning Commission Decision (LDT13-00001) 
Order No. 2013-065 

ATIACHMENTA - Page 2 of3 
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2. Bike Lanes - OSU Streets wiU may have on-street bike lanes or sharrows a .shared swrfaGe 
consistent with Table 3.36-5 - OSU Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City 
Standard Constructron Specifications. 

OSU staff agree with City s~affthat there should be consistent code language for similar elements of Pedestrian Core 
streets and Sports Complex Streets. Section 3.36.60.18.b.2, however, states that "OSU Streets may have on-street bike 
lanes or sharrows" . OSU staff want bike lanes or sharrows to be allowable options on these local street types, but OSU 
would like the option to leave shared bike and vehicle surfaces unmarked. Many OSU streets have restricted vehicle 
access resulting in very light vehicle traffic. For these circumstances, sharrows may not be necessary. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss these further prior to the Public Hearing, please let me know. 

Cordially, 
Rebecca 

Rebecca Houghtaling, AICP I Senior Planner 1 Otegon State University 
Campus Operations I University land Use Planning 
132 Oak Creek Building 1 Corvallis, Oregon 97331 I Phone: 541-737-0456 
Rebecca.Houghtaling@oregonstate.edu 1 www.oregonstate.edu/facilities/cpc:i/ 

2 
Planning Commission Decision (l..DT13-00001} 

Order No. 2013-065 
ATTACHMENT A - Page 3 of 3 
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been evaluated to determine if there are any inconsistencies between it, the proposed 
street construction standards, and the CMP maps identified above. 

All three of the proposed OSU Street types provide pedestrian facilities with a standard 
width that can be reduced in certain circumstances to five feet, but never eliminated. 
This ensures that pedestrian corridors identified in the CMP Figure 1.8 are maintained. 
The proposed text amendments are consistent with this component of the CMP. 

In some locations, the proposed Pedestrian Core street classification applies to streets 
that are not identified as OSU private streets on Figure 6.2 of the CMP. This is because 
there are additional internal private streets in the OSU Zone, not contemplated at the 
time of adoption of the CMP in 2004. 

Additionally, some of the private streets identified in Figure 6.2 of the CMP have not 
been delineated in the new Figure 3.36-3. This is due to a recent amendment to Figure 
6.2, approved as part of the Sector D- CMP Major Adjustmen~ approved in 2013 (case 
LDT12-00002 and PLD13-00001). This is in the area of SW Adams Avenue and SW 
14th Street. 

All three of the proposed OSU Street types provide bicycle facilities (either dedicated 
bike lanes or shared vehicle I bicycle routes ("sharrows")), which implements the bicycle 
circulation plan identified in Figure 6.4 of the CMP. Therefore, the proposed OSU Street 
standards are consistent with this component of the CMP. 

In conclusion, the proposed text amendment is consistent with applicable CMP policies, 
and the new OSU Street standards are written specifically to implement intended 
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation routes identified in the Figures 1.8, 6.2 and 
6.4 of the· OSU CMP. 

Staff Recommended Changes to Application 
Staff analysis of the proposed text amendment includes consideration of applicable 
Comprehensive Plan and other adopted policies, as noted above. Additionally, Staff 
reviewed the proposed changes to determine whether or not the code provisions, as 
proposed, can be successfully implemented and support the public necessity, 
convenience, and general welfare standard identified in the background statement in 
LDC Section 1.2.80.01. 

In general, Staff find that the proposed changes to Chapter 3.36 are in conformance 
with applicable Comprehensive Plan policies, and that the applicants have 
demonstrated that there is a public necessity to refine Chapter 3.36 to better implement 
the OSU CMP. 

However! Staff find that certain proposed revrsrons can be further refined to better 
support implementation of the standards, and to provide standards that are more clear 
and objective for decision makers, the applicants, and the public. 

Planning Commis~ion DecislOn (LDT13-00001) 
Order No. 2013-065 

ATIACHMENT B - Page 1 of 6 
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An analysis of fourteen (14) Staff-recommended revisions to the applicant's proposed 
text amendment is provided below. 

Staff Revision 1 
Section 3.36.20- Definition of Development Area: 

Development Area -The portion of land involved in a building/construction permit 
application or land use application. The Development Area shall include all of the 
following that are associated with the deveropment: buildings, yards, open spaces, 
setbacks, street froAtage Development Frontage, abutting parking areas, and access. The 
Development Area shall be indicated on a project site plan. Within Chapter 3.36, the 
Development Area definition supersedes the Development Site definition found in Chapter 
1.6 and used elsewhere within this Code. 

Explanation for Revision: 
Include "Development Frontage" because that is now a LDC term. The primary purpose 
for creation of the new definition of "Development Area" is to address issues 
surrounding the current LDC definition of 1'Development Site" which includes the 
language "legally established lots, parcels, or tracts of land ." OSU is comprised of very 
large parcels of land, and application of the term "Development Site'' to these parcels 
often results in haphazard application of various Land Development Code standards 
that rely on the term "Development Site". The new term geographically limits the scope 
of development to the immediate vicinity of the project site, as opposed to the parcels 
associated with Oregon State University, some of which are several hundred acres in 
size. Also, the new definition includes the requirement that building permit and land use 
applications include a delineation of the Development Area on the application site plans 
in order to clearly indicate the scope of work. 

Staff Revision 2 
Section 3.36.20- Definition of Development Frontage: 

Development Frontage -The portion of the Development Area that abuts and/or includes a 
public street or an OSU Street. 

Explanation for Revision: 
"Development Area" should be capitalized as it is now a Land Development Code term. 
Addition of the words " ... and/or includes ... " captures potential development scenarios 
where the public or OSU Street bisects the Development Area, as opposed to along the 
perimeter of a Development Area, and clarifies that street improvements (public or OSU 
Street) are typically required with development. 

Planning Commission Decisfon (LDT13,Q0001) 
Order No. 2013-065 

ATIACHMENT B - Page 2 of 6 



O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 B

 (8
 o

f 4
2)

Staff Revision 3 
Section 3.36.20- Definition of OSU Street: 

OSU Street - An improved public travel route for vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian use 
that is identified as a private, OSU-owned street in Figure 3.36·3: OSU Street Standards by 
Category~~ If existing imorovements for an OSU Street identified in Figure 3 36-3 are 
the OSY Street is f\&RGOAforming inconsistent with the standards outlined in Section 
3.36.60.18, the OSU Street is delineated by the minimum dimensional width ~ 
minim~:~m area required to improve the OSU Street to the minim1:1m stanEiaras for its 
functional classification and emergency access standards outlined in Section 3.36.60.18. 
An OSU Street shall include shared or mode-specific facilities for vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians and typically will include the required designated tree planting area. For the 
purposes of LDC Chapter 1.6 - Definitions and Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation 
Provisionsj an OSU Street shall be construed as a private street right-of-way. 

Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Staff proposed changes to this term are intended to help clearly define the dimensional 
corridor associated with OSU Street improvements, and to tie the width of that corridor 
to the new minimum standards outlined in Section 3.36.60.18. 

Staff Revision 4 
Section 3.36.20- Definition of OSU Facility: 

OSU Facility -A land improvement intended for a specific use(s) including, but not limited 
to, buildings, parking areas, recreational fields, parks, and Historic Contrilntting band 
Resources. 

Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Replace "Historic Contributing Land Resources" since it is not a LDC term, and replace 
with "Historic Resources", which is defined in LDC Chapter 1.6. 

Staff Revision 5 
Section 3.36.20- Definition of Sidewalk 

Sidewalk - A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface parallel to a 
~street or OSU Street and considered a component of that street. 

Staff Revision 6 
Section 3.36.20- Definition of Walkway 

Walkway - A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface that provides for 
pedestrian access to, within, and through a betv.•een the street ana a fasility or pedestrian 
sirGulatioA within the Development Area. For purooses of the OSU Zone a Walkway is not 
a Sidewalk 
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Explanation for Proposed Staff Revisions # 5 and # 6: 
Provides a clear and objective distinction between pedestrian facilities associated with a 
street cross section (including the new OSU Streets), and internal Development Area
related pedestrian facilities that are separate from, and not a component of the street. 

Staff Revision 7 

Section 3.36.60.06.b(1 )(b) (Required Tree Plantings) 
b) The distance between required trees shall be determined by the type of tree 
used as indicated in Table 4.2-1 -Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees. 
For small caAopy trees, spaciAg shall Rot exceed thirty (3Q) feet oR seAter. 

Explanati.on for Proposed Revision: 
The City does not have a definition for small canopy trees, and the typical spacing for 
medium-canopy trees is 30 feet on center, per LDC Chapter 4.2. Table 4.2-1 sufficiently 
addresses spacing requirements for required street trees. 

Staff Revision 8 

Section 3.36.60.06.b(4)(b) (Tree Removal and Protection) 

4. Tree Removal and Protection 

a) Removal and protection of trees within the OSU Zone shall be governed by 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions, Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain 
Development Permit, Chapter 4.12 ·Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, Chapter 4.14 - Landslide 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.2- Landscaping, 
Buffering, and Screening, and Lighting, and Chapter 4.5 • Floodplain Provisions. 
In emergency situations or where trees meet the hazardous tree definition as 
defined in Chapter 1.6, removal of trees is permitted through 4.2.20.i-
Hazardous Tree Removal. 

b) Sidewalks aAd walkways of ·~arial:)le loaation aAd widt~ shall be permitted to 
preserve Significant Tree(s) so loRg as the side•.valks and walkv.-ays comply with 
Section 3.36.60.1Q. 

Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Subsection "b" is redundant language and is not specifically a tree removal standard. As 
noted in subsection "b" , Section 3.36.60.10 provides standards and exemptions for 
sidewalk and walkway dimensions and locations. 
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Staff Revision 9 
Section 3.36.60.18.b (Pedestrian Core delineation) 

b. Pedestrian Core (i.e., 13th Street, 14th Street, 26th Street between Washington Way and 
Monroe Avenue, Adams Avenue, Benton Place, Campus Way, Jefferson Way west of 15th 
Street, Intramural Lane, May Way, Memorial Place, Orchard Avenue east of 27th Street, 
Park Terrace, PiaAeer Place, Sackett Place, Washington Avenue between 
11th and 15th streets, Waldo Place and Weatherford Place) 

Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Provides consistency between geographic description of applicable streets in the 
definition of 11 Pedestrian Core'', and Figure 3.36-3. 

Staff Revision 10 
Section 3.36.60.18.c (Sports Complex delineation) 

c. Sports Complex (i.e., 26th Street between Washington Blvd and Washington Way. and 
Ralph Miller Lane) 

Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Provides consistency between geographic description of applicable streets in the 
definition of ''Sports Complex", and Figure 3.36-3. 

StaffRevision 11 
Section 3.36.60.18.c.2 (Sports Complex- Bike Lanes): 

2. Bike Lanes - OSU Streets wil l have on~street bike lanes or sharrows a shared slff'face 
consistent with Table 3.36·5- OSU Street Standards Functional Classification and comply 
with City Standard Construction Specifications. 

Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Remove "shared surface" and replace with "sharrows", to be consistent with similar bike 
lane standard for the Pedestrian Core street type, and to be consistent with how shared 
surface facilities are now defined in LDC Chapter 1.6 as "sharrows". 

Staff Revision 12 
Section 3.36.60.18.c.3.b (Sports Complex - Street Tree Spacing in Tree Wells) 

b) Sidewalks sha~:tld s.b.all. be located adj acent to the curb, and tree planting areas 
shauld s.b.all. be eliminated and replaced with paved areas with trees in tree wells. 
Where tree wells are used, tree grates may be permitted. Tree wells and tree 
grates shall comply with specifications in the OSU Tree Management Plan. Tree 
wells shall be located adjacent te a.b.ut the curb, and trees shall be provided 
consistent With the spacing standards in LDC Table 4 2-1 placed at least every 
thirty (30} feet an ceAter. Street trees shall be furnished and maintained in 
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conformance with requirements in Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping, Natural 
Resources, and Natural Hazards. 

Explanation of Proposed Revision: 
In order to provide clear and objective standards, and to facilitate implementation of the 
standard, the words "should'' have been replaced with "shaW (meaning mandatory). 
Using the term "abut'' instead of "adjacent" (as defined in LDC Chapter 1.6) provides a 
clear and objective standard for understanding the location of the tree well in 
relationship to the curb. Revisions to the second sentence from the end clarify that 
street trees are still required and that the distance between street trees will need to be 
consistent with the standards in LDC Chapter 4.2. 

Staff Revision 13 
Section 3.36.60.18.c.4 (Sports Complex- On Street Parking Provisions) 

4. On-Street Parking - On-street parking along OSU Streets may be maintained, 
replaced, or modified within a street block where on-street parking already exists. 
Where streets must cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Hazards, street 
widths shall be minimized by providing no on-street parking on either side of the 
street per LDC Section 4.0.60.k.9. On-street parking must he. consistent with 
applicable provisions in Chapter 2.9 and other applicable provisions of this Code. 

Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Grammatical revision applied using the word ube". 

Staff Revision 14 
Revise Figure 3.36-3 prior to final adoption of amendments so that the published 
version of this Figure in the Land Development Code is a high-resolution, clearly legible 
graphic. 

Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
The submitted Figure 3.36-3 includes illegible text and should use clearly labeled 
streets so that the general public understands the locations identified in the graphic. 

Planning Commission Decision (LDT1 3-00001) 
Order No. 2013-065 

AITACHMENT B· Page 6 of6 



O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 B

 (1
2 

of
 4

2)

Yaich, Jason 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi, Jason. 

Houghtaling, Rebecca 
ThursdayJ October 31. 
Yaich, Jason 
Dodson, David 
OSU Street Standards LDT13~00001 -Condition for Text to be consistent with Figure 3.36-3 

As I mentioned this morning, I missed updating the list of streets in Section 3.36.6o.18.b (page 34 in revised 10/9/2013 document) 
when we revised Figure 3.36-3- OSU Street Standards by Category. Section 3-36.6o.18.c should also be amended to provide 
clarification on the segment of 26th Street. I mentioned this to Kevin Y and Jeff in the meeting this morning, and Kevin 
suggested including a condition of approval that the text be revised to match the figure. I apologize for not catching these 
earlier. I've included revised text below. 

b. Pedestrian Core (i.e., 13th Street, 14111 Street, 26th Street between Washington Way and Monroe Ave, Adams Avenue, 
Benton Place, Campus Way, Jefferson Way west of 15111 Street, Intramural Lane, May Way, Memorial Place, Orchard 
Avenue east of 27th Street, Park Terrace, Sackett Place, Washington Avenue between 11th and 151

h streets, Waldo Place, 
and Weatherford Place) 

c. Sports Complex (i.e., 26th Street between Western Blvd and Washington Way, and Ralph Miller Lane) 

Please let me know if you have questions and/or if there's anything else I need to do. 

Cordially, 
Rebecca 

Rebecca Houghtaling, AICP I Senior Planner I Oregon State University 

Planning Commfssion Decision (LDT13-00001) 
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OSU Zone- Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

CHAPTER 3.36 

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY (OSU} ZONE 

This Zone Implements Comprehensive Plan policies that encourage coordination between the 
University and City in planning and review of campus development. Coordination with campus 
development is essential due to the physical size of the University and its related effects on City 
facilities and services. This Zone also coincides with the Public Institutional Comprehensive Plan 
designation for property generally within the OSU campus area. However, not all property within 

this Zone Is owned by OSU; some parcels are privately owned. 

In conjunction with this Zone, a Physical Development Plan for campus development was originally 
adopted in 1986 and has been revised periodically by the University. The most recent revision, 
which this Zone implements, is t he Oregon State University Campus Master Plan (CMPt approved 

in 2004. 

SECTION 3.36.10- PURPOSE 
The OSU Zone implements the provisions in OSU's 2004-2015 Campus Master Plan, which is 
the blueprint for campus development over the next decade. 

The purpose of the OSU Zone is to: 

a. Encourage coordination between the University and the City of Corvallis, especially in the 
areas of land use planning and reviewing campus development; 

b. Facilitate University development; 
c. Ensure compatibility of University development with surrounding areas; 
d. Ensure adequacy of public utilities, parking, and transportation facilities; 
e. Expedite the development review process; and 
f. Create a mechanism to regulate development on campus consist·ent with the CMP. 

SEC'[ION 3.36.20- DEFINITIONS SPECIFIC TO THIS CHAPTER 
The following definitions contained in Section 3.36.20 pertain ooly_tQ..instances where the term is us..e.Q_ 

within tbsu;ontents of Chaoter 3.36- OSU Zone. 

De¥elop.m.Etn.t ~r,ea -The portion of land involved fn a building/construction permit application or land use 
aopllcatlon. The Development Area shall include all of the fo!lowjng,Wat are associated with the 
d_eyelopment. building§! yards, open spaces, setbacks. streetfroptage. abuttfng parking areas, and access. 

The Develooment Area shall be indicated on a project site plan. Within Chapter 3.36. the Development 

lllila..d_eflpition supersedes the Development Site definltjon fQY.Q,d In Chapter 1.6 and used elsewhere withm 

thisCo(iL 

Q.eyelopment Frontage- The oortion of the deve.lopmeni area that abyts a oublic street or an OSU Street. 

OSU Facility - A land Improvement intended for a specific Y$.e.!slJo.(;luding. but not limited to, buildings, 

p.g.r.Jsio!Lareas. recr..e..atlonal fields, parks. and l:tis:tQr~.c.orur.i.Q\.ltlOB..Land_Resources. 

OSU Street- An •mproyed public travel route for vehicular. bicycle. and pedestrian use that is identified as 

a..orlvate. Osu-owned street in F1gure 3.36-3: OSU StreetStand.a.cd.s __ b.~L.C.a.tegory: orlf the OSU Street fs 

Revised 10/09/2013 
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OSU Zone - Street Standards (LOT13-00001) 

nonconforming w.i.1h..tb..e standards outlined in Section 3.36.60.18. t he OSU Street is the minimum area 

required to improve the OSU Street to the minimum standards for its functional classification and 

gm_ergency access outlined fn Sect ion 3.36.60.18. An OSU Street shall include shared or mode-%.~ 

facl lfties for Y'.ehicles. bicycles. and pedestrians aru;lt1£pically Will include the required designated tree 

planting area. For the. purposes of LDC .cbR.gter 1.6 - Definitions and Chapter U- Historic Preservation 

Provisions. an OSU Street shall be construed as a private street right-of-way. 

OSU Ttee Well - A tree well tb.a!: conforms to the standards for tree wells specified in the OSU Tree 

Management Plan. 

Sidewalk- A oedestrian facility construct ed of a permanent hard surface parallel to a street 

Walkwav- A pedestrian facility constrvcted of a permanent hard surface that provides for pedestrfan 

access betw.e..en the street and a facility or p_edestrian circulat ion wit hin the Development Area . 

SECTION 3 . 36.~"2{) - PERM ITTED USES 

3 . 36.~~0.01 - GENERAL D EVELOPM ENT FOR UNIVERSITY-OWNED PROPERTIES 

a. Primary Uses Permitted Outright 

13 

1. Residential Use Types -

a) Family 

b) Group Residential 

c) Group Residential/Group Ca re 

d) Residential Care Facilities 

2. Residential Building Types -

a) Single Detached 

b) Single Detached -Zero lot Line 

c) Duplex 

d) Single Attached - Zero Lot line, two units 

e) Attached - Townhouse 

f) Multi-dwelling 

3. Civic Use Types -

a) Administrative Services 

b) Community Recreation 

c) Cultural Exhibits and Library Services 

d) lodge, Fraternal, and Civic Assembly 

e) Parking Services 

f) Public Safety Services 

g) Religious Assembly 

Revised 10/09/2013 
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OSU Zone- Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

h) Univer~ity Services and Facilities- Commercial Uses that are considered to be 
University Services and Facilities under this Code include, but are not limited to: 

1) Comml.lnication Service Establishments; 

2) Professional and Administrative Services; 

3) Research Services; 

4) Eating and Drinking Establishments; 

5} Lodging Services; 

6} Retail Sales - University; 

7} Spectator Sports and Entertainment; and 

8) Participant Sports and Recreation. 

9) Industrial Use Types -Industrial Use Types considered to be University 
Services and Facilities include, but a·re not limited to: 

a. Technological Production; 

b. Limited Manufacturing; and 

c. Other Industrial Uses customarily associated with Research Services. 

i) Freestanding Wireless Telecommunications Facilities up to 60ft. in height, 
subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions 

4. Agricultural Use Types - all Agricultural Use Types 

b. Accessory Uses Permitted Outright for University-owned Properties 

14 

1. Essential Services 

2. Family Day Care, as defined in Chapter L6 - Definitions 

3 . Home Business, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions 

4. Major Services and Utilities 

5. Minor Utilities, subject to standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions 

6. Other development customarily incidental to the Primary Use in accordance with Chapter 
4.3 - Accessory Development Regulations 

7. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on multifamily residential 
structures, three or more stories, and that do not increase the height of the existing 
structures by more than 25ft. for whip antennas, including mounting, or by 10ft. for all 
other antennas, subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9- Additional Provisions 

8. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on nonresidential structures 
that do not increase the height of the existing structures by more than 25ft. for whip 
antennas, including mounting, or by 10ft. for all other antennas, subject to the standards in 
ChaptE!r 4.9 - Additional Provisions. 

9. Garden 

10. Market Garden- subject to the provisions in Section 4.9.90 of Chapter 4.9- Addltio.nal 
Provisions. 

Revised 10/09/2013 
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OSU Zone- Street Standards. (LDll3-00001) 

11. Community Garden- subject to the provisions in Section 4.9.90 of Chapter 4.9 -Additional 
Provisions 

c. Privately Owned Parcels within the OSU Zone -

1. ~Two privately ow11ed parcels developed as single- and multi-family residential uses 
are within the OSU Zone. These parcels are listed in Table 3.36-1- Privately Owned Parcels, 
below. 

Table 3.36-1: Privately Owned Parcels 

Pa·rcel Street Address Sector Current Use 

*~§G3AAQ&SQQ 6:;!3 SW H~A S~Fee~ G M~:~lti ~a.fflii'J' ResiaeAtial 

1:~§G3AAQ64GQ 64§ SW· 3:+tl:l StFee~ G M~:~lti FaFAil't' ResieeAtial 

:1:~Q3/I.,O.§G8QQ ±§63 SW 'A' S~Fee~ G SiAgle Faffiil·~ ResieleAtial 

:1:;;!§Q3MQG3QG G36 SW ±GI:R ~tFeet G ~iAgle Faffiil¥ ResieleAtfal 

12503AC00100 1820 Stadium Ave G Single-Family Residential 

H§3§GGQHQQ ±36 ~lA! 9tA ~tFeet ~ M~:~lti Famil•1• ResiaeAtial 

115340000200 200-510 SW 35th Street A N/A 

2. The parcels in Table 3.36-1 - Privately Owned Parcels, may be developed as: 

a) Uses consistent with the University Serv.ices and Facilities Use Type in accordance 
with Section 3.0.30.02.n; or 

b) Residential Uses in accordance Section 3.36.~60, below. 

3.36.~;w.02- CONDiTIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

The following Uses are subject to review in accordance with Chapter 2.3- Conditional Development, the 

provisions of this Chapter, and all other applicable provisions of this Code. 

a. Uses that require a state or federal air quality discharge permit (except for parking); 

b, Freestanding Wireless Telecommunications Facilities greatertt'lan 60ft. in height, subject to the 
standards in Chapter 4.9- Additional Provisions; 

c. Freestanding Wireless Telecommunications Facilities that do not meet the setback or spadng 
standard requirements of Sections 4.9.60.02.b and 4.9.60.02.c, subject to the standards in Chapter 
4.9- Additional Provisions; 

d. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on multi-family residential structur·es, 
three or more stories, and that increase the height of the existing structures by more than 25ft. for 
whip antennas, including mounting, or by more than 10ft. for all other ante)1nas, subject to the 
standards in Chapter 4.9- Additional Provisions; or 

e. Co-located/attached Wireless Telecommunications Facilities on nonresidential structures that 
increase the height of existing structures by more than 25 ft., including mounting, or by more than 
10ft. for all other antennas, subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 -Additional Provisions. 

lS Revis.ed 10/09/2013 
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OSU Zone - Street Standards (LDT13·00001J 

SECTION 3 .36.~60 -PROCEDURES AND DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE 

StCTION 3 .36.S~ . Ol -OVERVIEW 

Development within the OSU Zone area shall be reviewed for compl iance with the standards in this Code 
and the Campus Master Plan Transportation Improvement Plan {TIP), except as expressly modified by 
provisions of this Chapter. Where conflfcts exist between thls Cba qter and Qlapt er 4.0 - lmorovements 
Re_qu_ir.E;fiwith Development, Chapter 4.1 - ParkingJ__oadlng and Access Recwlremems_._and Chapter 4.2 -
Landscaping. Buffering. Screening. and l ighting, the provisions In Chapter 3~ shall prevail. Development 
proposals found to be compliant with these provisions, and which do not require a public hearing through 
the Conditional Development process, may be approved through the st"C~odard Building Permit process. 
Proposals found not to be compliant may be reviewed in accordance with the appropriate adjustment 
procedures described in Section 3.36 .. ~.02. Development proposals identified in Section 3 .36.~~0.02 may 
also be approved through the Conditional Development process Identified in Chapter 2.3 ·Conditional 

Development. 

SECTION 3 .36 .i~0 . 02- ADJUSTMENTS 

Development not consistent with the standards contained in this Chapter shall be reviewed as one of the 

following: 

a. A Minor Adjustment, as described in Section 3.36.~.03 - M inor Adjustments, shall be revfewed 
under the processes and criteria in Chapter 2.13 Plan Compatibility Review; or 

b. A Major Adjustment , as described in Section 3 .36.~0.04 - Major adjustments, shall be. reviewed as 
follows: 

1 All proposals that meet or exceed the thresholds identified In Section 3 ,36.~.04 "a" , 
through "n", shall be reviewed under Section 2.5.60.03 - Major Modifications in Chapter 2.5 
- Planned Development. 

2. In addition to the process required in "1," above, proposals that meet or exceed the 
thresholds identified in Section 3.36.~~0.04 "d" through "k" shall be reviewed for 
consistency with Chapter 1.2 - Legal Framework. 

3. In addition to the processes required in ''1", and "2", above, proposals that meet or exceed 
the threshold identified in Section 3.36.~~0.04 "h" shall be reviewed as a Zone Change, 
consistent with process and criteria In Chapter 2.2 - Zone Changes, and if needed1 as a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, consistent with the process and criteria in Chapter 2.1 -
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedures. 

SECTION 3.36.4~.03- MINOR ADJUSTMENT 

A M inor Adjustment shall be triggered if a proposal deviates from one of the dimensional standards, but 
not more than three of the dimensional standards in Section 3.36.,2&0, by 10 percent or less. 

SECTION 3.96.i~.04- MAJOR ADJUSTMENTS 

A Major Adjustment shall be triggered if a proposal meets one or more of the following criteria: 

a. Modifies more than three of the dimensional standards in Section 3.36.Q{;0; 

b. Modifies any of the dimensional standards in Section 3.36.R:SO by more than 10 percent; 

c. Proposes a stand-alone parking lot or structure In a locatfon not Identified in Figure 7 3 - Future 

Parking Facilities, of the CMP; 
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d. Exceeds 90 percent parking usage campus wide and does not provide additional parking facilities as 
part of the project; 

e. Proposes development with a gross square footage that is within the campus total development 
allocation but exceeds the maximum Sector allocation; 

f. Proposes development such that the amount of retained open space is consistent with the campus 
minimum open space requirement but falls short of the minimum requirement for the Sector. 
Requires a commensurate increase in open space allocation in another Sector; 

g. Is not consistent with the Transportation Improvement Plan in Chapter 6 of the CMP; 

h. Adds new land area to or subtracts land ar'E!a from the CMP; 

i. Creates new CMP policies; 

j. Results in a change in Sector boundary or redistribution of development al location between 
Sectors; 

k. Results in the cessation of intra-campus transit services - shuttle, bus, etc.; 

I. Proposes a change in use for any of the parcels associated with the College Inn and its parking; 

m. Proposes development in Sector-J for building floor area in excess of 254,100 sq. ft.; or 

n. Proposes a new building within the 100-ft. transition area on the northern boundary of Sector A, B, 
and/or C from the western boundary of Sector A to 26th Street. In order to create a graceful edge 
between the eampus and northwest neighborhoods, any proposed building subject to thisSection 
shall be subject to the following criteria: 

17 

1. Maximum building height shall be 35ft. provided the following is satisfied : shadows from 
the new buildings shall not shade more than the lower four ft. of a south wall of an existing 
structure on adjacent property between 10 a.m. and 2 p.m. on March 21; 

2. Structures shall not have a continuous horizontal distance exceeding 60ft. along the 
boundary; 

3. Along the vertical face of a structure, off-sets shall occur at a minimum of every 20ft. by 
providing any two of the following: 

a) Recesses of a minimum depth of eight ft.; 

b) Extensions a minimum depth of eight ft., a maximum length of an overhang shall 
be 25ft.; 

c) Off-sets or breaks in roof elevations of three or more ft. in height. 

4. Building materials shall be consistent with the OSU standards for such materials, and shall 
also be compatible with adjacent residential houses and structures; 

5. New development shall be designed to minimize negative visual impacts affecting the 
character of the adjacent neighborhood by considering the scale, bulk and character of the 
nearby structures in relation to the proposed building or structure; 

6. Roofs shall be gabled or hip type roofs, minimum pitch 3:1, with at least a 30-in. overhang 
and using shingles or similar roof materials; 

7. A vegetative buffer shall be ihstalled in a manner consistent with Section 3.36.gS0.06.c; 
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OSU Zone -Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

8. Outdoor building components such as transformers and other types of mechanical 
equipment that produce noise shall not be permitted within the required setback; 

9. Buildings proposed for the Transition Area described within this Section that are in an area 
adjacent to the Col lege Hill West Historic District shall have an advisory review completed 
by the Historic Resources Commission (HRC), or its successor. The HRC shall provide 
comment and recommendations to the Planning Commission for consideration; and 

10. Trash dumpsters, gas meters, and other utilities and or mechanical equipment serving a 
building or structure shall be screened in accordance with Section 3.36.gW.14. 

SECTION 3.36.~~.05- CAMPUS MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

The CMP covers a 10- to 12-year planning period. However, if conditions change significantly or other 
unanticipated events occur, it may be necessary to update the CM~before the end of the planning period. 
An update ofthe CMP shall be reviewed as described in Section 3.36.~.02.b "1", through "3". The review 
shall comprehensively evaluate the need to update or otherwise modify the Campus Master Plan, Its 
policies and related traffic and parking studies, and this Chapter. 

A CMP update will be required under the following conditions: 

a. A development proposal, when considered in combination with constructed improvements or 
Improvements with approved Building Permits, will exceed the total development allocation for the 
campus for all Sectors; 

b. New CMP policies are created that alter existing policy direction or require existing policies to be 
modified; 

c. The parking plan has been implemented, and campus-wide parking occupancy is greater than 90 
percent; and/or 

d. The CMP planning period has expired. 

SECTION 3.36.~40- DEVELOPMENT SECTORS 
The CMP divides the campus into nine development areas identified as Sector$ "A" through "J". See Figure 
3.36-1- CMP Sector Map. There is no Sector "1". Each Sector has a Development Allocatlon, which is the 
gross square footage allowed for new construction. Each Sector also has a mini mum open space 
requiremehtthat identifies the amount of area that must remain in green space or as a pedestrian amenity. 
These standards will guide the form of future development. 
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Campus Master Plan 
Sector M~p 

0 ! r 

Figure 3.36-1- CMP Sector Mop 

l egel\ll 
- Cto1P..Oa..-•tJ..,ry 

O cMP·Sl*I.JW> 

SECTION 3.36.~40.01- SECTOR DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATION 

a. Sector Development Allocation represents the gross square footage of new development allowed 
in each Sector, regardless of the Use Type. See Table 3.36-2- Building Square Footage by Sector. 

b. Each new development project in a Sector shall reduce that Sector's available allocation. 

c. Existing and approved development as of December 31, 2003, has been included in the 
existing/approved development calculations and shall not reduce the Sector Development 
Allocation. 

d. Demolition of existing square footage and/or restoration of non-open-space areas to open space 
shall count as an equivalent square footage credit to the Sector development or open space 
allocation. 

e. Square footage associated with a parking structure shall be included In the Development Allocation 
for the Sector in which the structure is located. Square footage associated with at-grade parking 
lots shall be calculated as impervious surface but not count as part of Development Allocation. 

f. Table 3.36-2 : Building Square Footage by Sector includes 71,000 square feet of Future Allocation 
that was removed, effective May 20, 2013, from Sector C's allocation and added to the allocation 
for Section D. This reallocation is contingent upon t he 71,000square feet being used for a student 
residence hall. The residence hall shall be constructed south of SW Adams Avenue, north of SW 
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Washington Way, and between SW 13th and 1410 Streets. If a residence hall is not constructed in 

this location before the expiration of the Campus Master Pl;m Major Adjustment approval that 

allowed such construction (PLD13-00001), the 71,000 square feet allocated for the residence hall 
shal l not be us·ed in Sector D, but shall revert to Sector C 

Table 3 36-2· Building Square Footage by Sector 
Sector Existing/Approved Maximum Future Allocation Total 

A 281,551 250,000 snss1 
8 831,426 SOQ,OOO lr331,426 
c 4,685,510 679,000 5,364,510 
D 325,506 106,000 431,506 
E 253,046 120,000 373;046 

F 847,166 750,000 1,597,166 
G 742,092 350,000 1,092,092 
H 133,535 50,000 183,535 
J 41,851 350;000 391,851 

~otaf 8,141,683 3,155,000 11,296,683 

SECTION 3.36.~40.02- SECTOR MINIMUM OPEN SPACE 

a. Open space is defined as landscape areas, pedestrian amenities such as plazas, quads, sidewalks, 

walkways. courtyards~f parks, recreation fields, agricultural fields, and other non-developed areas. 

b. lmperviou~ surface areas that are not classified as open space per "a", shall count against the 

Sector's open space allocation. 

c. The existing Memoria l Union quad, library quad, a relocated Peoples' Park, and the lower campus 

area shall be retained for open space. The lower campus area is located between 11th Street and 

14th Street, south of Monroe and north of Jefferson Street. Incidental development, such as clock 

towers, park benches, information kiosks, artistic works, sculptures, etc., t.s permitted. 

Table 3 36-3: Minimum Future Open Space by Sector 
Sector Minimum Future Open Space 

A 78% 

B 33% 

c 36% 

D 61% 

E 77% 

F 20% 

G 40% 

H 64% 

J 79% 

Campus-Wide Minimum 50% 

SECTION 3.36.~40 .03- SECTOR DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATION AND OPEN SPACE TABULATION 

With each development application, the University shall provide the City with the following, consistent with 

Minimum Future Open Space percentages by Sector as listed in Table 3.~6-3 : 

a. Updated tabulations of remaining available Development Allocations and open space areas and 

percentages for each sector. 

b. When a project's land use allocation in a sector ls inconsistent with that previously forecast in the 
Base Traffic Model (BTM), a project report that includes the following components: 

20 Revised 10/09/2013 
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1. Comparison of a project's development generated trips to the trips forecast in the 
previously revised BTM; 

2. Traffic impacts resulting from a shift to a more Intensive land use; and 

3. Proposal of recommended mitigation strategies if a project results in a failing intersection 
level of service grade of"E" or "F" . 

SECTION 3.36.,2,-W- DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

SECTION 3.36.g-3-0.01- MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 

a. The maximum building height for new buildings shall vary by Sector and by proximity to a zone 
boundary in accordance with t he provisions in Table 3.36-4- Building Height by Sector. 

b. A Primary Neighborhood Transition Area is the area within either 50 ft. or 100 ft. of the OSU Zone 
boundary. In Sectors Band C, a Secondary Neighborhood Transition Area shall extend for another 
300ft. fn some locations. Transition Area locations are identified on Figure 3.36-2 - Neighborhood 
Transition Areas by Sector. Development within a Primary or Secondary Neighborhood Transition 
Area shall be consistent with the maximum building height for the Transition Area, as noted in 
Table 3.36-4- Building Height by Sector. 

c. In situations where a building footprint straddles the Neighborhood Transition Area boundary, each 
portion of the building shall not exceed the maximum building height for the corresponding area. 

d. Building projections such as chimneys, spires, domes, towers, and flagpoles, not used for human 
occupancy shall not exceed one and one-half (1.5) times the maximum building height of the 
Sector. 

21 

Table 3.36-4: Building Height by Sector 

Maximum Building Heights 

Sector Sector SD-fr Wide Primary 100-ft. Wide Primary Secondary 

Interior Transition Transition Transition Are.o 

A 50 ft. NA 35ft. NA 

B 75ft. NA 35ft. 60ft. 

c 112ft. NA 35ft., 50 ft. l, 55 ft. L 60ft 

D 75ft. NA 35ft. NA 

E SOft. NA 35ft. NA 

F 150ft. NA 35ft. 75ft. 3 NA 

G 75ft. 75ft. NA NA 

H 75ft. SOft. NA NA 

J 75ft. NA 35ft. NA 
. . 

1 The SO·ft. height ollowonte only applies to tile section of the Trons1t1on A reo for Sector C that IS from the east of 26'h 
Street ro 151• Stree.t . 

2 The height of structures on the entire Co/lege Inn site, including associated parking areas, Is limited ro 55 feet. 
3 The 75·ft. htlight allowance dpplles only co the section of transition area for Sector •F" chat is east of Grove Str~ et 

onct abuts Western Boulevard. 
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Neighborhood Transition Are3s 

Figure 3.36-2 - Neighborhood Transition Areas by Sector 

SECTION 3.36.g.W.02- ROO F-MOUNTED EQUIPMENT 

a. No roof-mounted mechan ical equipment shall be visible from the entrance of buildings that abut 
the development site. 

b. Satellite dishes, antennas, Colocated/attached Wireless Telecommunications Facilities, and other 
telecommunications equipment shall not be visible from nearby st reets or buildings and must be 
screened behind a parapet wall or architectural feature. 

SECTION 3.36.g.W.03 - MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS 

a. Structures within 100ft. of the OSU Zone boundary shall have a minimum setback of 20ft. from the 
boundary line, except when abutting a street. See "b", and "c", below. 

b. For structures abutting a public street, the minimum setback shall be 10ft. from the edge of the 
right-of-way, assuming the public street is constructed to City standards, including landscape strip 
and sidewalk. If standard street improvements do not exist, standard street improvements shall be 
constructed in accordance with Section 3 .36.g.W.09. 

c. For structures abutting a pri'li3te streetan OSU Street, the minimum setback shall be 20ft. from the 
edge of the curb or 10ft. from the edge ef ti=le sidewalk. 

d. Strl:lct~:~res si=lall have a FAinirAI:IFR setlilacl< ef 1Q ft. froFR tl=le edge of a J!leaestrian access way. 

22 Revised 10/09/2013 
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SECTION 3 .36 . .§,~.04 - BUi lDING ENTRANCES 

a. Buildings designed for human occupancy with facades facing a public street or ~rivate streetruLQS!.J 
Street shall have a rnain building entrance facing the street and notjvst an emergency exit. 

b. Buildings designed for hUm<~n occupancy shall include a pedestrian amenity, such as a porch, pla;za, 
quad, courtyard, covered entryway, or seating area 100 sq. ft., minimum, as a component of a main 
building entrance. 

c. Buildings such as sheds, barns, or garages, used exclusively for agricultural purposes, research, or 
for storage shall be exempt from these standards for building entrances as described in "a" and "b," 
above. 

SECTION 3.36.g,W.OS- GROUND FlOOR W INDOWS 

a. Buildings designed for human occupancy with facade(s) that face a public street or 13Fi..,ate streetao_ 
OSU Str.f.f.t, multi-use path, walkway. and/or sidewalk shall have windows, pedestrian e·ntrances, or 
display windows that cover at least 25 percent of the length and 15 percent of the surface area of 
the ground floor facade. 

b. Ground Floor is defined as the finished floor elevation of the first floor that qualifies as a story fn a 
building, as defined In the State of Oregon Structural Specialty Code. 

c. Mirrored glass may not be used in ground floor windows. 

d. Parking structures either above or below ground, shall be exempt from these standards for ground 
floor windows. 

e. Buildings or portions of buildings used exclusively for research or storage purposes shall be exempt 
from the standards for ground floor windows described in "a", through ''c", above. Buildings that do 
not meet the standards for ground floor windows shall not be located within a Primary 
Neighborhood Transition Area or within 50 ft. of Monroe Avenue. 

SECTION 3.36 .~~.06- LANDSCAPING , NATURAL RESOURCES, AND NATURAL HAZARDS 

a. General Landscaping Provisions 

23 

arl.landscaping shall be provided in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting, and shall be provided for parking areas C~djacent to public ~s:.. 
-and OSU Streets 13ri•rate streets in accordance with Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and 
Access Requirements, exceot as modified by the provisions of this chapter. 

9.2. Jn lieu of a landscape installation and/or landscape maintenance bond or other financial 
assurance for landscape and irrigation Installation required by Section 4.2.20.a, a letter of 
commitment from ~osu 013eratioAs a REi MaiRteRaRee Qe):}art~eAt shall be provided. 
The letter of commitment shall include the following: 

-h.aLA copy of the approved landscaping and irrigation pian; 

-b~A commitment that the landscaping and irrigation will be installed prior to 
issuance of a final occupancy permit; and 

~A commitment that the landscaping and irrigation will achieve 90 percent 
coverage within three years and be maintained by ~OSU Of3eratioRs a Ad 
MaiRtenaAee De13art~eAt 
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b. Required Tree Plantings. Maintenance. and Preservation 

1. Tree Plantings - Tree plantings are required for all landscape areas. including but not 
limited to OSU Street frontages, public street frontages. multi-use oaths. and pa[kiog lots 
for four or more cars. 

a.) Street Trees 
L Along streets. trees shall be planted in designated tree planting areas or 

ill_U ,ililndard t.tee~. ~e there is no desjgnated tree planting area 
or a tree well as soecified in LDC Section 3.36.60.18. street tre,euhall be 
planted in yard areas adjacent to the stteet. except as allowed elsewhere 
by "Ill." below: 

1!. Along all OSU Streets with tree planting areas in excess of six (6) feet Wide_ 

anel where utility lines are located underground. a minimum of 80 percent 
ofthe street trees shall be large or medium-canopy trees. 

Ill. If tre~ planting areas cannot be provided on Universfty Collector. 
Pedestrian Core. or Sports Complex streets as identified In Figure 3.36-3 or 
street trees are prohibiteg bx Section 3.36.60.06.b.2. an egu1valent number 
of the required trees shall be provided with in the setback of the 
development areas adiacent to the street. or in other locations within open 
space within the OSU Zone. Such plantiMs in-lieu-of street trees shall be in 
addition to the mitigation trees required in Section 4.12.60: 

bl The distance between required trees shall be determined by thetybe of treg_ 
used as indicated in Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees and Table 4.2-2- Parking LotTrees. 
For .small-canopy trees. spacing shall not exceed thirty 130) feet on center. 

c) When the distance between the back of sidewalk and building Is less than 
twenty {20) feet. trees shall be planted in OSU standard tree wells. 

dl Conditions of Approval for individual development proiects may regurre 
additional tree plantings to mitigate removal of other tree~ or as part of 
landscape buffering or screening effotts . 

.e.L.Jr.ees in parking areas shall be dispersed throughout the lot to provide a canon 
for shade and visual relief. 

fl Any street tree removed through demolition O( construction within the public 
street right-of-way or abutting an OSU Street shall be replaced within the 
designated tree planting area. OSU standard tree well. or in yard areas adjacent 
to the street. except as allowed elsewhere by LDC Sectlo...Q3..36.60.06.b.1.a.lll. 

2. Areas Where. Trees May Not be Planted 

al Trees mav not be planted within five 15) feet of permanent hard surface paving, 
walkways. or sidewalks, unless! 

I. Trees are planted in OSU standard tree wells: or 

II. Trees are planted in designated streettree planting areas as required jn_ 
LDC Section 3.36.60.06.b.l: or 

ill. Trees are planted as outlined in Section 4.2.40.c. 

24 Revised 10/09/2013 
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'bl Trees may not be planted: 

I. Within ten (J_Ql feet of fiLe hvdrants and utility poles: 

II. Wlthip twenty (20) feet of street light standards: 

Ill. Within teo (10) feet of OSU historjcstvle street llghts: 

IV. Within five (S) feet from an existing curb face. exCEW!.J@..e.nueguired f0r 
street trees in designated trees plant ing areas or OSU sta_ru:iard tree 
wellsi or 

V. Within ten (10) feet of city owned utilities. including sanitary s~ 
storm drainage. or water line. 

3. Tree Maintenance Near Sidewalks and Paved Surfaces-Trees shalf be pruned to provide a 
minimum clearance of eight (8) feet above sidewalks and walkways. and twelve (12) feet 
above street and roadwaw.r:faces: and shall be pruned in accordance with the American 
National Standards Institute !ANSI) A300 standards for Tree Care Operations. 

4. Tree Removal and Protection 

a) Removal and protection oftrees within the OSU Zone shall be governed by 
CbR_gter2.9 - Historlc Preservation Provisions. Chapter 2.11- Floodplain 
_Qilllopment Permit. Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions. 
Chapter 4.13 -Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. Chapter 4.14- l andslide 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. Chapter 4.2 -landscaping. 
Buffering. and Screening. and Lighting. and Chapter 4.5- Floodplain Pro\llsions. 
In emergency situations or where trees meet the hazardous tree definition as 
defined in Chapter 1.6. removal of trees is permitted through 4.2.20.i
l::@l.ardous Tree Removal. 

b) Sidewalks and walkways of variable location and Width shall be permitted to 
preserve SignificantTree(s) so long as the sidewalkund walkways comply with 
Section 3.36.60.10. 

c. Buffer Plantings 

1. Buffering js reg.u.ir.e.d for parking areas containing four or more· spaces. loading areas. and 
vehicle maoewering areas. Except where modified bv provisions in this chapter. boundary 
plantings that conform to the standards 1n Section 4.2.40 - Buffer Plantings shall be used to 
.b_uffer these uses from adjacent properties. public rights-of-way, and OSU S.i!:f.e~ 

~'L.,A vegetative buffer with a minimum width of 20ft. that consists of a mix of evergreen and 
deciduous trees and shrubs shall be established between the OSU property line and any 
proposed building, access, drive and/ or parking lot within the Transition Area along the 
northern bound a rv of Sector A, B and C from the western boundary of Sector A to 26th 
Street and for the College Inn site. This vegetative buffer will be required upon any 
redevelopment of existing parking lots and/or the razing and redevelopmeht of existing 
buildings. 

d. Screening (Hedge_s~£ences. Walls, and Berms) 

25 

1. Screening is required where unsightly views or visual conflicts must be obscured or 
blocked and/or where privacy and security are desired. Where screening is reoujted by 
provisions of this code. it shall conform to the standards i!J Section 4.2:.50- Screening 
(Hedges, Fences. Walls. and Berms) except wh-ere modified by provisions in this chaptM..__ 

Revised 10/09/2013 

Planning Commission Decision (l.DT 13-00001) 
Order No. 2013-065 

ATIACHMENT C - Page 15 of 31 



O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 B

 (2
7 

of
 4

2)

OSU Zone- Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

2. Where visible from public rights-of-way or OSU Streets. chainlink fences are prohibited 
unless coated with black vinyl. 

e. Natural Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), ahd Natural Resour·ces - Natur-al 
Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area {MADA), and Natural Resources shaJI be addressed 
in accordance with Chapter 2.11- Floodplain Development Permit, Chapter 4.5- Floodplain 
Provisions, Chapter 4.11- Minimum Assured Development Area {MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisio!1s, and 
Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. An exception to these 
requirements is that a Drainageway Management Agreement is allowed in lieu of a draioageway 
easement, as outlined in Section 3 .36.2.~0.07, below, 

SECTION 3.36. §,~0.07 - DRAINAGEWAY MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

a. In lieu of drainageway dedications and/or easements for new development, expansion or 
redevelopment on parcels adjoining an open natural drainageway as per Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions, OSU shall provide a Drainageway Management Agreement (DMA) 
that meets the purposes clted in Section 4.13.10 and the policies of the City of Corvallis Storm water 
Master Plan. 

b. Drainageway widths and areas subject to the DMA shall be defined per Chapter 4.13- Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

c. The DMA shall include but not be limited to the following objectives: 

26 

1. Establish that the DMA is between Oregon State University (OSU) and the City of Corvallis 
{CITY) to establish CITY maintenance access rights and to limit OSU development activities 
within the particular draihageway. 

2. Protect the hydrological and biological ft,~nctions of open drainageways. including managing 
storm water drainage, improving water quality, and protecting riparian plant and ahimal 
habitats, in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 4.13 -Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. 

3. Include a rnap(s) that defines the maintenance area (AREA} boundary line{s); 

4. Gr-ant to the CITY the right, on, under, and across said AREA, to construct, maintain, 
replace, reconstruct, and/or remove a drainageway with all appurtenances incident thereto 
or necessary therewith, to facil itate {work toward) Properly Functioning Condition . Grant 
to the CITY the right, on, under, and across said AREA to cut and remove any trees and 
other obstructions which may endanger the safety or interfere with the construction, use, 
or maintenance of said drainageway. Grant to the CITY the right of ingress and egress to, 
over, and from the above described AREA at any and all times for the purpose of doing 
anything necessary, useful, or convenient for the operation of a storrnwater utility. CITY 
shall provide· notification to OSU and receive OSU's written authorization prior to accessing 
the utility. CITY shall provide notification to OSU and receive OSU's written authorization 
prior to implementing related work. Prior written approval will not be required during 
times of emergency; 

5. Require the CITY upon each and eyery occasion that such drainageway is constructed, 
maintained, replaced, reconstructed or removed, to restore the premises of OSU, and any 
buildings or improvements disturbed by the CITY, to a condition as near as practicable to 
the condition they were in prior to any such installation or work. If such restoration is not 
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practicable, then the CITY shall pay to OSU an agreed upon compensation for such 
conditions that cannot be reasonably or practicably restored; 

6, Require OSU and the CITY to limit use of the AREA to purposes consistent with the 

construction, use and maintenance of said drainageway. Such uses typically include natural 
landscaping and stormwater management facilities as approved by the CITY. OSU reserves 

the right to utilize the AREA for education purposes, provideq the activities do not affect 

the terms of this agreement. No new building or other permanent structure, dumping, 
regrading, paving, decrease in vegetative cover, or other action which would enjoin tl'le 

CITY from the intended purpose of this Agreement shall be placed or occur within the AREA 

withoutthe written permission ofthe CITY. Actions specified within the plan are exempt 

from this obligation; and 

7. Wfth each request to enter into a DMA, OSU shall produce a Properly Functioning Condition 

(PFC) report. The PFC report shall be developed/compiled by a qualified professional and 

shall include; 

a) A stream health assessment of Oak Creek for the AREA impacted by 

development. As part of this assessment, an evaluation shall be done for any 
areas needing improvement due to site-specific impairments that have affected 

the PFC of Oak Creek. 

h) A list of recommended actions and improvements, which consider the ftndings 

and recommendations from the OSU Oak Creek Task Force report, to re-establish 

the PFC of Oak Creek. 

c) An implementation plan for the recommended actions determined in the PFC 

report. 

SECTION 3.36.~~0.08- PARKING IMPR,OVEMENl'S 

a. Parking areas shall be designed to promote safe and convenient pedestrian access. 

b. Parking improvements may be constructed as stand-alone projects and/or concurrent with new 

development. 

c. Parking improvements constructed as stand-alone projects shall be located in accordance with the 

sites identified in Figure 7.3- Future Parking FacHities, of the CMP. 

d. When usage of campus-wide parking facilities exceeds 90 percent based on the most recent parking 

usage inventory, any development that increases building square footage shall be subject to the 

provisions of Section 3.36.~.02. 

e. New development in Sectors A through H may construct additional parking facilities in any of the 

Sectors A through H, provided the OSU campus shuttle is operational. 

f . If the OSU campus shuttle ceases to operate, new development shall be subject to the provisions of 

Section 3.36 .~;o.o2 . 

g. Development in Sector J (South Farm) shall include construction of parking improvements in Sector 

J. 

h. Existing parking improvements for the College Inn site shall be reserved for the use of the 
occupants of and visitors to that structure. As uses change and/or additional developmeht occurs 

on the site, bicycle parking necessary to achieve the 10 percent reduction allowed in Section 

4.1.20.q of this Code shall be provlded. 
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i. Vehicle parking shall be located to the rear of buildings, and where it does not disrupt the 
pedestrian streetscape, may be located to the side of buildings. 

j. ~et parking facil ities are permitted sub~ct to the provisions of Section 3.36.60.18. 

SECTION 3.36._§~0.09- TRANS.PORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

a. Safe and convenient transportation improvements shall be provided in conjunction with new 
development. For the purposes of this section, "safe and convenient" means providing~ 
stanelarEl improvements consistent with functions identified with the street's functional 
classification. This includes street, and pedestrian improvements. lanelsea13e striJ3sdesignated tree 
planting areas. and in some cases, bicycle improvements and on-street parkio.g. All t ransportation 
improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the CMPTransportation Improvement Plan 
(TIP) and the City's Standard Construction Specifications. If there is any conflict between the CMP 
and City Standard Construction Specifications, the latter shall prevail. 

b. An application that includes the installation of public street improvements shall be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with Section 4.0.60- Public and Private Street Requirements. tm_ 
wlication that Includes the Installat ion of private street improvements shall be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with Sectioh 3.36.60.18- OSU Street Standards. Additionally, 
construction of a portion of a Sector's available square footage of Development Allocation shall 
triggerthe implementation of transportation improvements identified in the CMP TIP. 

c. Where transportation improvements are required either by this Code or the CMP's TIP, but cannot 
feasibly be implemented, as defined below, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), when justified, 
as defined below, may be executed to specify the manner by which improvements shall be 
provided. 

28 

1. A MOA is justified when implementation of the CMP TIP is demonstrated to be infeasible. 
Examples of justification include situations where insufficient ROW exists to construct 
standard improvements, such as on Washington Way, where there are conflicts with 
Significant Natural Features, or where there are physical or other constraints, such as 
topography, existing buildings. 

2. When ·an MOA is justified, it shall include but hot be limited to the following objectives: 

a) Definition of the Terms of the Agreement; 

1) A listing ofthe parties included in the Agreement; 

2) A listing of improvements to be included in the Agreement and what 
project the improvements are associated with; and 

3) A time frame that the Agreement terms operate under. 

b) Justification for deviation from the standard shall include but not be limited to 
the following: 

1) Identification of any deviation(s) from the standard; 

2) Citation of the reasons the standard improvement cannot feasibly be 
implemented; and 

3) Identification of the revised design standards that will be incorporated into 
the design. 

3. The final MOA shall be approved by the City Engineer at his/her dist::retion and signed by 
OSU and the City Manager. 
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d. Pedestrian amenities such as lighting, sidewalks, bench placement, planters, courtyards, quads, 
transit stops/shelters, bicycle racks, recycling receptacles, etc. shall be considered part oftypical 
street improvements and incorporated into the ffnal design. 

e. Transportation improvements shall be constructed to ensure ADA compliance. 

f. Speed tables, street lightin& crosswalk marking, and similar safety and speed control 
improvements are components of typical street design and shall be considered in the final design or 
required when mandated by engineering design standards such as the Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUT.CD) , 

g. Copies of complete As Builts shall be certified by the design engineer and shall be submitted to the 
City for approval for all newly constructed public improvements. 

SECTION 3.36.gS0.10- PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE SYSTEM CONNECTIONS 

a. Clearly defined and direct pedestrian connections (Le ... sidewalks and walkways) shall be provided 
between street and buil'ding entrances and between parking areas and building entrances. 

b. All sidewalks and wa lkwayspedestriaR coi'lAections shall~ a minimum of five ft. in width of 
unobstructed passage and must be constructed of a permanent hard surface including but not 
limited to.hara 51:1rfacea I:ISiRg pavers, bricl<, asphalt, or concrete. Variations in the width -and 
location of a continuous lensth of sidewalk may be granted by the Director to preserve Sienfflcant 
Treelsl. to preserve Historically Significant Tree(sL and to ~tomodate Historic Resources, so long 
as there is a minimum offive ft. of unobstructed passage. 

c. Sidewalks and walkwa~shall be praviaee aloRg all streets and shalll:le required as an 
improvement when development and/or redevelopment occurs . except as otherwise provided in 
'"e" below or jn Section 3.36,60.18. Pedestrian facilities installed concurrently with development 
shall be extended through the development area to the edge of abutting pedestrian fadlities. 

d. An application that includes the installation of pedestrian improvements abutting public streets 
shall be reviewed and processed in accordance with Section 4.0.30- Pedestrian Requirements. 
Pedestrian improvements abutting an OSU street shall be reviewed and processed in accordance 
w1th Section 3.36.60.lfL=.QSU s.tre_et Standards. Additionally1 construction of any of a Sector's 
available Development Allocation for new development shall trigger the implementation of bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements identified in the CMP TIP. 

e, Where pedestrian improvements are needed in excess of a development's frontage, as identified in 
the CMP's TIP and cannot feasibly be implemented, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the 
City in accordance w.ith Section 3.36.§§.0.09, when justified, may be executed to specify the manner 
in which improvements shall be provided. 

f. Bicycle and pedestrian improvements shall be constructed to ensure ADA compliance. 

g. Multi-Use Paths- Multi-use paths. such as paths for bicycles and pedestrians, shall be constructed 
.Qf.apermanent hard surface including, but not limited to, asphalt or concrete. and all materials 
shall meet City Engineering standards. The standard width fora two-way multi-use path shall be 
twelve 112) feet wlde. The standard width can be reduced to a minimum of eight (8) feet wide to 
preserve SigntficantTree(s\. to preserve Historically SignificantTreefsl. to accommodate Historic 
Resources. or in locations abutting railroad right-of-way. 

29 Revised 10/09/2013 

Planning Commissron Decision (lDT13-00001) 
Order No. 2013-065 

ATTACHMENT C - Page 19 of. 31 



O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 B

 (3
1 

of
 4

2)

OSU Zone- Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

h. Internal Pedestrian Circulation 

1. Walkways shall be pc.ovided to connect the development a rea's pedestrian circulation 
system with existing pedestrian facilities that abut the development area but are not 
adjacent to the streets abutting the site, 

2. With the exception of walkway/driveway crossings. walkways shall be separated from 
vehicle parking or maneuvering areas by grade. different pavrng material. bollards. or 
landscaping. Thev shall be con..structed in accordance wifu.Qly Standard Construction 
Specifications. This orovision does not require a separated walkway system to collect 
drivers and passengers from cars that have parked on-site unless an unusual parkingM 
haz.ard exists. 

3. Prior to development. applicants shall perform a site inspection in conformance with LDC 
Section 4.0.30.f. 

4. Natural Hazards and Natural Resoutces shall be addressed in accordance with Chapter 2.11 
- Floodplain Development Permit. Chapter 4.5- Floodplain Provisions . Chapter 4_12 -
S.ignlficant Vegetation Protection Provisions . Chapter 4.13 -Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. Chapter 4.14- Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. and LDC 
Section 3.36.60.06- Landscaping. Natural Resources. and Natural Ha~ards. 

SECTION 3 .36.§,§.0 .11-SITE FURNISMINGS 

Site furnishings shall not block or impede pedestric;m circulation or reduce the required sidewalk or walkway 
width. 

SECTION 3 .36.,§.§.0.12-TRANSIT/SHUTTLE STOPS 

a. A transit stop and/or transit shelter s-hall be provided as required by the Corvallis Transit System. 

b. A shuttle stop shall be provided as required by OSU Parking Services. 

c. An application that rncludes the installation of transit improvements shall be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with Section 4.0.50 -Transit Requirements in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. 

d. Corvallis Transit System (CTS) transit stops and OSU shuttle stops are <;onsidered part of an 
effective transit/shuttle system and shall be incorporated into t he transportation system. 
Transit/shuttle stops <md shelters shall be constructed to ensure ADA compliance. 

SECTION 3.36.§,S0.13- BICYCLE PARKING 

a. Bicycle parking shall be constructed with each development based on the assignable square 
footage (i.e., office, classroom, research facility, etc.) of a proposed development according to the 
parking standards in Section 4.1.30 of Chapter 4.1- Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 

b. Bicycle parking shall be near, but shall not block or impede building entrances. 

c. At least 50 percent ofthe required bicycle parking shall be covered. 

d. All bicycle parking shall comply with the standards in Section 4.1.70 of Chapter 4.1-lmprovements 
Required with Development. 

SECTION 3 .~6.2_§.0.14- MECMANICAL EQUIPMENT AND TRASH ENCLOSUf\ES, AND OUTDOOR STORAGE AREAS 

a. All mechanical equipment enclosures for non-agricultural buildings shall be screened as part of the 
building construction or with landscaping, masonry walls, solid wood fencing, ora combination of 
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these materials for those areas that are visible from a street, building1 or pedestrian acce·ss way1 or 
are adjacent to a neighborhood. 

b. Trash collection enclosures for all buildings shall be screened as part of the building construction or 
with landscaping, masonry walls, solid wood fencing} or a combination of these materials for those 
areas that are visible from a street, building, pedestrian access way, or are adjacent to a 
neighborhood. 

c. All outdoor storage areas Shall be screened with construction similar to the adjacent building or 
with landscaping, masonry walls, solid wood fencing, or a combination of these materials for those 
areas that are visib.le from a street, adjacent building, pedestrian access way, or are adjacent to a 
neighborhood. 

SECTION 3.36.~50 . 15- PUBLIC, PRIVATE, AND FRANCHISE UTILITIES 

a. All new utility distribution lines shall be underground. 

b. Development requiring the installation of public utility Improvements shall be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with Section 4.0. 70 - Public Utility Requirements (or Insta llations), and 
Section 4.0.80- Public Improvement Procedures. 

c. Development within the City's combination sewer systems shall comply with the separation of 
storm drain from sanitary sewer system policy criteria in accordance Wlth the City's Community 
Development Policy 1003. 

d. Development occurring on a parcel fronting or adjacent to a drainageway identified In the City of 
Corvallis Stormwater Master Plan, shall be constructed in accordance with Section 3.36.~0.07, 
Chapter 2.11- Floodplain Development Permit, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.13-
Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, and Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, and shall comply with the watershed management guidelines and policies 
identified In Chapter 5 of the City's Stormwater Master Plan. 

e. Transformers and vaults not underground shall be screened consistent with LDCSect:ion 3.36.60.06 
-Landscaping. Natural Resources. and, Natural Hazards and LDC Section 3.36.60.14- Mechanical 
Eguloment and Trash EnciPSures. and Outdoor Storage AreasCha13ter 4.2 laneiseaJ3iAg, B~fferiAg, 
Screening, and lighting. 

f. An application that includes the installation of franchise utilities shall be reviewed and processed in 
accordance with Section 4.0.90- Franchise Utility Installations of Chapter 4.0 -Improvements 
Required with Development. 

g. Copies of complete As Builts shall be certified by the design engineer and shall be submitted to the 
City for approval for all new constructed public improvements. 

SECTION 3.36 ._§,50.16- EXTERIOR LIGHTING 

a. Site and Street Lighting shall comply with lDCSection 4.2.80- Site and Street Lighting, except 
wMre modified by this section. 

a.b. OSU historic style light fixtures with shielded luminaires that minimize up lighting and glare shall be 
used along pesestrian aceesswayssidewalks and walkways. 

&..c. The historic style light fixtures shall have poles and bases, and associated pole-mounted equipment 
such as banner hangers, etc., finished with a neutral gray or black or other dark color. 
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~Contemporary light fixtures With shielded luminaires that minimize up light ing and glare shall be 

used In parking areas or other areas outside of the h istoric campus core and shall meet the 
requirements of a full cut-off light fixture. 

~Outdoor field lighting may be installed on intramural and recreational playing fields, provided that

the light Is directed on the fields and not directed toward adjacent privately owned properties. 

Adjacent to resident ial areas, a lighting curfew oflO p.m. shall be imposed on these playing fields 

so that all events are completed prior to that time. 

e{.With the exception of lighting for intercollegiate athletic facilities and intramural and recreational 
playing fields, light trespass onto surrounding residential properties shall not exceed 0.1 
footcandles, except in areas where additional lighting for safety and security, as determined by the 

University, is necessary; In such cases, light trespass onto surrounding residential properties shall 

not exceed 0.25 footcandles. Testing of the lighting by the University to ensure compliance shall be 
done after t he lights have experienced 10 hours of Illuminance, or burn time. 

~.&.,Stadium lighting for future expansions to Reser Stadium shall be provided in a manner that does 

not increase light spillage outside of the stadium proper. 

g.h.,lnstallation of field lighting for intercollegiate athletic facilities other than Reser Stadium shall 
ensure that light trespass onto surrounding residential properties does not exceed 0.5 footcandles, 

Testing of the lighting by the University to ensure compliance shall be done after the lights have 

experienced 10 hours of illuminance, or burn time. 

SECTION 3 .36.R~.17- ACCESSIBILITY 

a. All buildings and other structures used for human occupancy shall meet or exceed accessibility 
standards as established by t he Americans with Disabilities Act. 

b. Parking facilities for the disabled shall be provided near building entrances. 

5CCTION 3.36.60.18- OSU STREET STANDARDS 

A1LI.mJ2l:Q.\®llen..tUAA.ulted by the st andards jn thiu.egio.n...shall cornRly...wJth LDC Section 4.0.20-Timing of 
lmproyements unless otherwise indicated within this section. lmorovements required with development 

mall rneet construct ion seeciftcatioo standards estabLI.ilieJ.i.!:l,y the City Engineer and amended over t ime. 
~vemeots regUJred for publicly owned streets shall comply with Cbagt er 4.0 -Improvements Required 

,With Deyelopment and be consistent with Table 4.0-1 Street Functional Classification Syste.rn.._ 

J.mprovem.~s required for OSU Streets shall comply with LDC Section 3.36.60.18 and be consistent Wrth 

Ir.ble....3}.6·5- OSU Street Standards Functional Classilicatio..n. 

i$tural Haz"rds aociJ~tatl.!.r.al Resources sbi!U..b.e...<W~..ffis_esi ln...a.&.c.o.Na,nce with Chapter 2,11-Floodplain 
Development Permit. Chapter 4.5 - Floodolain Provisions. Chapter 4.12 ·Significant Vegetation Protection 

Pcgy!sjoos. Chaoter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, Chapter 4.14- Landslide Hazard and 
H1!1slde Development Provisions. and Section 3.36.60.06- Landsta,ping. Naturgl Resources. and NattJral 

.t:tazardi._ 

a.. University CQil_g_rt,or (i.e .. 301
" Street. 14111 Street be {Ween lelfeq_pn Wav and Manroe Avenue. and 

Washington Way west of 1st" Street) 

32 

1. Vehicle lanes- OSU Stree.!A will have auto lane wldlhs...t.Qmimnt with Table 3.36-5-OSU 

Street Standards Functional Classification and comply wetb Oty Standard Construction 

Sp_gQlications. 
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33 

2. Bike lanes- OSU Streets will have on-street bike lanes consistent with Table 3 .36-5- OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with Cltv Standard Construction 
Speciflcatjoos. 

3. Sidewalks 

a) Sidewalks along streets classified in Figure 3.36-3 as University Collector shall Q.e... 
a minimum of six (6) feet wide and be provided along a proJect's development 
frontage to the edge of adjacent facilities Whe~optnent and/or 
redevelopment occurs except in locations where Natural Hazards. Natural 
Resources, or railroad right-of-way prevent the installation of pedestrian facilities 
consistent with Tabte 3.36-5 - OSU Street Slandards Functional Classification . 
Sidewalks shall be constructed jn accordance with City Standard Construction 
Specjficatioo.Land in compliance with ADA standards. 

b\ Variations in the Width and logj;ioo of a conti nu.Qllllength of sidewalk may be 
granted by the Director to preserve SigntficantTree(sl. to preserve Historically 
Significant Tree(s). and to accommodate Historic Resources. so long as..tltere~ 
mlnimum of five ft. of unobstructed passage. 

c) Sidewalks shall be separated from curbs by a designated tree planting area that 
provides at least six (6) feet of separation between the sidewalk and curb. exce1;1t 
when at least one of the following conditions exists and provided the provisions 
in LDC Section 3.36.60.18.a.3.e are met: 

1) In locations wtwre the existing S:lliewalk is located over a utility tunnel : 

21 In locations where the construction of a designated tree planting area of 
six /6) feet in width and a conforming sidewalk W0Uld r-equire the 
removal of a Historically Significant Tree: 

3) In locations where the sidewalk is located wi thin a Natural Resource area 
governed by Chapter 4.12 -Significant Vegetation Protection ProJlllliul~ 
and Chapter 4.13- Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions and within 
drainagewa'L,ilreas govemed by regulations In Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain 
Development Permit and Chapter 4.5- Floodplain Provi.s.i.QDL 

d) Where sidewalks are abutting vehicle travel lanes. parking or maneuver!ng areas. 
sidewalks shall be seoarated by grade. different paving materials. bollards . pc 

landscaping. 

el Where an existing sidewalk js located over a ut ilitv tunnel or where the 
.{;Qnstruction of a designated tree planting area of six feet in width would require 
the removal of a Significant Tree(sl. the existing sidewalk location may be 
retained provided all ofthe following are met: 

ll The existing sidewalk width complies with the standards in this zone, or it 
1s replaced to meetthe standard width in Table3.36-5: OSU Street 
Standards - Functional Classification: 

2) The existing or proposed sidewalks como lies With ADA reguiremehtsi and 

3) Street trees are provided consistent with LDC Section 3.36.60.06.b.l.a 
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II\ 

f) The designated tree planting area shall be landscaped with trees and plant 
materials in accordance w jth LDCSectioo 3.36.60.06- OSU Landscaping Natural 
Resources. and Natural Hazards. 

4. On-Street Parking- On-street parking i.s. oot permitted along University Collectors., 

P~f_ede.stria n_t_or~_(t._~L,~.Jth _Sl,~etJ, 1411'5:~ee~4§!5t~.eJ-A.qoms-A~n.ue,.,J3_en ton fJf!fP~ _C£!J!1PY§ 
Way+ Jeffersqn_ \1\~l[-l.?!St~er , }ntrwJHQ/ Ltm51JYigy WQ.Y, MewLlSl!.EI~Orcbat:d 
~_ggSJ..g[..2£!!..s1t:f~~JJ!Q[/;Jgfto.I:e~ eLQn~r P.im;.e,_s_qQ)ett Plot e.J.IY~.,i/ti!l,gfon AJLe@_e b,et:t!f!_e11 
l11h and 1_sfh s1rg__ets. and WeaJjJ_er.fprd Pla££1 

l, Vehicle lanes - OSU Streets will have auto lane widths consistent with Table 3.36-5 - OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard Construction 
Specifications. 

2. Bike lanes- OSU Streets may have on-street bike lanes or sharrows consistent with Table 
3.36-5 - OSU Street Standards Functional Classific;ation and comply wi th City Standard 
Construction Soecifications. 

3. Sidewalks 

a) Sidewalks along streets classified In Fig!Jfe 3.36-6 as Pedestrian Cor~..b.alLQ.e...a. 
!minimum of six 16\ feet wide and be provided along a project's development 
f.rnn!pge to tlliL_eJige of adjacent facilities. when development and/or 
redevelopment occurs except in locations where Natural Hazards. Natural 
Resources. or railroad right-~y prevent the installation of pedestrjao facilities 
consistent With Table 3.36-5- OSU Street Standards Functiona l Ci.assiflcatjon. 
Sidewalks shall be constructed in accordance with City Standard Construction 
Specifications. Sidewalks may be either abutting the curb orseparated by a 
gesignated tree planting area. 

b) Variations in the width and location of a continuous length of sidewalk may be 
granted by the Directorto preserve SlgnlflcantTreelsl. to preserve Histotically 
SignificantTreelsl. and to accommodate Historic R~~ lobg as t here is a 
~minimum of five ft. of unobstructed passage. 

c) A designated tree planting area of at least six (6) feet shall be proVided 
immediately adiacent to the sidewalk. either between the curb and sidewalk or 
within the setback area between the sidewalk and the facility except when at 
~t.J2.!1.e._ofthe following conditions exists and provided the provisions in LDC 
Section 3.36.6..Q.Jll.b.3.e -are met; 

1\ There is insufficient width between the curb and an existing faci lity to 

refer to proposed 
revisions to letter 
'bi, as outlined in 
October 31, 2013 
email from OSU to 

provide a f ive-foot-wide sidewalk and a sJx,foot-wide designated tree 
planting -area , 

2) There is an existing sidewalk located over a utillty tunnel -and insufficient 
width on either side cl.!he sidewalk to proVide a six-foot-wide designa1M. 
tree planting area. 

._ City staff 

34 

3\ There is an existing sidewalk of at least fi ve (5) feet in width and an 
existing designated tree__pla-nting area that_illess than six (6) feet In 
width. 

Revised 10/09/2013 
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OSU Zone- Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

41 The sidewalk 1s located within a Natural Resource area e:overned by 
Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protectios Provisions and Chapter 

4.13- Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions and w ithin drainagewa..)L 

areas governed by regulations in Chapter 2.11 -Floodplain Development 

Permit and Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions. 

d) Where sidewalks are abutting vehicle travel lanes. parking or maneuvering areas. 

~walks shall be separated by grade. different paving materials. bollacds , or 

landscaping. 

refer to proposed 
revisions to letter 
'c' , as outlined in 
October 31 , 2013 
email from OSU to 
City staff 

e) Where an existing sidewalk is located over a utility tunnel or where the 
construction of a designated tree planting area of six feet in width would require 

the removal of Significant Tree{s\, t he existing sidewalk location may be retained 

provjde_d all of the following are_m_et;_ 

1) The existing sidewalk width complies with the standards in this zone, or i:t 
is replaced to meet the standard width in Table 3.36-5: OSU Stree_t. 

Standards- Functional Classification; 

2) The existing or proposed sidewalks complies with ADA requirements: and 

3) Street trees are pcoyided consistent wlth LPCSectlon 3.36.60.06.b.l.a 

f) The designated tree planting area shall be landscaped with trees and plant 

materials in accord~th LDC Sec;,tion 3..36.60.06- OSU Landscaping, Natural 

Besourc~_a.nd.liatu.r.a l Hazards. 

gl Except as noted in Section 3.36.60.10.c, construction of sidewalks and designated 

planting areas in comoliance With LDC Section 3.36.60.18 along Pedestrian Core 

streets may be deferred until development of the development area and 

reviewed as a component of the Building Permit. 

4. On-Street Parking - On-street parking along OSU Streets may be maintained, replaced, or 

modified within a street block where on-street par1<ing already exists. Where streets m.J.!,'il 

cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Hazards street widths shall be minimized b'L 
providing no on-street parking on either side of the street per LDCSectioo 4.0.60.k.9. On

street parking must consistent with applicable rm>JL!.slcmUn...C.!:laQ.ter 2.9 aod~ 
applicable provisions of this Code. 

5, Emergency Access - When the curb-to·&-vrb width gf a street does not provide sufficient 
width to accommodate emergency vehicles. curb-side. vehlde-rated sidewalks with a 

mountable curb may be used in combination With vehicle and bike lanes to provide the 

required access width for emergency vehicles. 
~j: 

c. Sports Comolex U.e .. 2~.1ree.t.Q.nfi._fiQipfJ Miller t,.,qJ}fj 

35 

1. Vehicle lanes- QSU Streets will have auto t.gne widths consists;ptwith Table 3.36-.? -OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with Citv Standard Construction 

Specifications. 

2. Bike Lanes- OSU Streets will have on-street bike lanes or a shared surface consistent with 

Table 3.36-5- OSU S~tandards Functional Classification and comply with City 
Standard Construction Specifications. 

Revised 10/09/2013 
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OSU Zone- Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

36 

3. Sidewalks 

a) Sidewalks along streets classified in Figure 3.36-3 as Sports Complex shall be a 
minimum of ten {10) feet wide. including tree wells. and be provided along a 
project's development frontage to the edge of adJacent facilities when 
development and/or redevelopment occurs except in locations where Nattiral 
Hazards. Natural Resources. or railroad right-of-way prevent the installation of 
Q.e.destrian facilities conmtent with Table 3.36-5- O§U Street Standards 
Functional Classification. Sidewalks shall be constructed in accordance with City__ 
Standard Construction Specifications. 

b\ Sidewalks shou ld be located adiacent to the cutb. and tree planting areas should 
be eliminated and replaced with paved areas with trees in tree wells. Where tree 
wells are used. tree grates may be permitted. Tree wells and tree grates shall 
£P...mp.lY-Yii1lL.s.pecificat ions in the OSU Tree Management Plan. Tree wells shall be 
located adjacent to the curb. and trees shall be placed at least eyery t hirty (30) 
feet on center. Street trees shall b~ished aod maintained in conformance 
~qykements in Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping. Natural Resources. 
and Natural Hazards. 

c) Except as noted in Section 3.36.60.10.c. constnJctioo of sidewalks and designated 
planting areas in compliance with LDC Section 3.36.60.18 along Sports Complex 
streets may be deferred until development of tbe development area and 
reviewed as a component of the Building Permit. 

4. On-Street Parking - On-street parking along OSU Streets may be maintained. replaced. or 
modified within a street block where on-street oarking already exists. Where streets must 
cross protected Natural Resources or Natural· Hazards. street widths shall be minimized by 
providing no on-street parking on either side of the street per LDC Section 4.0.60.k.9. On
street parking must consistent with applicable provisions in Chapter 2.9 and other 
applicable provisjoos...Qf th js Code. 

5. Emergency Access - When the curb-to-curb width of a street does not provide sufficient 
width to accommodate emergency vehicles. curb-side. vehicle-rated sidewalks with a 
mountable curb may be used in combination with vehicle and bike Janes to provide the 
required access width for emergency vehicles. 

Revised 10/09/2013 
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OSU Zone-Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 
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OSU Zone - Street Standards ( LDT13-Q0001) 

Table 3.36-S~StJStreet Standards- Functional Classification1
· 213 I 

Uafversltv Col/e{;tQ[ Pedestrton Core f/oca/1 1 Sports Complex floco/1 -= J 
Auto Amenities Oaoe 2lanes 111ft. oer lane\ 1-2lanes 110ft. per lane) 1·2 Lanes llO.lLper lane) 

~ 
Bike Amenities5• 6• 7 2 lanes 16ft. oer lane\ Shared Bike and Vehicle Shared Bike and Vehjc;e-

Facllity, Sharrow. or 1-2 facility Shar.row. or 1-2 

Pedestrian 

Amen!ties8 

Transit (non-OSUI 

ManageJ:l5RAAct!0 

""TC'afflc calmingH- -
-

Access Control __ I Not typical Not Wpical 
Tum Lanes Not tyoical Not WW@ 

Two - 6ft. Except across 

areas of Natural Features 

Permissible function 

Street trees shall be 
planted in OSU standard 
tree wells and may Include 
OSU standard trPP Pr::~tp~H 

Permissible function 

~ :.rtl~.ru:ia.al.uJ.Q..rul.l!lf,el;Ju.dJUheileJ<ibDity curreptly allowed throush the Planned Deyeloomenr process in 
Chapter 2 5- Planned Pevelopmeot. _ _ -------1 
: Streets. bike lanes and yebide-rated-.sjdewa!Ks shall be desiened to provide emergencY and fire vehicle access:a5 

-

---- w.p!.Q.¥AA,b.¥1b.e cttv arulf.iJ:e Department. _ _ _ _ _ _ 
• Street jmwovements shall comply with Sections 4 5.90.02 C, and Section 412 70. 
'Lane wjdths shown are the Preferred GQostruction.standards thatapoly to existing routes ~r to.aceas of new 
~.e!!W!od...to oewl~ ~.nstt:~ttted roures On Unhtersity Collector roadways lln absolute minimum for safety I 

38 

concerns is 10 ft Such minimums a re expected to occur only in lotatjons wO,ere existing deyelooment a long an 
established sub-standard route or other severe ph11Sical constraints preclude construction of t he preferred facility 
wjdth Note : the number of lanes does not lnclus:l.e.11J!!l.!l!OM. ~ 
" On streets: where there are shared bike and veh1cle fa<tdlt>es bike lanes are not regwred __ _ 
• ~ I r · r v "k - • I n ed._ 
1 Parallel multi-use paths in lieu of bike lanes-~proprlate along the Arterja I·Collecmrsvstem due to thE: 
multiple Confl i~l:$ ,r;e~<;¥cles at drlv.fWi!v and sidewalk intersections. In rare instances. separated (but not 
i!djacent) facilities my provide a proper function. 
• An absolllte minimum width for safety con,erns is five ft .. which Is e.xpes;te.d.JQ...Occ.yr only In l~nWle.Le. 
e~is!ing development a!one ;;n....e,ualllisbed substandard mUle or other severe physlcal constraints preclude 
construction .of the preferred faclllrv width 

u Jrafflc calming lncludessuch meas!Jres as bulbed Intersections, raised lntersectiQnS. raiSed pedestrian crossings 
soeed humps raised planted medians mid-block curb extensions tuffic circles sigoaee. and yarjed paying 
mmuals:.. 
u Where streets must c:rosurotecree! Natu ral Features stceet Widths shall be minimized by orovidjng no on-;Wfet 
parking and no designated tree plantlnu areas between the curb and tho sidewalk on either sjdg 0fthe street. 
u Tree wells and tree EC?.tes shall be conmvcted consjstl'ot with specificalioos in the 0SU Tree Management Plan 
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OSU Zone-Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

d. General Provisions- Development shall comPly With the standards in Section 4.0.60- public and 
Private Street Requirements. except as modified in this chapter and below. 

l . For OSU-owned property Within t he OSU zone. the provisions in Section 4.0.!;!0 that refer to 
Development Sltes S-hall apply to Develooment Areas. as defined in this chapter. and slLaJL 
not apply to Development Sjtes. 

2. Any lmorovements required by the provisions of section 4.0.60 to OSU Streets wrthin the 
OSU zone s_b_all be impJ:.QI.Lf!JiJ..9 the stand...ar.ds.Jn.2.e.d:ion 3.36.50.18 rather than City 
standards where those standards differ. 

3. Provisions in Section 4.0.60 that aoply to Collector and Neighborhood Collector Streets 
shall apply to University Collector Streets except as modified in Section 3.36.60.18. 

4. Provisions in Section 4.0.60 that applv to Local Streets shall apply to Pedestrian Core and 
Sports Complex Streets excftpt as modified in Section 3.36.60.18. 

S. Improvement widths shall be as specified in the Transportation Plan and Table 4.0-1 -
Street Functional Classification System for public streets and Table 3.36-5- OSU Street 
Standards Functional Classification for OSU Streets. 

6. Where streets must cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Haza.rds. street widths 
shall be minimized by providing no on-street parking and no tree planting areas between t he 
curb andtbe sidewalk on either side oftbestreet as allowed by the provjsionUlf_CbgpJfL 
2.11- Floodplain Developmmt Permit. LDC Sj!ction 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping. Natural 
B.e.s_ources. and Natural Hazards, Chapter 4.5- FloQ.Qplain Provisions, Chapter 4.12-
.Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions. Chapter 4,13- Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. and Chapter 4,14- Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. 

7. The City of Corvallis wil l determine the functional classification of'any new streets that are 
constructed outside of the alignments shown in Figure 3.36-3, 

SECTION 3 .36.70- ROUGH PROPORTIONALITY 

If an applicant intends to assert that it cannot legally be required. as a condltion of Building Permit or 

development approvaL to provide easements. dedications, or imru:gyements at the level otherwise. 

reguired by this Code the Building Permit or site plan review apollcatioo shall include a rough 

proportionality report in accordance with the provisions of Section 1.2.120 of Chapter 1.2 - Legal 

Framework. 

SECTION 3.36.~90- DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR NoN-UNIVERSITY-OWNED PROPERTIES 

Development or redevelopment of properties in this Zone that are not owned by Oregon State University 

and are identified in Section 3.36.~~0.01.c, shall be reviewed based on the standards in Table 3.36-g~ 

Residel'\tial Use Zoning Standards, below. 

Table 3 36-2~· Residential Use Zoning Standards 
Cur,ent Use Development Zoning Standards 

Single-family Residential RS-5 
Multi-family Residential RS-12{U) 

3.36.~+0- CAMPUS MASTER PlAN MONITORING 

a. As a means of monitoring the implementation of the Campus Master Plan, the University shall 
provide the following information to the City on a yearly basis. 

39 Revised 10/09/2013 
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OSU Zone -Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

40 

1. Updated tabulations of development.and open space for the planning area, including -

a) Gross square footage of development by type that occurred in each Sector over 
the previous 12 month period; 

b) Remaining available Development Allocation for each Sector; and 

c) Remaining open space areas and percentages for each Sector. 

2. Updated parking utilization reports, including -

a) Identification of new parking space creation. and the total ntmiber of spaces 
provided within the CMP boundary and a breakdown by Sector and parking lot 
type - student, staff, visitor, free, etc.; 

b) Percentage of parking space utilization campus-wide; and 

c) identification of available parking spaces using City standard parking 
configurations, and usage within each residential parking district bordering OSU 
and of the number of residential permits funded by the University. In addition, 
provide details of other efforts undertaken by the University to address 
neighborhood parking issues; 

3. TOM Report- The TOM Report that identifies efforts and the effectiveness of those efforts 
undertaken by the University over the previous 12 months to reduce reliance on the single
occupant vehicle. Such efforts shall include, but not be limited to: 

.a) Shuttle routes and usage; 

b) Other efforts In support of transit, car-pool, or van-pool usage; 

c) Tabulation of the number of single-occupancy vehicles reduced; 

d) Location and number of bicycle parking spaces, including the number of covered 
spaces and any addit1ons to the inventory; and 

e) Identification of campus pedestrian routes and system improvements. 

4. Base Transportation Model (BTM) .update that includes the following components over the 
previous 12 month period -

a) Traffic counts to be updated on a five-year cycle; 

b) New development, and if known, future development square footage and Use 
Type, based on the existing model's cate~ories, to be included in the model 
a~sumptTons on a per Sector basis; 

c) New parking areas or roadways that may have an effect on traffic volumes or 
patterns; and 

d) Within one year of adoption of the CMP, and on a recurrent two-year schedule, 
OSU shall complete in coordination with City Staff a baseline traffic count for 
Jackson Avenue between Arnold Way and 351

" Street. City staff sh~ll provfde OSU 
and the neighborhood association with the rnost recent baseline traffic volume 
measurements made within the last five years. 

Revised 10/09/2013 
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OSU Zone- Street Standards (LDTB-00001) 

b. Additional monitoring efforts include: 

41 

1. Within one year of adoption of the CMP, OSU should work with the Cfty to perform a 
baseline traffic count of local streets identified by neighborhood associations as problems 
in the areas borderfng Sectors A, B, and C, and south of Harrison Boulevard; and 

2. OSU shall participate as a full partner in a task force initiated by the City with City, 
University, neighborhood association and neighborhood business representation, to review 
and evaluate existing baseline traffic measurements, parking studies, and other rele\lant 
information and develop strategies to mitigate problem areas. 
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A 
CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Approved as corrected, December 18, 2013 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

November 20, 2013 

Present 
Jennifer Gervais, Chair 
Frank Hann, Vice Chair 
James Feldmann 
Roger Lizut 
Ronald Sessions 
Jim Ridlington 
Jasmin Woodside 
G. Tucker Selko 
Kent Daniels 
Bruce Sorte, Council Liaison 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

Agenda Item 

I. Visitors' Propositions 

II. Public Hearing- OSU Zone 
Street Standards Text Amendment 
(LDT13-0000 1) 

III. OSU Campus Master Plan Update 
Discussion 

IV. Consideration of Request to Extend 
the Deer Park Planned Development 
and Subdivision Approvals (PLD08-
00013, SUBOS-00007) 

V. Discussion and Determination of 
Planning Commission Roles and 
Responsibilities 

Planning Commission Minutes, November 20, 2013 

Staff 
Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager 
Jason Yaich, Associate Planner 
Jim Brewer, Deputy City Attorney (arr. 7:08p.m.) 
Ted Reese, Public Works Engineering 
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 

Visitors 
Jeff Bushnell 
David Dodson 
Rebecca Houghtaling 

Information Held for 
Only Further 

Review 
Recommendations 

None. 

Motion passed to recommend 
approval of the OSU Land 
Development Code Text Amendment 
application (LDT13-00001) 
amending LDC Chapter 3.36, as 
revised by staff. 

Mr. Dodson presented the Master 
Plan schedule. 

Motion passed to approve the request 
to extend the tentative subdivision 
plat, not the Planned Development, 
and with its expiration concurrent 
with the expiration of the PD 
overlay. 

Committee assignments were 
reviewed, and chairing discussed. 

Page 1 of 18 
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VI. Approval of Minutes- September 23, 2013 minutes 
September 23, 2013 approved as presented. October 2, 
October 2, 2013 2013 minutes approved as presented. 
October 16, 2013 October 16, 2013 minutes approved 

as corrected. 

VII. Old Business Discussion of conflict of interest 
policies. 

VIII. New Business The commission will next meet 
A. Planning Division Update December 18. 

IX. Adjournment Meeting adjourned 10:15 p.m. 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

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

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

II. PUBLIC HEARING - OSU ZONE- STREET STANDARDS TEXT AMENDMENT 
(LDT13-00001): 

A. Opening and Procedures: 

The Chair welcomed citizens and reviewed the public hearing procedures. Staff will 
present an overview followed by the applicant's presentation. There will be a staff report 
and public testimony, followed by rebuttal by the applicant, limited in scope to issues 
raised in opposition and sur-rebuttal by opponents, limited in scope to issues raised on 
rebuttal. The Commission may ask questions of staff, engage in deliberations, and make a 
final decision. Any person interested in the agenda may offer relevant oral or written 
testimony. Please try not to repeat testimony offered by earlier speakers. It is sufficient to 
say you concur with earlier speakers without repeating their testimony. For those testifying 
this evening, please keep your comments brief and directed to the criteria upon which the 
decision is based. 

Land use decisions are evaluated against applicable criteria from the Land Development 
Code and Comprehensive Plan. A list of the applicable criteria for this case is available as 
a handout at the back of the room. 

Persons testifying either orally or in wntmg may request a continuance to address 
additional documents or evidence submitted in favor of the application. If this request is 
made, please identify the new document or evidence during your testimony. Persons 
testifying may also request that the record remain open seven additional days to submit 
additional written evidence. Requests for allowing the record to remain open should be 
included within a person's testimony. 

Planning Commission Minutes, November 20, 2013 Page 2 of 18 

yaich
Polygon



O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 C

 (3
 o

f 1
3)

The Chair opened the public hearing. 

B. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

1. Conflicts oflnterest. None declared. 
2. Ex Parte Contacts. None declared. There were no rebuttals. 
3. Site Visits. Not applicable. 
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds. Commissioners Ridlington and Lizut declared 

they'd heard an OSU presentation at the previous HRC meeting, but that it would not 
affect their decision. 

C. Staff Overview: 

Planner Yaich said the case was an amendment to Chapter 3.36 of the Land Development 
Code. The applicant, Oregon State University (OSU), proposes is for new development 
standards that address certain types of streets within the OSU Zone and associated 
development standard revisions that relate to vehicle travel; pedestrian and bike facilities; 
and landscaping within the OSU Zone. It applies only to the OSU Zone, located in central 
Corvallis, and covers about 536 acres. 

D. Legal Declaration: 

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

The failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed 
conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond 
to the issue precludes an action for damages in Circuit Court. 

E. Applicant's Presentation: 

OSU Senior Planner Rebecca Houghtaling introduced Campus Planning Manager David 
Dodson. She said the application would address the special circumstances of OSU's 
historical development pattern and the high volume of pedestrians and cyclists on campus. 
She said the text amendment would allow variation in locations of standard public street 
improvements. OSU will continue to provide the fundamental elements of standard street 
improvements for vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians and street trees. OSU is requesting a text 
amendment, because with over 28,000 staff, students and visitors on campus, the OSU 
Zone functions differently from a standard Corvallis residential area. 

She said the OSU campus is based on the 1909 Olmstead Plan, which features symmetry 
in building design and connectivity, and the use of sidewalks and paths. The Plan laid out 
the campus in a grid pattern, with buildings oriented towards tree-lined streets, and 
subsequent development plans have furthered this design element. Local OSU streets 
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function differently from local residential streets elsewhere in Corvallis. Since the 1960's 
vehicle through-traffic in the campus core was restricted, and streets primarily served 
bicyclists, pedestrians, public transit, and emergency and service vehicles. The pedestrian 
oriented design enhances campus character and safe convenient movement, especially 
during peak traffic periods, such as class changes and events. 

She noted that OSU development started over a century ago, and many streets don't 
comply with City standards. Most campus streets are private; however, Chapter 4.0 of the 
LDC requires all streets, regardless of ownership, be upgraded to City standards with new 
construction, including remodeling. 

New construction brings adjacent street frontage into compliance with City standards, but 
often now results in a haphazard pattern of sidewalks, street trees, and landscape strips. 
She cited the recent construction of the OSU Native American Longhouse as a noticeable 
example, saying that the existing sidewalk was required to be moved six feet from the curb 
in a block that otherwise has curbside sidewalks on both sides of the street. She noted that 
the rest of the block is unlikely to be redeveloped, due to its historic and natural feature 
protections. The existing code results in an inconsistent streetscape in one of the most 
visible and high traffic locations on campus. She displayed photos of the site to illustrate. 

She cited practical considerations for requesting the text amendment. OSU has utilities in 
tunnels below some sidewalks, containing the steam line distribution system, high voltage 
power, and telecommunications. Relocation of such sidewalks would also require 
relocation of the tunnels below them, which is practically impossible, as well as removal 
of many large canopied trees. Use of planting strips is not practical in such situations, 
since many trees may not be located over, or adjacent to utility tunnels. 

With the text amendments, OSU will continue to provide sidewalks and planting strips and 
bike lanes on private streets within the OSU Zone. The proposed text amendment will not 
modify minimum dimensional standards for vehicle lanes, bike lanes, or sidewalks. It will 
allow OSU to place those elements in locations that complement the historic campus grid 
pattern, protect mature trees, and are feasible, given underground utilities. 

Section 1.280 of the LDC states that the code may be amended where the public necessity, 
convenience, and general welfare require such an amendment, and where it conforms to 
the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable plan or policies. Currently, 
portions of campus cannot be brought into compliance with the existing code without 
negatively impacting the historic structures and quads in the OSU historic district. The 
high pedestrian volume traffic in the main campus necessitates a deviation from current 
standards to ensure the long-term maintenance of a safe, accessible streetscape in the zone. 
The staff report notes that the Comprehensive Plan lists OSU as a special area of concern, 
supporting the idea that a one-size-fits-all street construction standard is not appropriate, 
given the numbers of pedestrians and cyclists and lower vehicle speeds on campus. The 
proposed text amendment, creating an OSU Zone with specific street standards, is a public 
necessity to address safety concerns. 

The Corvallis Comp Plan policies promote pedestrian friendly development in all districts. 
The proposed text amendment complies with those policies, since the proposed 
dimensional standards and sidewalk locations are based on the campus's unique 
development form, and are focused on eliminating barriers to installation of pedestrian and 
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bicycle facilities within the OSU Zone. The text amendment will allow sidewalks to be 
placed where they encourage pedestrian accessibility when constructed with new 
development as well as redevelopment projects. 

The Comp Plan also states "the City shall consider the level and type of public facilities 
for various densities and types of urban land uses. Public facilities and utilities shall be 
based on actual needs, and facilities shall have uniform construction standards". The 
proposed text amendment is consistent with these policies, since, with over 28,000 
students, staff and visitors on campus, the OSU Zone needs different pedestrian facilities 
than residential areas. The proposed standards were developed after a comprehensive 
inventory of existing campus infrastructure, as well as analysis of current deficiencies and 
site constraints. The text amendment does not alter City of Corvallis construction 
standards; OSU is proposing additional mitigation planting requirements (she cited page 
12 of the staff report). 

The Comp Plan also states that new development and redevelopment projects shall 
provide convenient, useful and direct pedestrian facilities. Also, flexibility in pedestrian 
standards may be allowed for retrofitting of local streets in substandard locations when the 
deviation from standards can be shown to better pedestrian accessibility. It also states that 
bicycle facilities shall be physically separated from pedestrian facilities. Many campus 
streets are over 100 years old and have narrow street profiles; upgrading them to current 
standards would negatively impact the historic resources. Most streets are classified as 
Local streets, and existing City standards do not allow bike lanes on them given their 
typical lower volumes of traffic, nor warrant separation of facilities. However, the volume 
of bikes on OSU streets is considerably higher and OSU is proposing allowing bike lanes 
and contraflow bike lanes. The amendment is intended to provide safe, useful and direct 
pedestrian and bike connections throughout campus. 

She related that the Comp Plan encourages the use of large-canopy trees, and states that 
transportation systems shall be planned in a manner that recognizes and respects the 
characteristics of natural features. For local streets, the proposed text amendment would 
allow curbside sidewalks with planting strips located between the sidewalk and the 
building. This would allow the larger planting area needed for the healthy growth of larger 
canopied trees, which best fit the scale of campus buildings. 

She said the proposed text amendment was compliant with Oregon statewide planning 
goals. It is also compliant with OSU Campus Master Plan Policies, including encouraging 
the preservation of the historic street grid and usability of street systems; expanding 
walkways that do not adequately accommodate pedestrian traffic; developing a campus
wide bike route system that uses a combination of on-street bike lanes and off-street 
multiuse paths; providing the construction and maintenance of multimodal transportation 
facilities; and ensuring that future development is consistent with the City of Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan and the Land Development Code. 

The proposed text amendment is based on OSU Master Plan policies and responsive to the 
need for an OSU Zone-specific solution for the placement and upgrade of all modes of 
transportation facilities within campus. It covers dimensional standards for three different 
types of streets: University Collector; Pedestrian Core; and Sports Complex. Proposed 
standards for vehicle travel lanes, bike lanes, and sidewalks are comparable to existing 
language in the LDC. However, it allows flexibility in the location and size of designated 
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tree planting areas and addition of bike lanes on local streets. It would not alter City street 
standards in any other zone, or in public streets within the OSU Zone; rather, it would 
create standards for the OSU Zone that complement the historic development patterns in 
the core of campus while respecting City standards along the campus boundary. The 
proposed text amendment is consistent with the applicable Corvallis Comp. Plan policies, 
statewide planning goals, and the OSU Master Plan and Transportation Plan. It will 
protect significant street trees and resources within the OSU National Historic District, 
while facilitating construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities specific to high 
pedestrian volumes on campus. It is consistent with the original Olmstead framework. 

She said OSU planners concurred with Revisions #1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 12 in City 
Staff Report; and highlighted the distributed memo on proposed OSU revisions to #6 and 
# 11. She said OSU proposed removing the word "to" and the comma after "within" in 
Revision #6 in order to read "A walkway, as defined, would be a pedestrian facility 
constructed of a permanent hard surface that provides for pedestrian access within and 
through a development area, and for the purposes of the OSU Zone, a walkway is not a 
sidewalk". 

She added that because of the way that staff changed the definition of "walkway", there 
were unintended consequences for Section 3.36.60.05.a, Ground Floor Windows. To 
remedy that, the words "walkway" and "sidewalk" would be removed in the proposed 
language, and "pedestrian plaza" added. The revised language would read "Buildings 
designed for human occupancy with facades that face a public street or an OSU street, 
multiuse path, or a pedestrian plaza shall have windows .. " 

Regarding Revision# 11, she said Section 3 .36.60.18.b.2 was also applicable to a local 
functional classification, and so requested that Section 3.36.60.18.c.2 should also be the 
same: "OSU streets may have on-street bike lanes or sharrows". She noted that City code 
does not require bike lanes, so OSU wants the option to be able to do that. 

Commissioner Feldmann asked about street classifications; Ms. Houghtaling replied that 
the existing Campus Master Plan actually has private streets, collectors and arterials. None 
of the functional classifications are being changed, only clarified. 

Commissioner Hann asked about transitions to more heavily travelled areas; Ms. 
Houghlating replied that no design was being proposed; only addressing existing 
deficiencies. She cited recent experiences with a number of new construction projects, 
which mostly already had curbside sidewalks, and even though they were infill projects, 
curbside sidewalk was not allowed, and prompted this application. The changes will not 
affect the outside of campus, but will allow for flexibility. University Collectors will have 
the separation of a planting strip, since you want that in a collector, but the pedestrian core 
could have either a curbside sidewalk or a separated sidewalk; that flexibility will avoid 
the removal of large trees and allow for gradual transition. 

Commissioner Hann asked whether not using City standards would open the door to 
quasi-commercial development on campus, citing the hotel and other possible commercial 
partnerships. Ms. Houghtaling replied that everything will be built to City construction 
standards, as it is now. Dimensional width of city standards is not proposed to be changed; 
in some cases, sidewalks would be wider. She added that it would not open the door for 
commercial enterprises, and in many cases, they are public streets. Commissioner Hann 
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noted that where there have been private streets developed elsewhere, there has been 
intensification of traffic. Mr. Dodson said the proposed standards would apply to OSU 
private streets. Private entities such as the Hilton Garden Inn and OSU Book Store are still 
subject to the standards in place. 

Commissioner Feldmann said that at the southeast corner of the Engineering building, 
there are curbs at the intersection to keep drivers off the sidewalk; he said he hadn't seen 
that elsewhere, and asked how it addressed those streetscape elements. Mr. Dodson replied 
that in certain intersections with high pedestrian traffic crossings, in conjunction with 
ADA crossings, there are textured, sometimes colored strips, and sometimes bollards 
(designed to shear off if struck by a truck). Short segments of curbs are installed on some 
radiuses near bollards, trying not to obstruct pedestrian traffic, though they can be trip 
hazards. This approach has more to do with construction standards, and he expected a 
better solution in the future. 

Commissioner Feldmann asked if that was different from a City street; Mr. Dodson replied 
that OSU sought to accommodate people with challenges and disabilities and make 
intersections with high crossing volumes safe. Commissioner Feldmann asked about 
pedestrian overflow from 6' sidewalks to the street; Ms. Houghtaling responded that the 
proposal affects minimum standard dimensions, but construction standards exceed that 
where warranted. Many sidewalks are insufficient; the proposal addresses existing 
deficiencies. Five-foot wide sidewalks are not adequate in most locations on campus. 

Commissioner Daniels asked how it would affect areas near the Administration Building. 
He highlighted Attachment B, OSU Street Ownership (Private Streets); page 43. Ms. 
Houghtaling replied that only the portion of 14/15th Street between Monroe Avenue and 
Jefferson Street was private. Commissioner Daniels clarified that 14/15th Street from 
Jefferson Street to Western Boulevard was public, and asked how that worked, in terms of 
the future; he said 14/15th Street was a major through street for both the community and 
campus. Ms. Houghtaling replied it was classified as a University Collector; the OSU 
private section has already been improved to City standards and will not change any time 
soon; the only change would be a proposal for a narrower park strip due to the location of 
a tunnel on the 30th Street section. The text amendment doesn't affect Collector 
dimensions. Commissioner Daniels asked if the section between Jefferson and Washington 
Way were upgraded, whether it would become private street; Ms. Houghtaling said it 
would remain a public street, and be upgraded to public street standards under Chapter 4.0 
of the LDC, even in the OSU Zone. The proposed text amendment does not change 
anything in regard to public streets, including the OSU Zone. 

Commissioner Daniels noted the Washington Way sidewalk was very narrow, and asked 
how that could be addressed in the future. Ms. Houghtaling replied that one of the 
Conditions of the new student residence project is an upgrade to the intersection at 15th 
and Washington Way. There are engineering plans for the entire length of Washington 
Way, and OSU has an agreement with the City on when this will occur. When Washington 
Way is constructed in its entirety, it will have 12' travel lanes, 6' bike lanes (standard for 
a collector) and a larger sidewalk on the north, but not have a sidewalk on the south, since 
it would be next to the railroad's right-of-way. There would instead be a multiuse path on 
the south side of the railway tracks. 
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Commissioner Ridlington agreed OSU had special needs for street development, but 
suggested taking the opportunity to rethink private streets and turning streets into 
pedestrian walkways and bikepaths with emergency-only vehicle access; OSU could 
eliminate 26th Street and restrict Jefferson. He said there was no need for shuttle busses to 
run through campus, with only service vehicles; other campuses have also turned some 
streets into solely pedestrian walkways, eliminating many problems. 

Ms. Houghtaling replied this was intended to be a simple text amendment; 1t 1s not a 
planning initiative, only addressing operation deficiencies. She agreed OSU needed to 
look at such visionary things, but it doesn't negate addressing current deficiencies. Mr. 
Dodson added that OSU would soon issue an RFP for a comprehensive Transportation 
Plan and assessment, relating to all aspects of campus transportation needs. It will look at 
restrictions to deliveries, which often block streets, and will particularly look at needs of 
the large numbers of bicyclists and pedestrians, and the conflicts between those two uses. 
The streets must continue to serve emergency vehicle needs; and OSU works closely with 
the Fire Department. 

Commissioner Feldmann highlighted a new sidewalk on Campus Way, west of 35th, where 
it narrows to 5' at an electrical box before it expands again to 6'. He asked whether OSU 
was constrained in where it must place sidewalks; Council Liaison Sorte said that there 
were underground utilities there, and it was too expensive to move them; it is a rare 
situation. 

Commissioner Feldmann highlighted page 29, where it states that sidewalks shall be a 
minimum of 5' wide, typically 6-10'; it seemed the width of sidewalks were reduced to 5' 
more often than they needed to be. He asked to what extent OSU had flexibility. He said 
that at the Native American Longhouse, the street seemed very wide, and asked why the 
sidewalk couldn't be placed consistent to surrounding areas by reducing the width of the 
street. 

Mr. Dodson replied that OSU sought the most appropriate street profile for a given part of 
campus, which varies dramatically. At the Longhouse, the street accommodates two lanes 
of traffic and two (soon to be striped) bike lanes that are part of the campus Master Plan. 
Those elements mean that the street cannot be modified, and that affects sidewalks; also, a 
5' sidewalk is not adequate there- the sidewalk must be wider. Where there is room, 
significant vegetation and building setback are factored in to set sidewalk widths. 
Regarding some sidewalks near 30th and Campus Way, it is on the edge of campus where 
the need for a wide sidewalk is less critical. There will be a 12' wide multiuse path 
constructed on the south side. 

Commissioner Woodside asked if all OSU private streets were maintained by OSU; Mr. 
Dodson replied that they were. She asked if there was a definition of "pedestrian plaza"; 
Ms. Houghtaling said that that was a suggestion of City staff. Commissioner Woodside 
highlighted a map of a Pedestrian Corridor and Open Spaces in City Attachment B-53; she 
asked the difference between "open space" and "retained open space". Ms. Houghtaling 
replied that that highlighted land resources within the historic district. 

Commissioner Daniels asked about the map on page 37, asking why there wasn't a 
pedestrian core designation given to the street in front of where the new dorm is being 
built up to 15th Street, since it is a major pedestrian way. Mr. Dodson replied the segment 
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was no longer a street; it functions as a circulation route for either parking or emergency 
vehicle access around the new facility that will be there. There is the flexibility of having 
as wide a sidewalk as necessary to accommodate needs. He estimated there would be a 10' 
sidewalk in front of the new residence hall and 10' along the street. Commissioner Daniels 
asked about the safety of the mid-block crossing there, and asked the crossing be made 
safer. Mr. Dodson noted that OSU had recommended a speed table elevated crossing to 
encourage people to drive more slowly and also to encourage people to use another 
crossing; he expected the City to go out for bid on the project within several months. 

F. StaffReport: 

Planner Y aich highlighted the staff report's summary of the Specific Proposed Changes in 
Chapter 3.36. He said there was a single criterion for reviewed text amendments in 
Chapter 1.2 of the LDC. That criterion looks at public necessity, convenience and welfare, 
and applicable Comp Plan policies, saying the applicant had covered it extensively in their 
report. In looking at the public welfare aspect, he noted that OSU had contended that the 
blanket application of City standard street construction requirements often leads to 
variable development patterns and inconsistent streetscapes; conflicts with historic 
resources, significant vegetation, and utility tunnels; and when high pedestrian volumes 
warrant, different sidewalk design is called for. 

OSU is seeking to clarify the difference between publicly owned streets in the OSU Zone, 
which would retain LDC standards for public streets in Chapter 4.0, versus streets owned 
by OSU; OSU is providing a new figure to show where those streets are located. OSU is 
seeking to improve implementation of existing pedestrian, bicycle and landscape standards 
in the OSU Zone as they relate to OSU streets. The new standards also would provide 
flexibility that is not currently available to it in the LDC, and avoid variation processes, as 
with a major LDO or a Planned Development to vary street standards, or require City 
Engineer approval. 

He listed Public Streets in the OSU Zone, noting that all others were privately owned, (not 
within the City's right-of-way). He displayed a map showing the OSU Zone, with City of 
Corvallis rights-of-way, and private Streets. The definition clarifies what an OSU Street is. 
The new proposed Figure would be added to the LDC, if approved, and identifies where 
the new types of OSU streets are on campus. There are new definitions to clarify 
sidewalks versus walkways: sidewalks are pedestrian facilities only associated with 
streets, while walkways apply to all another pedestrian facilities not part of the street 
cross-section. 

The term for "development site" in Chapter 3.36.20 is based on established lots, parcels, 
or tracts of land (used in evaluating a building permit, say); while OSU's new proposed 
term "development area" would constrain where development project occurs. It would 
include the building, setbacks, open spaces, sidewalks, walkways, and an OSU street 
cross-section. He gave an example of how such a standard would apply, and that they 
would include new flexibility that could, say, preserve large trees by flexibility in siting 
sidewalks. The new "development area" term will clearly define the project area and 
expectations for it. 

He stated that Section 3.36.30 is a clean up of existing Table 3 .36.1, relating to properties 
privately owned, not by OSU, but within the OSU Zone; several properties have been 
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acquired by OSU since 2004 and no longer need to be within it. Section 3.36.40 revises 
existing language to address potential conflicts or unintended consequences of the zone 
change by establishing which requirements would take precedence. 

Section 3.36.50 adds a "walkways" term to clarify pedestrian standards. Section 3.36.60 
includes the bulk of the proposed changes, providing development standards within the 
OSU Zone, with new street construction standards, including pedestrian and landscape 
standards. The three types of streets proposed are University Collector (matching the City 
Collector, with slight variations, and providing flexibility), Pedestrian Core (matching 
City Local street standards, but with flexibility), and Sports Complex (with a wider 
sidewalk, street trees and tree wells). 

He said that because of the changes, sections were being re-numbered. He said that the 
changes affect Statewide Planning Goal 1 regarding citizen involvement; Goal 2, 
regarding implementing Comp Plan policies; and Goals 11 and 12, regarding public 
facilities and transportation. 

He highlighted staff recommended changes on page 16, saying that staff supported the 
OSU suggested changes listed in the distributed memo. He highlighted a suggested 
motion. 

Commissioner Ridlington asked if there would be any impacts to surrounding 
neighborhoods; Planner Y aich replied that the changes are mostly internal to the OSU 
campus and OSU Zone. The proposed code amendment provides flexibility to help 
maintain existing streetscapes on the edge, and were the City standards to apply, it might 
otherwise be a harder edge and interface. 

Commissioner Sessions expressed concern regarding the interface between campus and 
public streets, asking whether it was possible that a pedestrian walkway perpendicular to a 
public street would load a public street with student pedestrians that makes it difficult to 
merge into the flow of the public street, requiring the city to provide a crosswalk that may 
not otherwise have it or to widen sidewalks to address the flow. He asked if there were 
tools to work with the campus to anticipate such needs. Planner Yaich replied that Public 
Works may be able to have tools to address such volumes in the permit process; it also 
relates to site design of new buildings, and those requirements are already in the code and 
will not change. 

Commissioner Sessions expressed concern about a situation where a 10' wide sidewalk 
suddenly changes into a public 5' sidewalk on a public street. Public Works Engineer Ted 
Reese replied that there was currently nothing in place regarding such interfaces; OSU is 
very unique compared to other development, with a much higher pedestrian load than 
elsewhere. However, a large commercial development might potentially have some of the 
same issues. Surrounding public streets will have landscaped strips that will act as a 
buffer; the City has made sure to keep that. In reviewing the original OSU proposal, City 
staff wanted to keep streets looking like typical public streets. Regarding the Monroe 
A venue situation, a text amendment to the LDC has curbside sidewalks with tree-wells for 
a wider pedestrian facility in recognition of its location adjacent to campus, as well as 
commercial zones. Staff look at the site design of every development and make 
recommendations and changes for public and private interfaces. 
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Commissioner Sessions said when classes let out, many students cross Monroe A venue 
mid-block; Engineer Reese said there have been some proposals to close Monroe, but 
Collaboration workgroups have decided against that. The City and OSU have come up 
with corridor designs, and some have gone into the recently passed text amendment. Staff 
recognize there is an issue; it is a situation unique to the area. 

G. Public Testimony in favor ofthe application: None. 

H. Public Testimony in opposition to the applicant's request: None. 

I. Neutral testimony: 

The Chair noted that speaking neutrally removes rebuttal rights. 

Jeff Bushnell said that his house was located on Stadium A venue, but it didn't show up as 
a street and wasn't sure how it fit into the plan. He related that his house was across the 
street from the softball field; his driveway was now a parking lot, and his property was 
feeling more constricted as time went on. He asked how the changes would affect his 
property if the sidewalk was expanded on Western Boulevard. 

He related that his front yard is now crowded with littering smokers, while buffering 
shrubs have been removed. He said he had no objections to other aspects of the plan, 
which affects the core of campus. He asked if the property could be listed as something 
not to be affected by the code so he wouldn't have to worry about it. He said his house 
was on Stadium A venue; it is on an entry to a parking lot. He asked that the proposed 
changes do not negatively encroach on his property; he felt his privacy was shrinking. 

J. Rebuttal by Applicant: 

K. Sur-rebuttal: 

L. Additional time for applicant to submit final argument:: 

The applicant waived the additional time to submit written argument. 

M. Close the public hearing: 

There was no request to hold the record open or submit additional testimony. The 
applicant waived their right to submit additional written testimony. 

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

N. Discussion and Action by the Commission: 

Commissioner Sessions asked if a zone could be set up where there is an interface between 
public and private areas where staff could help design a solution before a change is made. 
Engineer Reese replied that that was beyond the scope of the text amendment, noting that 
OSU was working on a Transportation Plan and a Master Plan, which may better address 
Commissioner Session's concerns. 
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Commissioner Daniels said the City should work with OSU on issues with arterials. He 
said Monroe A venue was still not a safe street, and that the City and OSU need to address 
this in development. 

Commissioner Gervais asked who was responsible regarding Stadium A venue; Engineer 
Reese replied that it is a renmant portion of right-of-way, and is not included in the text 
amendment, and there was no change. Chair Gervais summarized that it didn't affect Mr. 
Bushnell. Engineer Reese added that nothing would happen in front of Mr. Bushnell's 
house unless Mr. Bushnell decided to re-develop, and as long as it is operated as a single
family house. He guessed the existing sidewalk was up against the right-of-way and he 
didn't anticipate changes in the sidewalk for quite awhile. 

Questions from the Commission: 

MOTION: 
Commissioner Hann moved to recommend that the Planning Commission forward to the 
City Council, with a recommendation for approval, the OSU Land Development Code 
Text Amendment application (LDT13-00001) amending LDC Chapter 3.36, as described 
in Attachment B of the staff report, including revisions recommended by staff reports of 
November 13, 2013 and November 20, 2013, and revisions as presented by OSU on 
November 19, 2013 and November 20, 2013 as presented at the Planning Commission 
Public Hearing. Commissioner Daniels seconded the motion. 

Commissioner Woodside asked if there was a definition for "pedestrian plaza"; Planner 
Y aich replied that based on Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards (PODS), and 
experience, that it wasn't necessary. Commissioner Hann said his understanding was that 
there were minimum standards for "pedestrian plaza"; Planner Yaich replied that there 
were pedestrian plaza standards in the PODS LDC chapter. Planner Young added that it is 
on a menu of pedestrian amenities that could be provided. 

Commissioner Sessions asked if there was a reference to "pedestrian plaza" in the 
application; Planner Yaich replied that there was a reference in 3 .36.50, regarding an 
existing standard for Ground Floor Windows, where there was additional language for a 
pedestrian plaza as another situation in which to add ground floor windows to a facade. 

Commissioner Feldmann asked how a pedestrian path would look at Austin Hall; Planner 
Y aich replied there is flexibility to do something other than a standard separated sidewalk, 
though it's hard to say about that particular location. Exemptions deal with existing 
significant vegetation, utility tunnels, etc. Commissioner Feldmann said there was an 
opening for OSU to not have to do something as good as what is currently required. 
Planner Yaich replied that OSU was introducing new flexibility; however, listed in the 
text, there are specific circumstances where OSU can apply the exemptions, including 
utility tunnels, significant trees, historic resources, etc. 

Commissioner Feldmann cited page 29, 3.36.60.10.b, " .. shall provide a minimum of 5' 
width", saying the main text doesn't mention the 6' or 10' standard width; only in the 
table on page 38; Planner Yaich concurred saying it could be clearer regarding 
implementation, but that it applies to both sidewalks and walkways. Engineer Reese noted 
that 3.36.60.18, page 33, lists minimum widths. Planner Yaich said that in the subsection 
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b, use of "sidewalk" may confuse things and it could be eliminated, but it is consistent 
with the minimum. Commissioner Feldmann agreed it could be left as it is. 

Chair Gervais related that Deb Kadas' written testimony was in support of the proposal. 

Motion passed unanimously. 

Commissioner Feldmann noted that the Chair had not asked if commissioners had made a 
site visit; Attorney Brewer opined that it had to go to the Council anyway; it is a 
procedural error that would not cause substantive prejudice to any of the parties involved. 

0. Appeal Period: 

The Chair explained that the decision was not appealable. It next goes to the City Council, 
and those not satisfied may appeal to the City Council. 

III. OSU CAMPUS MASTER PLAN UPDATE DISCUSSION 

OSU Campus Planning Manager David Dodson distributed the 2015 Campus Plan Master Plan 
Schedule. He said the current plan expired at the end of2015. He highlighted Appendix Din the 
Plan, the OSU Neighborhood Charter Statement, that spells out the university's engagement 
with its neighbors and opportunities for neighbors to review draft documents and Plan updates. 
At the end of 2011, there were outreach meeting with adjacent neighborhoods, with two campus 
open forums, and a listserv was developed. 

Over the next few months an OSU Master Plan webpage should be up. In 2012, a steering 
committee was established to guide the process. The nine members include Gary Angelo; BA 
Beierle; Brent Deedon; himself as Chair; Charlene Ellis; Kevin Gabel; Bruce Mervin; Larry 
Rodgers; and Tom Scheuermann. 

The annual parking utilization study was conducted last month and the final report will be 
available this week. The results will provide utilization data that will assist in developing plans 
for implementing zonal parking next fall in conjunction with the City's efforts to establish and 
expand parking districts. Last week there were traffic counts at campus and nearby 
neighborhoods, including, for the first time, pedestrian and bike counts at those intersections 
(those crossings may impact functionality of intersection signals). 

Next month OSU will issue an RFP for an OSU Transportation Plan. ODOT will participate, and 
there will be a modeling component. Modeling assumptions tend to cause planning to go awry 
over time; he said revisiting a plan over time can help prevent that. Between December and 
March, elements of the plan will be revisited; there is a discussion on housing. He expected 
public outreach meetings next fall to review sections and get feedback and guidance from the 
Planning Commission and the Council. There will be a Comp Plan amendment and a text 
amendment next December. There will be a public hearing process, with three public hearings 
before it goes to the City Council. 

Commissioner Hann asked how students were represented; Mr. Dodson said there would be a 
schedule of sessions to get student feedback in 2013. In December there will be a campus 
outreach and a workshop. There has been discussion of a quarterly newsletter to keep people 
informed. Commissioner Hann asked if traffic counts were looking beyond campus; Mr. Dodson 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
DATE:  November 20, 2013 
 
TO:   Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Jason Yaich, Associate Planner 
            
SUBJECT:  Additional Information and Public Testimony  
   (OSU Street Standards Text Amendment – LDT13-00001) 
 
 
The following memorandum contains additional information not presented in the November 13, 
2013, Staff Report to the Planning Commission. Attached you will find: 
 

1. Correspondence from OSU received November 19, 2013, and November 20, 2013: 
a. The correspondence includes concerns about Staff-recommended revisions to 

the application, as presented on pages 16-21 of the November 13, 2013, Staff 
Report to the Planning Commission. Staff supports the proposed changes that 
are included in the November 19th and 20th correspondence from OSU. Staff 
assumes that since OSU has not commented on the other staff recommended 
changes in the November 13, 2013, Staff Report to the Planning Commission, 
that OSU supports those recommendations. Staff is providing the following, 
recommended and amended motion: 
 

 MOTION:  I move to recommend that the Planning Commission forward to 
the City Council, with a recommendation for approval, the OSU Land 
Development Code Text Amendment application (LDT13-00001) amending 
LDC Chapter 3.36,  as described in Attachment B to this staff report, 
including revisions recommended by Staff in the November 13, 2013, Staff 
Report, and revisions in the correspondence provided by OSU on November 
19, 2013, and November 20, 2013, as presented at the November 20, 2013, 
Planning Commission public hearing. This motion is based on findings in 
support of the application presented in the November 13, 2013, Staff Report 
to the Planning Commission, and findings in support of the application made 
by the Planning Commission during deliberations on the request. 

 
2. Written Testimony received since publication of the November 13, 2013, Staff Report to 

the Planning Commission. 
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Yaich, Jason

From: Houghtaling, Rebecca [Rebecca.Houghtaling@oregonstate.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2013 2:57 PM
To: Yaich, Jason
Subject: RE: LDT13-0001 - Street Standards:  OSU concerns about proposed staff revisions

Hi, Jason. 
 
After we spoke, I reviewed the proposed definition for 3.36.60.05.a and I would propose that we eliminate both walkway and 
sidewalk from the section and include pedestrian plaza.  Sidewalks are considered to be part of a public street or an OSU street; 
thus, including the word sidewalk is redundant.  If we add pedestrian plaza, then we could avoid unintended window coverage 
in non‐public areas of a building such as loading zones, service areas, or the non‐visible portion of a building.  The current code 
already gives an exemption for parking structures; however, OSU staff are concerned that suggesting a blanket exemption for 
other types of buildings (i.e., sports facilities, generators, etc.) may also have unintended consequences.   
 
In general, we’re supportive of having windows on ground floors; however, there are some programmatic needs that may 
require limited fenestration (i.e., service areas, sports venues, labs, bathrooms).  If we require 25 percent coverage on building 
facades facing streets, multi‐use paths, and pedestrian plazas, this should create the pedestrian oriented designs on most 
building facades, which is what the city and OSU desire.  Our concern with the use of the term walkway is that many of our 
buildings have facades that have walkways on all four sides, but only a few of those walkways are intended for public pedestrian 
access.  There are walkways that facilitate access to trash enclosures, venting, generators, etc.  The inclusion of the term 
walkway (as city staff have revised it), could be too broadly applied. 

SECTION 3.36.60.05 – GROUND FLOOR WINDOWS 

a.      Buildings designed for human occupancy with facade(s) that face a public street or an OSU Street, multi‐use 
path, and/or pedestrian plaza shall have windows, pedestrian entrances, or display windows that cover at least 
25 percent of the length and 15 percent of the surface area of the ground floor facade. 

 
Thank you for your time and consideration.  Let me know how you would like to proceed. 
 
Cordially, 
Rebecca 
 

Rebecca Houghtaling, AICP | Senior Planner | Oregon State University 
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Yaich, Jason

From: Houghtaling, Rebecca [Rebecca.Houghtaling@oregonstate.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2013 9:19 AM
To: Yaich, Jason
Subject: LDT13-0001 - Street Standards:  OSU concerns about proposed staff revisions

Jay,  
  
I am writing to respond to the “Staff Recommended Changes to Application” in the staff report for the OSU Zone ‐ Street 
Standards Text Amendment.  After reviewing all of the City staff proposed revisions, OSU staff have concerns about 
three of the proposed revisions.  This email is intended to explain the concerns of OSU staff and propose alternative 
language.  Below are segments taken from the City Staff Report followed by comments from OSU staff.  

	 
Staff	Revision	6	 
Section 3.36.20 – Definition of Walkway 

Walkway – A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface that provides for pedestrian 
access to, within, and through a between the street and a facility or pedestrian circulation within the 
Development Area. For purposes of the OSU Zone, a Walkway is not a Sidewalk. 

  
OSU staff have concerns that the proposed alterations to the definition of “walkway” could be interpreted to include 
walks that provide access to the Development Area but are outside the boundaries of the Development Area.  Because 
pedestrian circulation on campus is not restricted to streets, there are many permanent hard surfaces within OSU’s 
campus provide for access to a campus facility from the rear or side yard of that facility.  The intent of the definition as it 
was proposed by OSU staff was to clarify that sidewalks are associated with streets while walkways provide circulation 
within a Development area or from a street to the facility that abuts it.  To further clarify the proposed definition, OSU 
staff propose striking the word “to”: 
  

Walkway – A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface that provides for pedestrian 
access to, within, and through a between the street and a facility or pedestrian circulation within the 
Development Area. For purposes of the OSU Zone, a Walkway is not a Sidewalk. 

  
Additionally,  OSU staff have concerns about the implications the revised definition will have for proposed 
Section3.36.60.05 – Ground Floor Windows.   
  

       
 

 
  
OSU staff would like to strike “walkway” from Section 3.36.60.05.a.  Because a “walkway” may provide access through a 
Development Area, but may not necessarily be on the street frontage side of a building OSU staff are concerned that 
inclusion of walkways could require extensive glazing on areas of a building that are internal to the Development Area 
and not necessarily highly visible from most public access points.  OSU staff believe that the existing references to 
“public” and “OSU streets” as well as “pedestrian entrances” will ensure that buildings will be designed with an inviting 
façade where the building fronts highly visible public locations. 
  
  

Staff	Revision	11	 
Section 3.36.60.18.c.2 (Sports Complex – Bike Lanes): 
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2. Bike Lanes – OSU Streets will may have on-street bike lanes or sharrows a shared surface 
consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City 
Standard Construction Specifications. 

  
  
OSU staff agree with City staff that there should be consistent code language for similar elements of Pedestrian Core 
streets and Sports Complex Streets.  Section 3.36.60.18.b.2, however, states that “OSU Streets may have on‐street bike 
lanes or sharrows”.  OSU staff want bike lanes or sharrows to be allowable options on these local street types, but OSU 
would like the option to leave shared bike and vehicle surfaces unmarked.  Many OSU streets have restricted vehicle 
access resulting in very light vehicle traffic.  For these circumstances, sharrows may not be necessary. 
  
  
If you have any questions or would like to discuss these further prior to the Public Hearing, please let me know. 
  
Cordially, 
Rebecca 
  
  
  

Rebecca Houghtaling, AICP | Senior Planner | Oregon State University 
Campus Operations | University Land Use Planning 
132 Oak Creek Building | Corvallis, Oregon  97331 | Phone:  541‐737‐0456 
Rebecca.Houghtaling@oregonstate.edu | www.oregonstate.edu/facilities/cpd/   
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Yaich, Jason

From: Deb Kadas [debkadas@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2013 1:30 PM
To: Yaich, Jason
Subject: OSU Street Standards - Letter in Favor

Dear Jason, 
 
This brief letter is in support of OSU's proposed LDC text amendment before the Corvallis Planning 
Commission this evening. 
 
I have reviewed the key points of the  University's Streets Standards proposal and it is a very logical, positive 
suggestion that is, frankly, long overdue.  
 
For the 7 years that I served on the Corvallis Historic Resource Commission, I witnessed the struggle 
commissioners frequently experienced in approving OSU's new landscaping/hardscaping around existing 
buildings, or new infill construction within the historic district. The struggle was often with the proposed 
sidewalks and landscaping that would be inconsistent with the surrounding historic properties. We 
commissioners would scratch our heads, asking city staff why we couldn't possibly allow the sidewalks, 
planting strips, trees, etc. to match the immediate surroundings, but the answer was always (predictably) that it 
didn't meet city code. While these infill projects ultimately complied with the applicable city codes, the result 
has created a random pattern of sidewalks, street trees and landscape strips that make absolutely no sense.  
 
The OSU campus is a unique setting within our city, but unfortunately our current city street standards are not 
context-sensitive. Because OSU desires to both maintain the historic street/sidewalk/tree patterns of the campus 
core, AND foster a safe pedestrian/bicycle friendly environment, I believe that allowing for code differentiation 
within the OSU Zone makes complete sense. 
 
I urge the Planning Commission to approve OSU's proposal at tonight's meeting. 
 
Sincerely, 
Deb Kadas 
Past Chair of the Corvallis Historic Resource Commission 
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Corvallis Planning Division 

Staff Report to the Planning Commission:   November 13, 2013 
Public Hearing:      November 20, 2013 

Staff Contact:  Jason Yaich, (541) 766-6577, 
Jason.Yaich@CorvallisOregon,gov 

 

OSU	Zone‐	Street	Standards	Text	Amendment	
(LDT13‐00001)	

Case	Summary	
 

Case: OSU Zone Street Standards Land Development Code Text 
Amendment. 

Request: 
 

The applicant requests approval of a Land Development Code 
(LDC) Text Amendment to provide construction standards for 
streets within the OSU Zone. In particular, certain streets 
within the OSU Zone are not considered public streets, but 
rather private streets owned by Oregon State University. The 
applicant is proposing new “OSU Street” construction 
standards for the private streets owned by Oregon State 
University. Additionally, the applicant proposes changes to 
landscaping, buffering, and screening standards within the 
OSU Zone as they relate to the new proposed OSU Street 
construction standards. 

Owner  and 
Applicant: 
 

Rebecca Houghtaling, on behalf of 
Oregon State University 
130 Oak Creek Building 
Corvallis, Oregon 97331 

Location: 
 

The Oregon State University (OSU) zone is generally bound 
on the west by SW 35th Street, on the east by SW 14/15th 
Street, on the north by SW Monroe and SW Orchard Avenues, 
and on the south by SW Western Boulevard. 

Comprehensive 
Plan: 

Public Institutional  and Open Space - Conservation 

Zone: 
 

Oregon State University (OSU) 

Public Notice: On October 30, 2013, 2,450 public notices were mailed, and 
public notice signs were posted on the site. Additionally, notice 
was published in the Corvallis Gazette-Times on November 8, 
2013. No public testimony was received as of the date of 
publication of this staff report. 
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Attachments	
A. Excerpt of Minutes from June 20, 2012, Planning Commission meeting regarding 

initiation of LDC text amendment  
 

B. Application and Proposed Text Amendment (revised October 9, 2013 and October 
31, 2013) 
 

C. Applicable Excerpts from the OSU Master Plan 
 

 

Background	
In 1986, the City Council adopted OSU’s Physical Development Plan. This plan was 
developed by OSU to meet its planning needs and to provide a general framework for 
City review of OSU development proposals. In 2004, OSU received approval for a 
Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment, Zoning District Change, Planned Development 
Major Modification, and Land Development Code Text Amendment as part of a 
complete rewrite of the OSU Physical Development Plan and LDC Chapter 3.36 – OSU 
Zone. As a result of that process, the OSU Physical Development Plan evolved to 
become the OSU Campus Master Plan (CMP) (see excerpts - Attachment C).  
 
Development within the OSU Zone is consistent with the CMP when it complies with the 
development standards in LDC Chapter 3.36 - OSU Zone and other applicable LDC 
standards. Ministerial Development proposals that comply with all applicable LDC 
development standards are approved through the Building Permit review processes and 
do not require consideration through a public hearing process, unless required for 
development within the National Register Historic District.  Development in the OSU 
zone can only vary from applicable development standards through approval of a Minor 
or Major Adjustment to the CMP as implemented by LDC Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone, 
and in some cases, through concurrent approval of an LDC Text Amendment. These 
types of variations to the OSU Zone development standards require some discretion on 
the part of Staff or decision makers such as the Planning Commission.  
 
With this proposed text amendment, the applicant would like to introduce new 
development standards in LDC Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone that provide flexibility in the 
Ministerial development review process, while maintaining consistency with applicable 
Campus Master Plan policies. The proposed amendments are primarily targeted at the 
design of streets within the OSU Zone that are not located in City of Corvallis public 
rights-of-way. Some streets located in the OSU Zone are located in a Corvallis public 
right-of-way and are maintained by the City of Corvallis, and other streets within the 
Zone are considered to be non-public (from the City’s perspective), and  are owned and 
maintained by OSU (“OSU Street Ownership – Private Streets” - see Attachment B, 
page 44). 
 
Currently, the only mechanism available to vary from the City’s street construction 
standards for streets within the OSU Zone, is through approval of a CMP Adjustment for 
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development at a specific location, or by modifying the standards altogether as part of a 
Land Development Code (LDC) Text Amendment.   
 
As explained in more detail later in this report, a CMP Adjustment is not required 
because the LDC text is proposed to be modified and those modifications are consistent 
with the existing policies of the CMP, so there is no need to modify the CMP. 
 
The applicant is also proposing to modify additional specific development standards in 
the OSU Zone related to landscaping, buffering, screening and pedestrian amenities, as 
those features relate to OSU streets. 

Site	and	Vicinity	
The Oregon State University (OSU) zone is generally bound on the west by SW 35th 
Street, on the east by SW 14/15th Street, on the north by SW Monroe and SW Orchard 
Avenues, and on the south by SW Western Boulevard (with the exception of the “South 
Farm” area, located on SW Brooklane Drive. The Comprehensive Plan Map designation 
underlying the OSU Zone is a mix of Public Institutional and Open Space - 
Conservation. The proposed LDC Text Amendment applies to the entirety of the OSU 
zone, which is fully described in LDC Chapter 3.36. 
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The OSU Zone encompasses the Oregon State University campus, which contains 
University-related facilities such as classrooms, research labs, administrative buildings, 
athletic facilities, streets, pedestrian and bicycle amenities, and open spaces.  
 

Report	Format	and	Requested	Action	
To facilitate review of the subject Land Development Code Text Amendment 
application, this report contains discussion of the proposal’s conformance with 
applicable review criteria. The report concludes with Staff recommendations to the 
Planning Commission. 
 
The Planning Commission is requested to review the proposed Text Amendments and 
to then provide a recommendation to City Council to: 
 

1. Approve the Text Amendments as proposed by the applicant; 
2. Approve the Text Amendments with revisions; or 
3. Deny the proposed Text Amendments. 

 
The proposed Land Development Code amendments are included in Attachments B 
(Applicant’s Proposal) and D (Staff Recommended Changes). New proposed language 
is double underlined and proposed deletion of existing language is struck out. 
 
This staff report has been written as a supplemental document to the submitted 
application and should be reviewed in conjunction with the application for a complete 
understanding of the proposed text amendments, and how the amendments comply 
with the applicable review criteria. 

Overview	of	Proposed	Changes	
The proposed amendments are primarily targeted at the design of streets within the 
OSU Zone that are not located in City of Corvallis public rights-of-way.  
 
Currently, the OSU Zone does not contain development standards specifically for 
streets on the OSU campus, but rather, in Section 3.36.50.09 refers to LDC Chapter 
4.0, which provides street construction standards for all public streets in the City of 
Corvallis. LDC Section 3.36.50.09 states: 
 

LDC Section 3.36.50.09 
Safe and convenient transportation improvements shall be provided in conjunction with 
new development. For the purposes of this section, “safe and convenient” means 
providing City-standard improvements consistent with functions identified in the street’s 
functional classification. This includes street, pedestrian, landscape strips, and in some 
cases, bicycle improvements. 

 
The applicant proposes a set of new standards specific to the private streets within the 
OSU Zone, and those standards are proposed to be included in Chapter 3.36, as 
opposed to Chapter 4.0. 
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The proposed new standards will include typical vehicle travel lanes, pedestrian, 
bicycle, and landscaping improvements provided for in City-standard, public streets, but 
will also introduce some flexibility for certain streets that will be newly defined as an 
“OSU Street”. The flexibility proposed is normally not permissible in the City-standard 
street classification system. As mentioned above, the applicant would like to introduce 
new development standards in the OSU Zone that provide flexibility as part of the 
Ministerial development review process. In order to facilitate implementation of the new 
standards, the applicant is proposing new definitions or terms specific to the OSU Zone, 
and is proposing to modify some of the existing text in Chapter 3.36. 
 
More specifically, the proposed changes to Chapter 3.36, by Section, include: 
 

 Section 3.36.20: New definitions specific to the OSU Zone, that help to clarify 
where, and in what situations, the new OSU Zone street standards apply. New 
term “OSU Street” and a map (Figure 3.36-3) which shows specifically where the 
new standards apply. Also terms created for “Sidewalks” and “Walkways” which 
are intended to distinguish between pedestrian facilities associated with public 
and private street improvements (“Sidewalks”), and those pedestrian facilities 
that directly serve “Development Areas”, providing access to and through and 
across open spaces and from parking areas (“Walkways”). 

 Section 3.36.30: “Cleanup” of table 3.36-1, which relates to development on 
certain privately owned (not owned by OSU) parcels within the OSU Zone. The 
cleanup involves removal of parcels that have been acquired by OSU since the 
2004 adoption of the CMP. 

 Section 3.36.40: Revise existing language to address potential conflicts between 
the new OSU Zone street standards and existing requirements in LDC Chapters 
4.0 (Improvements Required with Development), 4.1 (Parking, Loading and 
Access) and 4.2 (Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting) 

 Section 3.36.50: Addition of ‘walkways’ language to address new clarifications to 
pedestrian standards. The proposed new definitions in Section 3.36.20 and the 
OSU Street classifications in Section 3.36.60.18 are intended to differentiate 
between pedestrian improvements associated with streets and those that are not 
part of the street cross-section of improvements. 

 Section 3.36.60:  
o 3.36.60.03: Clarification of how building setbacks are applied based on 

new term “OSU Street”. Removal of requirement that buildings be set back 
from internal pedestrian access ways. 

o 3.36.60.04: Clarification of how building orientation / entrance standards 
are applied based on new term “OSU Street”. 

o 3.36.60.05: Clarification of how ground floor window design requirements 
apply in relation to new term “OSU Street”. 

o 3.36.60.06: Expanded provisions for required street trees and other 
landscaping requirements, to be consistent with new OSU Street 
standards. Provides additional flexibility within the OSU Zone to vary from 
City-standard street tree requirements, and adds requirements for 
mitigation plantings where trees are not provided. Clarifies that parking 
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lots shall be adequately screened per existing City standards, even in 
cases where parking areas abut private, OSU Streets.  

o 3.36.60.07: no change 
o 3.36.60.08: Clarifies that on-street parking is permissible based on the 

new OSU Street standards in certain locations. 
o 3.36.60.09: Establishes new differentiation between public street 

improvements and private, “OSU Street” improvements within the OSU 
Zone. 

o 3.36.60.10: Provides new flexibility to the Community Development 
Director, to administratively approve variations in the width and location of 
pedestrian facilities (Sidewalks and Walkways), to aid in preservation of 
existing Significant Trees, Historically Significant Trees, and to 
accommodate Historic Resources. Maintains minimum 5-ft. width for these 
pedestrian facilities. Clarifies extent of required pedestrian improvements 
based on new term “Development Area”. Establishes clear standard width 
for Multi-Use Paths (12-ft., 8-ft. in situations to aid in preservation of 
existing Significant Trees, Historically Significant Trees, and to 
accommodate Historic Resources). New internal pedestrian circulation 
standards (new definition: “Walkways”). 

o 3.36.60.11: Modification to site furnishing location standards to address 
new “Walkways” term. 

o 3.36.60.12 through 3.36.60.14: no change 
o 3.36.60.15:  Modifies screening requirements for transformers and vaults, 

consistent with the OSU Zone landscaping and screening requirements. 
o 3.36.60.16: Modifies existing exterior lighting standards to be consistent 

with general exterior lighting standards in LDC Chapter 4.2, and to be 
consistent with existing pedestrian-area lighting standards for newly 
defined “Sidewalks” and “Walkways”. 

o 3.36.60.17: no change 
o 3.36.60.18: New OSU Street standards. Provides a classification system 

for streets in OSU Zone that are not publicly owned and maintained by the 
City of Corvallis, including design / construction standards for each class 
of “OSU Street”. New OSU Street classes include: 
 University Collector 
 Pedestrian Core 
 Sports Complex 

 
 Section 3.36.70: New cross-reference to existing LDC Section 1.2.120 (Legal 

Framework) that highlights option available to applicants to submit rough 
proportionality report. 

 Section 3.36.80 and 3.36.90: no change 
 Finally, because of the addition of new OSU Street standards, Sections within the 

Chapter have been renumbered accordingly 
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Text	Amendment	Process	and	Criteria	
Land Development Code Section 1.2.80.01 describes the process and provides the 
review criteria for evaluating Text Amendments to the LDC. 
 
Section 1.2.80 - TEXT AMENDMENTS 
 
 1.2.80.01 - Background 
 
 This Code may be amended whenever the public necessity, convenience, and general 
 welfare require such amendment and where it conforms with the Corvallis Comprehensive 
 Plan and any other applicable policies. 
  
 1.2.80.02 - Initiation 
 
 An amendment may be initiated through one of the following methods: 
 
 a. Majority vote of the City Council; or 
 
 b. Majority vote of the Planning Commission. 
 
 1.2.80.03 - Review of Text Amendments 
 
 The Planning Commission and City Council shall review proposed amendments in 
 accordance with the legislative provisions of Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. 
 
On June 5, 2012, the applicant submitted a letter to the City (see Attachment B, page 
54), requesting that the City initiate consideration of the subject Text Amendment. On 
June 20, 2012, the Planning Commission initiated the proposed Text Amendment, 
meaning the Planning Commission agreed to allow the request to be considered 
through the public hearing process required by the LDC (see Attachment A). The 
applicant’s request and the Planning Commission’s action to initiate the Text 
Amendment are consistent with Section 1.2.80.02.b.   
 
The Text Amendment is required per Section 1.2.80.03 to be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission and the City Council through separate public hearings. The Text 
Amendment proposal is required to satisfy the criterion in Section 1.2.80.01 – 
Background (above), which requires identification of a public necessity for the change, 
as well as conformance with Comprehensive Plan and other applicable policies. In the 
case of this particular Text Amendment, applicable policies include Oregon’s Statewide 
Planning Goals, as well as the Oregon State University (OSU) Campus Master Plan.   
 
The applicant has provided a written narrative describing how the proposed text 
amendment meets a public necessity, as well as a discussion concerning applicable 
Statewide Planning goals, and Comprehensive Plan and Campus Master Plan policies 
(see Attachment B.) Where Staff have determined that additional findings are 
warranted, additional discussion is provided below. Additionally, Staff have 
recommended some changes to the proposed LDC text, as described below. 
 
Applicable Statewide Planning Goals, Comprehensive Plan policies, and OSU Master 
Plan policies are listed below, followed by analysis of the application’s conformance with 
those policies and goals, and whether or not the proposed Text Amendment is in the 

O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 E

 (7
 o

f 1
24

)



OSU Zone Street Standards Text Amendment (LDT13-00001) 
Planning Commission Staff Report 

Page 8 of 22 

interest of public necessity, convenience, and general welfare, per Section 1.2.80.01.  
This analysis and a final Staff Conclusion and Recommendation assumes that the Staff 
recommended Code text contained at the conclusion of this staff report, or similar 
language, as the Planning Commission and City Council may see fit, is incorporated.  
 

Public	Necessity,	Convenience	and	General	Welfare	
The applicant cites as detrimental, the blanket application of existing City street 
standards to development that occurs within the historic, pedestrian oriented Oregon 
State University campus. The applicant notes that requiring all new development within 
the OSU Zone to provide City-standard street improvements often raises conflicts in 
already developed portions of the campus, creating “a random pattern of sidewalks, 
street tree locations, and landscape strips.” Additionally, the applicant contends that 
portions of the campus cannot be redeveloped to meet existing City public street 
standards, without “negatively impacting the historic structures and quadrangles.” 
 
Nonetheless, it is important to note that the proposed street standards will continue to 
include the fundamental elements of a standard public street, including provision for 
vehicles, bicycles, transit, and pedestrians, as well as street trees. 
 
As noted above, the proposed amendments introduce flexibility that is otherwise not 
present in the current, City-standard street classification system. The applicant intends 
to provide this additional flexibility within the OSU Zone only. Therefore, an important 
question to ask in determining if there is a public necessity for the change to the Land 
Development Code standards is “what makes the OSU Zone special such that City-
standard street improvements may not always be the best fit for campus development?” 
 
It should be noted that, because the new OSU Street standards apply to streets that are 
internal to the OSU Zone and not in City of Corvallis public rights-of-way, certain 
aspects of the “public necessity” argument are diminished because the proposed text 
amendment will have no impact on City-standard streets located elsewhere in the City 
limits. However, OSU is a public institution, supporting the citizens of Oregon and 
elsewhere, and so other factors support the public necessity argument. The 
Comprehensive Plan lists Oregon State University as a “Special Area of Concern” 
(Article 13). 
 
As noted in the application narrative, the applicant cites the following features unique to 
the OSU Zone: 
 

 Historic structures, Significant and Historically Significant Trees, and quadrangles 
 Open spaces oriented toward pedestrian travel 
 High pedestrian volumes 
 Campus underground utility infrastructure and steam tunnels that often conflict 

with City of Corvallis street construction standards / street trees 
 
To further highlight the uniqueness of the OSU Zone, applicable Comprehensive Plan 
policies, including those from Article 13, are highlighted below. These policies identify 
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OSU as a unique resource within the City of Corvallis, or generally support the 
proposed text amendments based on other community values and goals.  

Statewide	Planning	Goals		
 
The applicant has provided a discussion on how the proposed text amendment is in 
conformance with the following applicable Statewide Planning Goals in the application 
narrative (see Attachment B, pages 9 and 10). 
 

Goal	1	–	Citizen	Involvement	and	Goal	2	–	Land	Use	Planning	
 
The subject Text Amendment application will be reviewed through two separate public 
hearings (Planning Commission and City Council), which provide the opportunity for 
public participation in the planning process. Notice of both hearings shall be provided 
consistent with local and statewide noticing requirements. By following the required 
public hearing processes and evaluating the application against applicable review 
criteria for a text amendment, Statewide Planning Goal 1 – Citizen Involvement and 
Goal 2 – Land Use Planning will be achieved.  
 
This is the same analysis provided by the applicant on page 3 of the narrative (Exhibit 
B), with which Staff concur. 
 
 

Goal	11	–	Public	Facilities	and	Services	and	Goal	12‐	Transportation	
 
The applicant notes that the proposed text amendment provides street construction 
standards specifically for the private streets in the OSU Zone. The proposed standards 
address multi-modal transportation concerns by providing vehicle, pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, consistent with Goals 11 and 12. The proposed text amendments, 
according to the applicant, will provide flexibility in certain standards that “accommodate 
the University’s historic and natural features”, while ensuring that vehicle, bicycle and 
pedestrian routes are conveniently and economically provided. Staff concur with this 
analysis. 
 
Overall, Staff concur with the applicant’s analysis, that the proposed text amendment is 
consistent with these Statewide Planning Goals. 
 
 

Corvallis	Comprehensive	Plan	Policies	
 
As noted above, the Comprehensive Plan lists Oregon State University as a “Special 
Area of Concern” (Article 13). The background statement for Article 13 reads: 
 

13.0  Background 
Some areas in Corvallis have such a significant impact on the City as a whole that they 
warrant special attention and consideration and thus are addressed separately in this 
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Article. These areas are currently Oregon State University, downtown Corvallis, west 
Corvallis, and south Corvallis. 
 

 
Inclusion of OSU as a special area of concern supports the idea that one-size-fits-all 
street construction standards may not be appropriate. Comprehensive Plan policies, 
cited by the applicant, that relate to both OSU and the proposed “OSU Street” text 
amendments are noted below. 
 
 

13.2.2  
The City and the University shall continue to work together to assure compatibility 
between land uses on private and public lands surrounding and within the main campus. 

 
13.2.5  
Development on the Oregon State University main campus shall be consistent with the 
1986 Oregon State University Plan, its City-approved successor, or approved 
modifications to the Plan. This plan includes the Physical Development Plan Map that 
specifies land use at Oregon State University. 

 
Additionally, Staff note the following Comprehensive Plan policies, not cited by the 
applicant, that lend support to their arguments: 
 

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. 

 
13.4.2  
Designated open space in the OSU Physical Development Plan and Oregon State 
University agricultural, conservation, and forest resource lands make a significant 
contribution to community open space and their loss should be minimized. 

 
The applicant’s proposed OSU Street classification system includes flexibility that may 
lead to better preservation of the campus’ open spaces, by allowing administrative 
variations to the required width and location of sidewalks that help to preserve 
Significant Trees and Historic Resources. The proposed flexibility ensures efficient use 
of land by minimizing impacts to these existing resources, and also maintains 
conformance with the OSU Physical Development Plan, now known as the Campus 
Master Plan (CMP), by ensuring that the previously identified open spaces and quads 
are not adversely impacted by blanket application of City-standard street improvements. 
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Staff concur with the applicant’s analysis of how the proposed amendments meet a 
public necessity, based on the special circumstances surrounding historical 
development patterns on the OSU campus and current internal vehicle, bicycle and 
pedestrian circulation patterns and volumes. 
 
The applicant cites Comprehensive Plan policy 3.2.5 which states: 

 
3.2.5  
The City shall implement a process to develop more specific development standards or 
design guidelines that closely represent the vision of Corvallis as expressed by its 
citizens. These standards or guidelines may address such items as: the effective use of 
building mass; orientation to the street; landscaping; and the placement of windows, 
doors, porches, and other architectural elements. Upon completion, the City shall revise 
the Land Development Code to ensure conformance with the new development standards 
or design guidelines. 

 
The policy suggests that LDC development standards may need to be revised and 
updated from time to time to implement the community’s vision. The proposed text 
amendment provides more specific development standards for the OSU campus, which 
is recognized by the community as an area of special concern. 
 
Staff concur with this analysis and with the applicant’s additional citations of 
Comprehensive Plan policies 5.2.4 (Community Character – see Attachment B, page 
5), and 10.2.15 (Revision of Infrastructure Standards to encourage pedestrian friendly 
development), as they lend support to the proposed text amendments. 
 

11.2.1  
The transportation system shall be planned and developed in a manner which contributes 
to community livability, recognizes and respects the characteristics of natural features, 
and minimizes the negative effects on abutting land uses. 

 
 

11.12.1  
The University and the City shall work together to improve traffic patterns through and 
around Oregon State University which will reduce negative impacts on existing residential 
areas and the campus. 

 
 
The proposed OSU Street standards will contribute to a transportation system that 
addresses community livability and respects the characteristics of natural features. 
While the applicant is proposing certain flexibility in the new OSU Street standards, 
those standards ensure that adequate facilities are provided for vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians, consistent with Comprehensive Plan policy 11.12.1. 
 
As proposed, the OSU Street standards include flexibility in location and widths of 
pedestrian facilities, where preservation of Significant Trees, quads, and other open 
spaces is a concern. This is supported by Comprehensive Plan policy 11.6.10, which 
states: 
 
 

O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 E

 (1
1 

of
 1

24
)



OSU Zone Street Standards Text Amendment (LDT13-00001) 
Planning Commission Staff Report 

Page 12 of 22 

11.6.10  
Flexibility in pedestrian facility standards may be allowed for retrofitting of local streets in 
substandard locations when the deviation from standards can be shown to better 
pedestrian accessibility. 

 
The following Comprehensive Plan policies are reflected in the applicant’s proposal to 
maintain tree planting requirements associated with street infrastructure. Additionally, 
the applicant is proposing additional mitigation planting requirements (3.36.60.06.b) that 
exceed LDC requirements in Chapter 4.2, and the proposed flexibility in pedestrian 
facility locations and width is supported by Comprehensive Plan policies 5.3.1 and 
5.3.3. 
 

5.3.1  
To increase the aesthetic qualities of the community and enjoy the engineering and 
ecological benefits of trees, the City shall require developers to plant appropriate numbers 
and varieties of trees with all new development. Such standards shall be maintained in the 
Land Development Code. 
 
5.3.3  
The City shall encourage the use of large-canopy trees. 

 
In conclusion, the applicant has provided a discussion, with citations of applicable 
Comprehensive Plan policies that support the proposed text amendment. 

	

Compliance	with	OSU	Campus	Master	Plan	Policies	
 
LDC Section 1.2.80.01 states that text amendments may only be approved where the 
proposed amendments conform “with the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and any other 
applicable policies.” In the case of the OSU Zone, the OSU Campus Master Plan is an 
applicable policy document that must be considered when evaluating the proposed text 
amendment. 
 
The applicant has cited the following CMP policies (see pages 10 and 11 of the 
narrative – Attachment B, page 11), as supportive of the proposed text amendments: 
 

OSU Campus Master Plan Policies 
 
2.5 SITE DEVELOPMENT, OPERATIONS, AND MANAGEMENT 
 
2.5.1  
Ensure that all future development is consistent with the City of Corvallis Comprehensive 
Plan, Land Development Code, and other adopted local plans (e.g., utility, transportation, 
etc.). 
 
2.5.12  
Encourage preservation of the historic street grid and usability of the street system with 
new development organized to create usable open spaces that facilitate ease of pedestrian 
and vehicular movement. 
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2.7 PEDESTRIAN SYSTEMS AND OPEN SPACE 
 
2.7.3  
Continue to maintain and enhance pedestrian walkways throughout campus, especially 
with new development. 
 
2.7.5  
Reinforce the pedestrian nature of campus by minimizing the need for private automobiles 
for cross-campus travel. This shall be done by locating parking areas on the campus 
perimeter and by maintaining a street system that directs traffic to nearby collectors and 
arterials, to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
2.7.7  
Repair and/or replace unsightly and unsafe walkway surfaces, and expand walkways that 
do not adequately accommodate pedestrian traffic. 
 
2.7.8  
Establish a pedestrian network of paths and sidewalks for safe and convenient access to 
sites on and off campus. 
 
2.7.9  
Develop a campus-wide bicycle route system that uses a combination of on-street bike 
lanes and off street multi-use paths. 
 
2.7.10  (not cited by applicant) 
Preserve the existing open space character of the lower campus and quads. These open 
spaces are an important historical element in the system established by the 1909 Olmsted 
Brothers plan (Chapter 1). 
 
 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
6.1 TRANSPORTATION POLICIES 
 
6.1.1  
Plan and construct OSU transportation system improvements consistent with the City of 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, Land Development Code, Transportation Plan, and 
Standard Construction Specifications. 
 
6.1.4  
Consider improvements to sidewalks, multi-use paths, on-street bicycle lanes, street 
alignments, intersections, turn lanes, and road striping as part of the physical 
developments of campus, constructing the improvements as needed or as conditions 
warrant. 
 
6.1.8  
Design the transportation system to emphasize and encourage walking as the primary 
form of transportation in the campus core. 
 
6.1.9  
Encourage alternative modes of transportation (e.g., walking, bicycling, car/vanpooling, 
transit). 
 
6.1.11  
Consider pedestrian amenities (lighting, sidewalks, bench placement, planters, 
courtyards, quads, transit stops/shelters, bike racks, recycling receptacles, etc.) as part of 
typical street improvements. 
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6.1.12  
Continue to maintain the transportation system of streets, roads, paths, sidewalks, and 
bicycle lanes for safety and good operating conditions. 

 
 
Staff note the following additional CMP policies, not referred to in the application, as 
supportive of the proposed text amendments: 
 
 2.3 STUDENT LIFE AND SERVICES 
  

2.3.1 
Continue to promote the campus as a pedestrian-friendly environment. Safe and direct 
access among buildings, parking areas, and other destinations shall be maintained or 
enhanced with new development. 

 
2.3.9  
Continue to provide universal access, consistent with Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) standards, to campus buildings and sites. 

 
 
2.5 SITE DEVELOPMENT, OPERATIONS, AND MANAGEMENT 

 
2.5.9  
Orient building entrances toward streets. Landscaping, building mass, and height should 
be similar to that of surrounding buildings.  

 
2.5.14  
Encourage the protection and restoration of historically significant buildings and 
structures. 
 
2.5.16  
Reduce the visual impacts of new development by using similar building materials and 
scale, landscaping, and by siting buildings to maximize open space and maintain 
viewsheds as much as practicable. 
 
2.7.1  
Retain a minimum of 50 percent of the campus as open space, which includes landscape 
areas, parks, recreation fields, and agricultural fields; hardscape amenities such as 
sidewalks, public plazas, quads, and courtyards; and non-developed areas. 
 
2.8 ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP AND NATURAL FEATURES 
2.8.4  
Complete an inventory and assessment of existing trees to determine potential impacts to 
those trees during future development projects. Develop protocols and standards for tree 
protection during construction and maintenance activities. 
 
4.1 GENERAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 
 
4.1.4  
Organize buildings along streets and develop quadrangles or other usable open space. 
Each building should have a unique identity whenever possible. Buildings shall be 
connected via links (e.g., sidewalks, bridges, tunnels, etc.) that are underground, at grade, 
or above grade. The connecting links should not be the dominant feature. 
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4.1.9  
Design transportation, pedestrian and bicycle connections consistent with the City’s 
transportation plan, comprehensive plan, land development code, Corvallis Standard 
Construction Specifications, and the CMP TIP to promote safe and convenient access into 
and across campus. 
 
4.1.10  
Develop and implement architectural and landscape architectural guidelines to reinforce 
the relationship among buildings, streets, and open space. Create continuity in the mass, 
scale, materials, and surrounding landscape of campus buildings. 
 

 
The additional CMP policies noted above highlight the focus on pedestrian-oriented 
design on campus, the concern about new development fitting in with existing 
development, and objectives related to preservation of existing, historically significant 
buildings and trees.  
 
The proposed OSU Street standards maintain the pedestrian connectivity envisioned in 
the CMP. Additionally, the proposed text amendments clarify requirements for 
pedestrian facilities both along OSU Streets (“Sidewalks”), and within Development 
Areas (“Walkways”), which is supported by the CMP policies noted above. Providing 
flexibility for new development in areas with existing improvements, such as historically 
significant structures or Significant Vegetation, helps to ensure that the new 
development is similar to surrounding development, provides a more cohesive look 
along OSU Street corridors, and helps to maintain existing Significant Trees where they 
would otherwise be impacted by blanket application of City-standard street construction. 
This is consistent with CMP policies 2.5.9, 2.8.4 and 4.1.10. 
 
The applicant’s proposed OSU Street standards include elements such as vehicle travel 
lanes, bicycle circulation routes, planters, and pedestrian facilities, that are typically 
found in the City of Corvallis public street standards. This is consistent with the CMP 
transportation plan policies noted above. The flexibility in the standards for pedestrian 
facilities, noted above, also leads to the potential to better protect existing Significant 
Vegetation, open spaces and quads, which is consistent with CMP policy 2.7.10. 
 
The 2004 CMP includes maps which illustrate the following circulation features: 
 

 Figure 1.8 (Pedestrian Corridors and Open Spaces) – See Attachment C, page 
9 

 Figure 6.2 (OSU Street Ownership – Private Streets) – See Attachment C, page 
30 

 Figure 6.4 (Existing Bicycle Improvements and Potential Bike Lanes) – See 
Attachment C, page 33 

 
The proposed text amendment includes a map (Figure 3.36-3 – OSU Street Standards 
by Category), which illustrates specific locations where the new classifications 
(University Collector, Pedestrian Core, and Sports Complex) apply. Figure 3.36-3 has 
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been evaluated to determine if there are any inconsistencies between it, the proposed 
street construction standards, and the CMP maps identified above. 
 
All three of the proposed OSU Street types provide pedestrian facilities with a standard 
width that can be reduced in certain circumstances to five feet, but never eliminated. 
This ensures that pedestrian corridors identified in the CMP Figure 1.8 are maintained. 
The proposed text amendments are consistent with this component of the CMP. 
 
In some locations, the proposed Pedestrian Core street classification applies to streets 
that are not identified as OSU private streets on Figure 6.2 of the CMP. This is because 
there are additional internal private streets in the OSU Zone, not contemplated at the 
time of adoption of the CMP in 2004.  
 
Additionally, some of the private streets identified in Figure 6.2 of the CMP have not 
been delineated in the new Figure 3.36-3. This is due to a recent amendment to Figure 
6.2, approved as part of the Sector D – CMP Major Adjustment, approved in 2013 (case 
LDT12-00002 and PLD13-00001). This is in the area of SW Adams Avenue and SW 
14th Street.  
 
All three of the proposed OSU Street types provide bicycle facilities (either dedicated 
bike lanes or shared vehicle / bicycle routes (“sharrows”)), which implements the bicycle 
circulation plan identified in Figure 6.4 of the CMP. Therefore, the proposed OSU Street 
standards are consistent with this component of the CMP. 
 
In conclusion, the proposed text amendment is consistent with applicable CMP policies, 
and the new OSU Street standards are written specifically to implement intended 
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation routes identified in the Figures 1.8, 6.2 and 
6.4 of the OSU CMP. 
 

Staff	Recommended	Changes	to	Application	
Staff analysis of the proposed text amendment includes consideration of applicable 
Comprehensive Plan and other adopted policies, as noted above. Additionally, Staff 
reviewed the proposed changes to determine whether or not the code provisions, as 
proposed, can be successfully implemented and support the public necessity, 
convenience, and general welfare standard identified in the background statement in 
LDC Section 1.2.80.01.  
 
In general, Staff find that the proposed changes to Chapter 3.36 are in conformance 
with applicable Comprehensive Plan policies, and that the applicants have 
demonstrated that there is a public necessity to refine Chapter 3.36 to better implement 
the OSU CMP. 
 
However, Staff find that certain proposed revisions can be further refined to better 
support implementation of the standards, and to provide standards that are more clear 
and objective for decision makers, the applicants, and the public. 
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An analysis of fourteen (14) Staff-recommended revisions to the applicant’s proposed 
text amendment is provided below. 
 

Staff	Revision	1	
Section 3.36.20 – Definition of Development Area: 
 

Development Area –The portion of land involved in a building/construction permit 
application or land use application.  The Development Area shall include all of the 
following that are associated with the development:  buildings, yards, open spaces, 
setbacks, street frontage Development Frontage, abutting parking areas, and access.  The 
Development Area shall be indicated on a project site plan.  Within Chapter 3.36, the 
Development Area definition supersedes the Development Site definition found in Chapter 
1.6 and used elsewhere within this Code.    

 

Explanation	for	Revision:	
Include “Development Frontage” because that is now a LDC term. The primary purpose 
for creation of the new definition of “Development Area” is to address issues 
surrounding the current LDC definition of “Development Site” which includes the 
language “legally established lots, parcels, or tracts of land.” OSU is comprised of very 
large parcels of land, and application of the term “Development Site” to these parcels 
often results in haphazard application of various Land Development Code standards 
that rely on the term “Development Site”. The new term geographically limits the scope 
of development to the immediate vicinity of the project site, as opposed to the parcels 
associated with Oregon State University, some of which are several hundred acres in 
size. Also, the new definition includes the requirement that building permit and land use 
applications include a delineation of the Development Area on the application site plans 
in order to clearly indicate the scope of work. 
 
 

Staff	Revision	2	
Section 3.36.20 – Definition of Development Frontage: 
 

Development Frontage - The portion of the Development Area that abuts and/or includes a 
public street or an OSU Street. 

Explanation	for	Revision:	
“Development Area” should be capitalized as it is now a Land Development Code term. 
Addition of the words “…and/or includes…” captures potential development scenarios 
where the public or OSU Street bisects the Development Area, as opposed to along the 
perimeter of a Development Area, and clarifies that street improvements (public or OSU 
Street) are typically required with development. 
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Staff	Revision	3	
Section 3.36.20 – Definition of OSU Street: 
 

OSU Street – An improved public travel route for vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian use 
that is identified as a private, OSU-owned street in Figure 3.36-3: OSU Street Standards by 
Category.; or if If existing improvements for an OSU Street identified in Figure 3.36-3 are 
the OSU Street is nonconforming inconsistent with the standards outlined in Section 
3.36.60.18, the OSU Street is delineated by the minimum dimensional width is the 
minimum area required to improve the OSU Street to the minimum standards for its 
functional classification and emergency access standards outlined in Section 3.36.60.18. 
An OSU Street shall include shared or mode-specific facilities for vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians and typically will include the required designated tree planting area. For the 
purposes of LDC Chapter 1.6 - Definitions and Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation 
Provisions, an OSU Street shall be construed as a private street right-of-way. 

 
Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Staff proposed changes to this term are intended to help clearly define the dimensional 
corridor associated with OSU Street improvements, and to tie the width of that corridor 
to the new minimum standards outlined in Section 3.36.60.18. 

	

Staff	Revision	4	
Section 3.36.20 – Definition of OSU Facility: 
 

OSU Facility – A land improvement intended for a specific use(s) including, but not limited 
to, buildings, parking areas, recreational fields, parks, and Historic Contributing Land 
Resources. 

 
Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Replace “Historic Contributing Land Resources” since it is not a LDC term, and replace 
with “Historic Resources”, which is defined in LDC Chapter 1.6. 
 
 

Staff	Revision	5	
Section 3.36.20 – Definition of Sidewalk 

Sidewalk – A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface parallel to a 
public street or OSU Street, and considered a component of that street.  

Staff	Revision	6	
Section 3.36.20 – Definition of Walkway 

Walkway – A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface that provides for 
pedestrian access to, within, and through a between the street and a facility or pedestrian 
circulation within the Development Area. For purposes of the OSU Zone, a Walkway is not 
a Sidewalk. 
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Explanation for Proposed Staff Revisions # 5 and # 6: 
Provides a clear and objective distinction between pedestrian facilities associated with a 
street cross section (including the new OSU Streets), and internal Development Area-
related pedestrian facilities that are separate from, and not a component of the street. 
 
 
 

Staff	Revision	7	
 
Section 3.36.60.06.b(1)(b) (Required Tree Plantings) 

b) The distance between required trees shall be determined by the type of tree 
used as indicated in Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees. 
For small-canopy trees, spacing shall not exceed thirty (30) feet on center. 

 
Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
The City does not have a definition for small canopy trees, and the typical spacing for 
medium-canopy trees is 30 feet on center, per LDC Chapter 4.2. Table 4.2-1 sufficiently 
addresses spacing requirements for required street trees. 
 
 

Staff	Revision	8	
 
Section 3.36.60.06.b(4)(b) (Tree Removal and Protection) 
 

4. Tree Removal and Protection 
 
a) Removal and protection of trees within the OSU Zone shall be governed by 
Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions, Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain 
Development Permit, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, Chapter 4.14 - Landslide 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.2 – Landscaping, 
Buffering, and Screening, and Lighting, and Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions. 
In emergency situations or where trees meet the hazardous tree definition as 
defined in Chapter 1.6, removal of trees is permitted through 4.2.20.i – 
Hazardous Tree Removal. 
 
b) Sidewalks and walkways of variable location and width shall be permitted to 
preserve Significant Tree(s) so long as the sidewalks and walkways comply with 
Section 3.36.60.10. 

 
Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Subsection “b” is redundant language and is not specifically a tree removal standard. As 
noted in subsection “b”, Section 3.36.60.10 provides standards and exemptions for 
sidewalk and walkway dimensions and locations. 
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Staff	Revision	9	
Section 3.36.60.18.b (Pedestrian Core delineation) 

b. Pedestrian Core (i.e., 13th Street, 14th Street, 26th Street between Washington Way and 
Monroe Avenue, Adams Avenue, Benton Place, Campus Way, Jefferson Way west of 15th 
Street, Intramural Lane, May Way, Memorial Place, Orchard Avenue east of 27th Street, 
Park Terrace, Pioneer Place, Sackett Place, Washington Avenue between 
11th and 15th streets, Waldo Place and Weatherford Place) 

 
Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Provides consistency between geographic description of applicable streets in the 
definition of “Pedestrian Core”, and Figure 3.36-3. 

	

Staff	Revision	10	
Section 3.36.60.18.c (Sports Complex delineation) 

c. Sports Complex (i.e., 26th Street between Washington Blvd and Washington Way, and 
Ralph Miller Lane) 

 
Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Provides consistency between geographic description of applicable streets in the 
definition of “Sports Complex”, and Figure 3.36-3. 
 

Staff	Revision	11	
Section 3.36.60.18.c.2 (Sports Complex – Bike Lanes): 
 

2. Bike Lanes – OSU Streets will have on-street bike lanes or sharrows a shared surface 
consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification and comply 
with City Standard Construction Specifications. 

 
Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Remove “shared surface” and replace with “sharrows”, to be consistent with similar bike 
lane standard for the Pedestrian Core street type, and to be consistent with how shared 
surface facilities are now defined in LDC Chapter 1.6 as “sharrows”. 

	

Staff	Revision	12	
Section 3.36.60.18.c.3.b (Sports Complex –Street Tree Spacing in Tree Wells) 
 

b) Sidewalks should shall be located adjacent to the curb, and tree planting areas 
should shall be eliminated and replaced with paved areas with trees in tree wells. 
Where tree wells are used, tree grates may be permitted.  Tree wells and tree 
grates shall comply with specifications in the OSU Tree Management Plan.  Tree 
wells shall be located adjacent to abut the curb, and trees shall be provided 
consistent with the spacing standards in LDC Table 4.2-1 placed at least every 
thirty (30) feet on center.  Street trees shall be furnished and maintained in 

O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 E

 (2
0 

of
 1

24
)



OSU Zone Street Standards Text Amendment (LDT13-00001) 
Planning Commission Staff Report 

Page 21 of 22 

conformance with requirements in Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping, Natural 
Resources, and Natural Hazards. 

	
Explanation of Proposed Revision: 
In order to provide clear and objective standards, and to facilitate implementation of the 
standard, the words “should” have been replaced with “shall” (meaning mandatory). 
Using the term “abut” instead of “adjacent” (as defined in LDC Chapter 1.6) provides a 
clear and objective standard for understanding the location of the tree well in 
relationship to the curb. Revisions to the second sentence from the end clarify that 
street trees are still required and that the distance between street trees will need to be 
consistent with the standards in LDC Chapter 4.2. 
 

Staff	Revision	13	
Section 3.36.60.18.c.4 (Sports Complex – On Street Parking Provisions) 
 

4. On-Street Parking – On-street parking along OSU Streets may be maintained, 
replaced, or modified within a street block where on-street parking already exists.  
Where streets must cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Hazards, street 
widths shall be minimized by providing no on-street parking on either side of the 
street per LDC Section 4.0.60.k.9.  On-street parking must be consistent with 
applicable provisions in Chapter 2.9 and other applicable provisions of this Code. 

	
Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
Grammatical revision applied using the word “be”. 

	

Staff	Revision	14	
Revise Figure 3.36-3 prior to final adoption of amendments so that the published 
version of this Figure in the Land Development Code is a high-resolution, clearly legible 
graphic. 
 
Explanation for Proposed Revision: 
The submitted Figure 3.36-3 includes illegible text and should use clearly labeled 
streets so that the general public understands the locations identified in the graphic. 
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Overall	Conclusions	and	Recommendations	
This report evaluated the applicant’s proposed LDC Text Amendment application for 
Chapter 3.36 of the Land Development Code. Based on consideration of applicable 
review criteria, analysis in this report finds that the application, with additional staff 
proposed LDC text, is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the OSU Campus 
Master Plan, and satisfies the applicable text amendment review criteria for public 
necessity, convenience, and general welfare. 

Recommendation	–	LDC	Text	Amendment	(LDT13‐00001)	
The Planning Commission has three options with respect to the LDC Text Amendment 
application: 
 
Option 1: Approve the application as proposed; or 
 
Option 2: Approve the application with the addition of Staff-recommended or similar 

Code language; or 
 
Option 3: Deny the application. 
 
Based on the analysis in this report, Staff recommend that the Planning Commission 
forward the application to the City Council, incorporating the Staff proposed revisions to 
the applicant’s submittal, with a recommendation for approval. If the Planning 
Commission accepts this recommendation, the following motion is suggested: 

Recommended	Motion	for	LDT13‐00001	
 
MOTION:  I move to recommend that the Planning Commission forward to the 

City Council, with a recommendation for approval, the OSU Land 
Development Code Text Amendment application (LDT13-00001) 
amending LDC Chapter 3.36,  as described in Attachment B to this 
staff report, and including revisions recommended by Staff in the 
November 13, 2013, Staff Report. This motion is based on findings in 
support of the application presented in the November 13, 2013, Staff 
Report to the Planning Commission, and findings in support of the 
application made by the Planning Commission during deliberations 
on the request. 
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CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNllY LIVABILllY 

Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Approved as submitted, August 1, 2012 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

JUNE 20, 2012 

Present 
Jennifer Gervais, Chair 
Frank Hann, Vice Chair 
James Feldmann 
Jim Ridlington 
Roger Lizut 
Ron Sessions 
Tony Howell 

Excused 
Jasmin Woodside 
Roen Hogg, Council Liaison 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

Agenda Item 

I. Visitor Propositions 

II. Deliberations- Sather Annexation 
& Zone Change (ANN 12-00001, 
zoe 12-oooo1) 

Ill. Old Business 

IV. New Business 

V. Adjournment- 7:45 p.m. 

Planning Commission, June 20, 2012 

Staff 
Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 
David Coulombe, Deputy City Attorney 
Jeff McConnell, Eng. Supervisor, Public Works 
Ted Reese, Civil Engineer, Public Works 
Jason Yaich, Associate Planner 
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 

Visitors 

Information Held for 
Only Further Recommendations 

Review 

X None. 

Motion passed unanimously to 
recommend that the City Council 
place the proposed annexation 
request on the November 2012 ballot. 
Motion passed unanimously to 
approve the zone change request 
contingent on the City Council's 
placement of the associated 
annexation on the November 2012 
ballot; and voter approval of the ballot 
measure. 

Motion passed unanimously to 
endorse the initiation of the text 
amendment relative to OSU street 
standards. 

X The next meeting will be on July 18. 

X 
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111. OLD BUSINESS

Ken Gibb highlighted the memo from Kevin Young and himself, noting the commission was
not meeting for several weeks. Because of that, staff felt it necessary to move forward with
OSU's request for the City to consider a land development code text amendment regarding
unique OSU street standards. This would be in tandem with a required change to the
Campus Master Plan. He highlighted in the memo the provisions in the LDC that state that a

Planning Commission, June 20, 2012 Page 3 of 6
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text amendment may be initiated through a Council directive or through the Planning 
Commission. He said the commission could fit it in its work schedule; there is no time table 
deadline. There is an application fee associated with such a request. 

Commissioner Howell asked if it were a legislative process or a quasi-judicial one; Attorney 
Coulombe replied that it was a legislative process. Commissioner Howell said that that 
would give the Commission or the Council an option of modifying the proposal. He said the 
letter from Dave Dodson stated that OSU would be looking at different standards in different 
areas of campus. He suggested that areas that are fairly residential have different standards 
than the area within campus with park strips. Director Gibb said details would get worked 
through as the proposal goes forward, with staff looking at language and shaping details. 

Commissioner Sessions asked whether these modifications were for public streets or for 
streets on campus property; Director Gibb clarified that there were public, City streets within 
the university; there are also university-owned streets. Supervisor McConnell related that in 
discussions, the City recommended retaining city standards on city streets; he added that 
David Dodson said OSU's consideration was for campus streets, not with public right-of
way. Commissioner Sessions asked if the City regulates activities within OSU property; 
Director Gibb replied that it did, through the OSU Zone, which has a set of standards based 
on tenets of the campus master plan, which goes through public process. 

Commissioner Sessions asked if property owned by OSU was State property; Supervisor 
McConnell replied that it is. The Master Plan mandates that OSU's private streets shall be 
built to city standards. Director Gibb said a change to the Master Plan must be made in 
tandem with zoning provisions; it is a dual system to address development on campus. 

Commissioner Hann highlighted other places in the city where there are weird 
circumstances, and suggested a place in the code that addresses such special 
circumstances. He said he assumed this only addressed the OSU section; Supervisor 
McConnell concurred, adding that street standards for downtown illustrates a similar 
situation, where there are wider sidewalks, deeper tree wells and perpendicular parking, for 
example. OSU issues include having a lot of traffic at certain times, overwhelming the 
capacity of a 5' sidewalk, forcing pedestrians onto planter strips and the road; OSU wants to 
address that. Similarly, the new bookstore site has a lot of foot traffic, including through the 
landscape strip, which will cause it to look untidy. 

Commissioner Hann noted that similarly, there was no way that Kings Boulevard could be 
reconciled to our vision, where decades-old development patterns have produced private 
streets that just don't work. This will lower the value of commercial real estate there until re
development occurs. He said that perhaps that could be dealt with in the same section. 
Director Gibb replied that OSU has made a proposal; staff feels there is a good rationale for 
dealing with this separately, though Commissioner Hann's and other issues identified over 
the years also can be dealt with in a different way in the future. 

Commissioner Feldmann asked for examples. Supervisor McConnell said in front of Gill 
Stadium, OSU probably wants street trees behind the sidewalk and a wider pedestrian 
connection with more capacity. He said OSU is mostly focusing on the area from the curb to 
the back of the lot. Director Gibb added that we only have the concept at this point and the 
Commission will have a chance to review the proposal. 

Planning Commission, June 20, 2012 Page 4 of 6 
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Commissioner Hann moved for the Planning Commission to endorse the initiation of the text
amendment relative to OSU street standards; Commissioner Howell seconded; motion
passed unanimously.
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1

Yaich, Jason

From: Houghtaling, Rebecca 
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2013 2:34 PM
To: Yaich, Jason
Cc: Dodson, David
Subject: OSU Street Standards LDT13-00001 - Condition for Text to be consistent with Figure 3.36-3

Hi, Jason. 
 
As I mentioned this morning, I missed updating the list of streets in Section 3.36.60.18.b (page 34 in revised 10/9/2013 document) 
when we revised Figure 3.36‐3 – OSU Street Standards by Category.  Section 3.36.60.18.c should also be amended to provide 
clarification on the segment of 26th Street.  I mentioned this to Kevin Y and Jeff in the meeting this morning, and Kevin 
suggested including a condition of approval that the text be revised to match the figure.  I apologize for not catching these 
earlier.  I’ve included revised text below.   
 
b.            Pedestrian Core (i.e., 13th Street, 14th Street, 26th Street between Washington Way and Monroe Ave, Adams Avenue, 

Benton Place, Campus Way, Jefferson Way west of 15th Street, Intramural Lane, May Way, Memorial Place, Orchard 
Avenue east of 27th Street, Park Terrace, Sackett Place, Washington Avenue between 11th and 15th streets, Waldo Place, 
and Weatherford Place) 

 
c.            Sports Complex (i.e., 26th Street between Western Blvd and Washington Way, and Ralph Miller Lane) 
 
 
Please let me know if you have questions and/or if there’s anything else I need to do. 
 
Cordially, 
Rebecca 
 
 

Rebecca Houghtaling, AICP | Senior Planner | Oregon State University 
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OSU Zone – Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

  Revised 10/09/2013 1 

  LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE – OSU ZONE 
TEXT AMENDMENT 

TOPIC: Land Development Code (LDC) Text Amendment 

REQUEST: 

A Land Development Code Text Amendment to amend Chapter 3.36 Oregon State 
University (OSU) Zone to include context-sensitive street standards specific to the 
University in order to achieve safe, universally accessible, and aesthetically 
pleasing streetscapes within the campus boundary. 

LOCATION: Privately-owned streets and alleys within the OSU Zone 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

DESIGNATION: 
Public Institutional 

ZONING: Oregon State University (OSU) Zone 

INITIATION OF TEXT 

AMENDMENT 
City of Corvallis Planning Commission, June 20, 2012 

ATTACHMENTS 
A. OSU Zone 
B. OSU Street Ownership (Private Streets and Alleys) - CMP Figure 6.2 (revised)  

C. Existing Conditions / Variation of Streetscape within the OSU Zone 
D. Restricted Access Streets of the OSU Campus Map 
E. Pedestrian Corridors and Open Spaces - CMP Figure 1.8 
F. Letter to Initiate the Text Amendment 

BACKGROUND 
Oregon State University’s campus is based on the 1909 Olmstead Plan, which sought to create symmetry 
through building design and connectivity through the use of sidewalks and paths.  The plan laid out the main 
campus in a grid pattern with buildings oriented along tree-lined streets.  The 1945 Long-Range Physical 
Development Plan furthered this design element by proposing equally spaced trees lining nearly every street 
on campus.  A network of walkways and quadrangles have long been the primary circulation system 
throughout campus.  In the early 1960s, vehicular through-traffic was restricted from the campus core, 
notably the area bounded by 14th Street, Washington Way, 30th Street, and Campus Way.  The streets within 
the core of campus have been reserved primarily for pedestrians, bicycles, public transit, service vehicles, 
and emergency vehicles.  The pedestrian-oriented design of campus is intended to enhance the character of 
campus, and foster safe, convenient movement, especially during peak pedestrian-use periods such as class 
change. 

Because OSU’s campus development began over a hundred years ago, many of the existing streets within the 
OSU Zone do not comply with City of Corvallis standards (refer to Attachment A: OSU Zone).  Although most 
of the streets on campus are private, Chapter 4.0 – Improvements Required with Development requires all 
streets, regardless of ownership, to be upgraded to city standards with new construction (refer to 
Attachment B: OSU Street Ownership (Private Streets) - CMP Figure 6.2).  The pattern of development within 
the OSU Zone has been and will continue to be by project, with new facilities being incorporated into the 
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existing fabric of campus over time.  Thus, while new construction projects bring the adjacent street frontage 
into compliance with City standards, the result is the creation of a haphazard pattern of sidewalks, street 
trees, and landscape strips.  It is inconceivable that the entire campus would redevelop to a point where the 
city’s street standards would be implemented sufficiently to result in consistent streetscapes.   

The random pattern that results from the current requirement is apparent in the streetscapes adjacent to 
recent projects, including the Native American Cultural Center (311 SW 26th Street), the Hallie Ford Center 
(2631 SW Campus Way), the Student Success Center (671 SW 26th Street), and the Linus Pauling Science 
Center (2900 SW Campus Way).  While all of these infill projects complied with the applicable city codes, the 
result was the creation of a random pattern of sidewalks and landscape strips due to the incongruity between 
current City standards and the historic pattern of streetscape development on the OSU campus.  A 
particularly jarring example is the Native American Cultural Center, which was required to move the sidewalk 
six (6) feet from the curb along the building frontage, in a block that otherwise has a sidewalk adjacent to the 
curb on both the east and west sides of 26th Street.  The Native American Cultural Center is an infill project 
south of Moreland Hall, a Designated Historic Resource in the OSU National Historic District, and north of the 
Old Campus Arboretum, a Highly Protect Significant Vegetation Area; thus, the remainder of the block is 
unlikely to ever be redeveloped, leaving OSU with an inconsistent streetscape in one of the most visible and 
central locations on campus.  Refer to Attachment C:  Existing Conditions / Variation of Streetscape within 
OSU Zone for photos illustrating the haphazard pattern of streetscape development created through the 
implementation of the existing city street standards on OSU’s campus.  

In addition to OSU’s desire to create a safe, aesthetically pleasing environment for pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
motorists, there are practical reasons for requesting a Land Development Code text amendment.  OSU’s main 
steam line distribution system, which supplies heat to campus buildings – as well as condensate, high-voltage 
power, and telecommunications are located in underground tunnels directly underneath many sidewalks 
throughout campus.  The relocation of these sidewalks would require the relocation of the tunnels below, 
which is practically impossible due to the cost and extent of alterations that would be required to the utilities 
below.  It is not possible to develop planting strips, especially with street trees, over the tunnels.  
Furthermore, the local, private streets within campus function differently than local streets in other parts of 
Corvallis.  As noted earlier, many streets within the core of campus are restricted vehicle access streets and 
are intended primarily for pedestrians and bicycles, with limited use by public transit, service, and emergency 
vehicles (refer to Attachment D: Restricted Access Streets and Attachment E:  Pedestrian Corridors and Open 
Spaces - CMP Figure 1.8).  In the campus core and in areas adjacent to large venues (e.g., Reser Stadium, Gill 
Coliseum, LaSells Stuart Center, Goss Stadium), the high volume of pedestrian foot traffic makes it extremely 
difficult to maintain vegetation in planting strips located between the streets and sidewalks.   

Since adoption of the 1909 Olmstead Plan, Oregon State University has recognized both the practical and 
aesthetic benefits of installing sidewalks and plantings adjacent to campus streets.  OSU desires to continue 
to provide sidewalks, planting strips, and bike lanes on private streets within the OSU Zone but would like 
the flexibility to place those elements in locations that complement the historic campus grid pattern, protect 
mature vegetation, and are feasible given the location of utility infrastructure.  The existing street standards 
outlined in the Land Development Code inadequately address the unique character, use, and physical 
circumstances of the University’s streetscape and do not allow for these types of considerations.  A Land 
Development Code text amendment is necessary to codify new OSU Zone street standards that are deferent 
to the unique conditions on campus.   

To develop the new street standards outlined in this application, OSU staff inventoried the public and private 
streets within the OSU Zone and measured street widths, identified the presence of utilities, and documented 
the location and widths of sidewalks and landscape strips relative to the streets.  Following initial 
conversations with City of Corvallis Planning and Engineering staff, a work group comprised of OSU staff from 
the Campus Planning, Design & Construction, and Landscape departments reviewed each street segment and 
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developed a desired street profile based on the existing conditions and estimated future needs.  The 
proposed changes to each street were reviewed against the University’s current infrastructure data and field 
verified by the work group to address inconsistencies.  OSU staff then drafted a text amendment that would 
create street standards specific to the OSU Zone to create a consistent approach to improving campus 
streetscapes.  The proposed text amendment would not alter the City’s street standards in any other zone.  
Rather, it would allow for variation from the City’s existing standards within the OSU Zone to maintain the 
historic development patterns in the core of campus while respecting the city’s standards along the campus 
boundary.  

GENERAL CONSISTENCY LDC CRITERIA AND POLICY ANALYSIS 
The following section lists applicable Land Development Codes (LDC) review criteria, Comprehensive Plan 
policies, and Statewide Planning Goals, and explains the proposed Text Amendment’s consistency with these 
criteria and policies. 

LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE – TEXT AMENDMENT CRITERIA 

The process and decision criteria for Land Development Code Amendments are explained in Section 1.2.80 
of the Land Development Code. 

SECTION 1.2.80 – TEXT AMENDMENTS 

1.2.80.01 - Background 
This Code may be amended whenever the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require 
such amendment and where it conforms with the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and any other 
applicable policies. 

1.2.80.02 - Initiation 
An amendment may be initiated through one of the following methods: 

a. Majority vote of the City Council; or 
b. Majority vote of the Planning Commission. 

1.2.80.03 - Review of Text Amendments 
The Planning Commission and City Council shall review proposed amendments in accordance with 
the legislative provisions of Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. 

COMPLIANCE WITH LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE CRITERION 1.2.80.01 - BACKGROUND 
The City of Corvallis LDC Section 1.2.80.01 – Background states that the Code may be amended whenever 
the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require and when it conforms with the Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan and any other applicable policies (e.g., Oregon Statewide Planning Goals, OSU Campus 
Master Plan).  For ease of review, this application explains the proposed text amendment’s compliance with 
this criterion by addressing each of the following criteria separately: (1) demonstrated public necessity, 
convenience, and general welfare, (2) compliance with the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, (3) compliance with 
Oregon Statewide Planning Goals (i.e., other applicable policies), and (4) compliance with OSU Campus 
Master Plan (i.e., other applicable policies).  

1 - DEMONSTRATED PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE, AND GENERAL WELFARE 

Implementation of the City’s existing street standards (i.e., Chapter 4.0 – Improvements Required with 
Development) within the OSU Zone creates a random pattern of sidewalks, street tree locations, and 
landscape strips.  Given the historic nature of the University, portions of campus cannot be brought into 
compliance with the existing code without negatively impacting the historic structures and quadrangles.  The 
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high pedestrian volume on the main campus also necessitates a deviation from the City’s current standard 
to ensure the long-term maintenance of safe, universally accessible, aesthetically pleasing streetscapes 
within the campus boundary (i.e., OSU Zone). As illustrated in Attachment C: Existing Conditions / Variation 
of Streetscape within OSU Zone, to achieve a universally accessible, convenient streetscape, a text 
amendment creating OSU Zone specific street standards is necessary and is in the general welfare of the 
people of Corvallis.  This satisfies the first of the Section 1.2.80.01 criterion. 

2- COMPLIANCE WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES 

The applicable Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies have been organized into five categories (i.e., Planning 
and District Standards, Transportation Planning, Pedestrian Facilities, Bicycle Facilities, and Street Trees) 
followed by a description of how the proposed text amendment conforms with the policies in that category, 
thereby satisfying the second part of Section 1.2.80.01 criterion. 

PLANNING AND DISTRICT STANDARDS  

3.2  GENERAL LAND USE 

3.2.5 The City shall implement a process to develop more specific development standards or design guidelines 
that closely represent the vision of Corvallis as expressed by its citizens. These standards or guidelines 
may address such items as: the effective use of building mass; orientation to the street; landscaping; and 
the placement of windows, doors, porches, and other architectural elements. Upon completion, the City 
shall revise the Land Development Code to ensure conformance with the new development standards or 
design guidelines. 

5.2  COMMUNITY CHARACTER 

5.2.4  The City shall take appropriate actions to beautify and improve the community by: developing gateway 
locations and development standards that include building orientation to the street for most uses; 
appropriate site and building design standards; extensive landscaping and street trees to provide a 
boulevard effect; frequent access points for bicycles and pedestrians; and possible mitigation of the 
negative effects of overhead utility lines. 

10.2   GENERAL PUBLIC UTILITIES AND FACILITIES 

10.2.5  The City shall consider the level and type of public facilities that can be provided when planning for 
various densities and types of urban land uses. 

10.2.6  The type, location, and phasing of public facilities and utilities shall be based on actual needs, desired 
levels of service, cost-effectiveness, and/or property owner willingness to pay for infrastructure. 

10.2.10  The City and County shall develop regulations and procedures which will encourage the appropriate 
development of public facilities and services within the Urban Growth Boundary. The cost of such facilities 
and utilities shall be borne by the benefitted properties. 

10.2.15 The City shall review and revise existing public utility and infrastructure standards, regulations and 
procedures to remove obstacles to, and encourage, pedestrian-friendly development in all districts. 

11.2   TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLANNING 

11.2.13 Uniform construction standards which accommodate all transportation modes shall be maintained for 
the City's transportation system. 

11.6   PEDESTRIAN 

11.6.10  Flexibility in pedestrian facility standards may be allowed for retrofitting of local streets in substandard 
locations when the deviation from standards can be shown to better pedestrian accessibility. 
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11.12  OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION ISSUES 

11.12.1  The University and the City shall work together to improve traffic patterns through and around Oregon 
State University which will reduce negative impacts on existing residential areas and the campus. 

13.2 OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 

13.2.2  The City and the University shall continue to work together to assure compatibility between land uses on 
private and public lands surrounding and within the main campus. 

13.2.5  Development on the Oregon State University main campus shall be consistent with the 1986 Oregon 
State University Plan, its City-approved successor, or approved modifications to the Plan. This plan 
includes the Physical Development Plan Map that specifies land use at Oregon State University. 

TEXT AMENDMENT COMPATIBILITY WITH DISTRICT STANDARDS POLICIES 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies 3.2.5, 10.2.15, and 11.6.10 stipulate “a process to develop more 
specific development standards” (3.2.5) for the creation of more specific development and infrastructure 
standards “to remove obstacles to, and encourage, pedestrian-friendly development in all districts” (10.2.15) 
and provide “flexibility in pedestrian facility standards…for retrofitting…local streets in substandard 
locations when the deviation from standards can be shown to better pedestrian accessibility.” (11.6.10)  The 
proposed text amendment complies with these policies as the proposed dimensional standards and 
sidewalk locations are based on campus’s unique development form and are focused on eliminating 
barriers to the installation of pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the OSU Zone.  Many existing 
sidewalks on campus are abutting streets (e.g., north side of Jefferson Way, east side of 26th Street, north 
side of Campus Way, etc.).  Prior to the December 2012 LDC Code Amendment, these sidewalks could 
not be replaced in their current location relative to the street when new projects are developed.  Instead, 
sidewalks along the street frontages of properties to be developed or redeveloped must be installed 
according to the current street standards, which greatly differ from the historic development patterns 
on campus. The result of implementing existing street standards is meandering sidewalks and an 
inconsistent street profile, which does not facilitate ease of travel for pedestrians.  Although the recent 
amendment of LDC Section 4.0.30.a.3.c permits sidewalks to be retained in location with insufficient 
planter strips, it only applies to local streets.  30th Street is a collector, a Designated Resource in the OSU 
National Historic District, and contains a Highly Protected Significant Vegetation Area.  The proposed text 
amendment will apply to both private local and collector streets.  It will allow sidewalks to be placed in 
locations that encourage pedestrian accessibility when they are constructed with new development or 
redevelopment projects. 

The proposed text amendment is consistent with Corvallis Comprehensive Plan polices 5.2.4 and 10.2.5 
in that it will “beautify and improve the community by: developing…appropriate site standards” (5.2.4) 
specific to the OSU campus based on the “level and type of public facilities” (10.2.5) needed.  The OSU street 
standards were developed following a comprehensive inventory of existing campus transportation 
facilities and lengthy discussion on current needs and anticipated future development.  With over 
twenty-eight thousand students, staff, and visitors walking about campus during the academic year, the 
OSU Zone needs different pedestrian facilities than the typical residential areas of Corvallis.  If adopted, 
the proposed text amendment would facilitate the construction of infrastructure that addresses the 
specific needs of a pedestrian dominated zone.  For this reason, the proposed text amendment is 
consistent with Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies 10.2.6 and 10.2.10 since the proposed amendment 
is “based on actual needs, desired level of service” (10.2.6) and the proposed “regulations…will encourage 
the appropriate development of public facilities…within the Urban Growth Boundary.” (10.2.10)  

The proposed text amendment is intended for private streets within the OSU Zone, and it does not 
change any of the existing development standards for public streets within or adjacent to the OSU Zone 
(e.g., 9th Street, 11th Street, 27th Street, 35th Street, Arnold Way, Jackson Avenue, Monroe Avenue, 
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Western Blvd., or the publicly owned portions of Orchard Avenue and 14th/15th Street).  Since OSU’s main 
campus abuts several residential neighborhoods, the proposed street standards were developed to 
create unified street profiles along the campus boundary while facilitating safe pedestrian, bicycle, and 
vehicular travel within the campus boundary.  The proposed text amendment would create a gradual 
transition from the campus boundary to the campus core; this is consistent with Corvallis Comprehensive 
Plan polices 11.12.1 and 13.2.2 as it will “improve traffic patterns through…Oregon State University which 
will reduce negative impact on existing residential areas and the campus” (11.12.1) while “assur[ing] 
compatibility between land uses on private and public lands surrounding and within the main campus.” 
(13.2.2) 

Inasmuch as the proposed text amendment does not change the public streets within the OSU Zone, the 
proposed text amendment does not alter the City of Corvallis Construction Standards.  Thus, the 
proposed amendment is consistent with Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policy 11.2.13 in that “uniform 
construction standards…shall be maintained for the City’s transportation system.” 

Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policy 13.2.5 states “Development on the Oregon State University main 
campus shall be consistent with the 1986 Oregon State University Plan, its City-approved successor, or 
approved modifications to the Plan.”  The “Compliance with OSU Campus Master Plan (2004-2015) 
section” of this application provides a detailed description of how this proposed text amendment is 
consistent with the OSU Campus Master Plan (2004-2015), which is the city-approved successor to the 
1986 Oregon State University Plan. 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

11.2   TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLANNING 

11.2.1 The transportation system shall be planned and developed in a manner which contributes to community 
livability, recognizes and respects the characteristics of natural features, and minimizes the negative 
effects on abutting land uses. 

11.2.3 The City shall develop and promote alternative systems of transportation which will safely, economically, 
and conveniently serve the needs of the residents. 

11.2.4 Special consideration in the design of the transportation system shall be given to the needs of those 
people who have limited choice in obtaining private transportation. 

TEXT AMENDMENT COMPATIBILITY WITH TRANSPORTATION PLANNING POLICIES 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies 11.2.1, 11.2.3, and 11.2.4 state that “transportation systems shall 
be planned and developed in a manner which contributes to community livability” (11.2.1) and be designed 
to “promote alternative systems of transportation” (11.2.3) with “special consideration…to the needs of 
those people who have limited choice in obtaining private transportation.” (11.2.4)  The proposed text 
amendment complies with these policies as the standards are pedestrian oriented and include bicycle 
facilities on most local, private streets within the OSU Zone.  Since OSU is primarily a pedestrian-oriented 
campus and has a diverse student and staff population from a variety of socio-economic backgrounds, 
the proposed street standards have been developed with an emphasis on pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. This focus on pedestrian and bicycle facilities contributes to the overall community livability 
within Corvallis by providing safe transportation facilities within the OSU Zone.   

PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 

10.2   GENERAL PUBLIC UTILITIES AND FACILITIES 

10.2.16 Plans for new or expanded public facilities and services shall include provisions for pedestrian 
improvements. 
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11.4   AUTO 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. 

11.6   PEDESTRIAN 

11.6.1  The City shall require safe, convenient, and direct pedestrian routes within all areas of the community. 

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

11.6.10  Flexibility in pedestrian facility standards may be allowed for retrofitting of local streets in substandard 
locations when the deviation from standards can be shown to better pedestrian accessibility. 

TEXT AMENDMENT COMPATIBILITY WITH PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES POLICIES 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies 10.2.16 and 11.4.5 state “new or expanded public facilities…shall 
include provisions for pedestrian improvements” (10.2.16) “especially in areas where there is a shortage of 
parking facilities.” (11.4.5)  The proposed text amendment satisfies this policy by including pedestrian-
oriented standards that facilitate the replacement and expansion of existing sidewalks.  Pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities are essential components of the proposed street standards, especially given the need to 
provide safe pedestrian connections between available parking, primarily located at the south end of 
campus, (e.g., parking lots near Reser Stadium) and the core of campus, where a majority of classes take 
place.   

Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies 11.6.1, 11.6.4, and 11.6.10 specify pedestrian facilities shall provide 
“safe, convenient,” (11.6.1) “useful, and direct” (11.6.4) and “flexibility in pedestrian facility standards may be 
allowed for retrofitting of local streets in substandard locations when the deviation from standards can 
be shown to better pedestrian accessibility.” (11.6.10)  Given the age in which many University streets were 
first constructed, it is not surprising that upgrading streets such as Campus Way to current city standards 
would be nearly impossible given historic and natural feature requirements, as well as the narrow street 
profiles.  However, the proposed text amendment has been developed to accommodate OSU’s historic 
and natural features, as well as to facilitate safe, convenient, useful pedestrian connections; thus, the 
proposed text amendment is consistent with these policies.  

BICYCLE FACILITIES 

11.5   BICYCLE 

11.5.2  Bikeways shall provide safe, efficient corridors which encourage bicycle use. Bicycle use of major streets 
shall be considered as improvements are made to major transportation corridors. 

11.5.10  When economically feasible, bicycle facilities shall be physically separated from pedestrian facilities. 

TEXT AMENDMENT COMPATIBILITY WITH BICYCLE FACILITIES POLICIES 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies 11.5.2 and 11.5.10 state “bikeways shall provide safe, efficient 
corridors which encourage bicycle use” (11.5.2) and “bike facilities shall be physically separated from 
pedestrian facilities.” (11.5.10)  OSU has made concerted efforts over the past few years to promote bicycle 
use by students and staff, including the installation of racks to accommodate over 850 bicycle spaces 
across campus during summer 2011.  The proposed text amendment continues to facilitate alternative 
transportation options by including provisions for bicycle lanes on most streets, which is consistent with 
these policies.   
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STREET TREES 

5.3  URBAN TREES 

5.3.3  The City shall encourage the use of large-canopy trees. 

5.2  COMMUNITY CHARACTER 

5.2.4  The City shall take appropriate actions to beautify and improve the community by: developing gateway 
locations and development standards that include building orientation to the street for most uses; 
appropriate site and building design standards; extensive landscaping and street trees to provide a 
boulevard effect; frequent access points for bicycles and pedestrians; and possible mitigation of the 
negative effects of overhead utility lines. 

11.2   TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLANNING 

11.2.1 The transportation system shall be planned and developed in a manner which contributes to community 
livability, recognizes and respects the characteristics of natural features, and minimizes the negative 
effects on abutting land uses. 

TEXT AMENDMENT COMPATIBILITY WITH STREET TREE POLICIES 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies 5.3.3, 5.2.4, and 11.2.1 “encourage the use of large-canopy trees” 
(5.3.3) and the improvement of “the community by developing…standards that include…extensive 
landscaping and street trees to provide a boulevard effect” (5.2.4) and “respects the characteristics of 
natural features.” (11.2.1)  The proposed text amendment allows for curbside sidewalks with planting strips 
located between the sidewalk and adjacent building.  Locating the planting strip between the sidewalk 
and building provides a larger planting area, which is necessary for the healthy growth of large-canopy 
trees.  The large scale of buildings within the OSU Zone warrants the use of large-canopy trees.  
Additionally, the proposed text amendment will provide additional protection of OSU’s Significant Street 
trees.  These healthy, mature trees contribute to the character of campus, and provide a degree of 
continuity as new projects are developed in the campus core (refer to Attachment F – OSU Significant 
Street Trees for specific locations).  The proposed text amendment satisfies policy 5.3.3 by providing the 
necessary area for large-canopy trees.  The proposed text amendment satisfies policy 5.2.4 by creating 
street standards for the historic OSU campus which will preserve large-canopy street trees and provide 
sufficient size planting areas for new street trees.  These provisions in the proposed amendment maintain 
a uniform street character that create a boulevard effect, while respecting the existing infrastructure 
constraints (i.e., location of the tunnel and underground utilities).   

The proposed text amendment also satisfies policy 11.2.1 through the creation of street standards that 
allow for pedestrian facilities to be located in a manner that will preserve existing, mature vegetation on 
campus and provide for larger, contiguous open spaces between the sidewalk and building frontage to 
accommodate large canopy trees.   

3 - COMPLIANCE WITH OREGON STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS 

Since 1973, Oregon has maintained a land use program based on nineteen Statewide Planning Goals. Local 
jurisdictions’ comprehensive plans and land development codes are required to be consistent with the 
Statewide Planning Goals. The City of Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and the Land Development Code have 
been acknowledged by the Department of Land Conservation and Development as conforming to these 
Goals; however, any time an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan or LDC is made, an analysis of continued 
conformance with applicable Goals is required.  

The following is a list of the applicable Oregon Statewide Planning Goals with analysis that describes how the 
proposed text amendment conforms with the goals.  This satisfies the third part of Section 1.2.80.01 criterion. 

OSU Zone Street Standards Text Amendment (LDT13-00001) 
Planning Commission Staff Report 

ATTACHMENT B (9 of 55)

O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 E

 (3
5 

of
 1

24
)



OSU Zone – Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 

  Revised 10/09/2013 9 

GOAL 1 – CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 
To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all 
phases of the planning process. 

COMPLIANCE WITH GOAL 1 
As part of the City’s adoption process, the Planning Commission will hold an advertised public hearing on 
the text amendment and will make a recommendation to the City Council regarding the proposed 
amendment. The City Council will consider the Planning Commission recommendation during a separate 
public hearing.  Consistent with Goal 1, the public will have the opportunity to comment during both 
public hearings and be meaningfully involved in the adoption process of the proposed text amendment.  

GOAL 2 – LAND USE PLANNING 
To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all decisions and actions 
related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such decisions and actions. 

COMPLIANCE WITH GOAL 2 
The evaluation process for the proposed text amendment is described in 1.2.80.03 - Review of Text 
Amendments of the Land Development Code. The process provides the opportunity for public comment, 
and it requires review of the amendment by the Planning Commission and City Council in accordance 
with the provisions of Chapter 2.0 – Public Hearings.  The review and adoption of the proposed text 
amendment is consistent with Goal 2 – Land Use Planning.  

GOAL 11 – PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities and services to serve 
as a framework for urban and rural development. 

COMPLIANCE WITH GOAL 11 
The proposed text amendment develops street standards specific to the OSU Zone, which will allow 
sidewalks installed with new project to be placed in locations that encourage pedestrian accessibility.  
Furthermore, the proposed amendment will permit bike lanes on most streets and lanes on one-way 
streets for opposing bicycle traffic.  The proposed standards reflect the historic character of campus 
streets and the need for transportation facilities which accommodate higher volumes of pedestrians and 
bicyclists.  The text amendment as proposed is consistent with Goal 11 – Public Facilities and Services. 

GOAL 12 – TRANSPORTATION 
To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system. 

COMPLIANCE WITH GOAL 12 
The proposed text amendment would create street standards for the OSU Zone that accommodate the 
University’s historic and natural features while facilitating safe, convenient, and useful pedestrian, 
bicycle, and vehicle transportation routes; thus, the proposed text amendment is consistent with Goal 
12 – Transportation. 

4 - COMPLIANCE WITH OSU  CAMPUS MASTER PLAN (2004-2015) 

Since the City of Corvallis LDC Section 1.2.80.01 states that any text amendment must “conform with the 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and any other applicable policies,” the proposed text amendment has also been 
reviewed for consistency with the OSU Campus Master Plan policies.  The following is a list of the applicable 
OSU Campus Master Plan policies and a description of how the proposed text amendment conforms with the 
policies.  This description also demonstrates how the proposed text amendment is consistent with City of 
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Corvallis Compressive Plan policy 13.2.5 (refer to page 5 of this application); thereby satisfying the fourth part 
of Section 1.2.80.01 criterion. 

CMP PRINCIPLES AND POLICIES 

2.5 SITE DEVELOPMENT, OPERATIONS, AND MANAGEMENT  

2.5.1 Ensure that all future development is consistent with the City of Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, Land 
Development Code, and other adopted local plans (e.g., utility, transportation, etc.). 

2.5.12 Encourage preservation of the historic street grid and usability of the street system with new 
development organized to create usable open spaces that facilitate ease of pedestrian and vehicular 
movement. 

2.7 PEDESTRIAN SYSTEMS AND OPEN SPACE 

2.7.3 Continue to maintain and enhance pedestrian walkways throughout campus, especially with new 
development. 

2.7.5 Reinforce the pedestrian nature of campus by minimizing the need for private automobiles for cross-
campus travel.  This shall be done by locating parking areas on the campus perimeter and by maintaining 
a street system that directs traffic to nearby collectors and arterials, to the maximum extent practicable. 

2.7.7 Repair and/or replace unsightly and unsafe walkway surfaces, and expand walkways that do not 
adequately accommodate pedestrian traffic. 

2.7.8 Establish a pedestrian network of paths and sidewalks for safe and convenient access to sites on and off 
campus. 

2.7.9 Develop a campus-wide bicycle route system that uses a combination of on-street bike lanes and off-
street multi-use paths.  

TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

6.1 TRANSPORTATION POLICIES 

6.1.1 Plan and construct OSU transportation system improvements consistent with the City of Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan, Land Development Code, Transportation Plan, and Standard Construction 
Specifications. 

6.1.4 Consider improvements to sidewalks, multi-use paths, on-street bicycle lanes, street alignments, 
intersections, turn lanes, and road striping as part of the physical developments of campus, constructing 
the improvements as needed or as conditions warrant. 

6.1.8 Design the transportation system to emphasize and encourage walking as the primary form of 
transportation in the campus core. 

6.1.9 Encourage alternative modes of transportation (e.g., walking, bicycling, car/vanpooling, transit). 

6.1.11 Consider pedestrian amenities (lighting, sidewalks, bench placement, planters, courtyards, quads, transit 
stops/shelters, bike racks, recycling receptacles, etc.) as part of typical street improvements. 

6.1.12 Continue to maintain the transportation system of streets, roads, paths, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes for 
safety and good operating conditions. 

COMPLIANCE WITH OSU CAMPUS MASTER PLAN (2004-2015) 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policy 13.2.5 states “Development on the Oregon State University main 
campus shall be consistent with the 1986 Oregon State University Plan, its City-approved successor, or 
approved modifications to the Plan.”  The OSU Campus Master Plan (2004-2015), which is the city-
approved successor to the 1986 Oregon State University Plan, contains policies that (1) encourage the 
preservation of the historic street grid, (2) encourage the usability of the street system, (3) reinforce 
the pedestrian nature of campus, (4) facilitate ease of pedestrian and vehicular movement, (5) provides 
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for the construction and maintenance of multi-modal transportation facilities, (6) encourages 
alternative modes of transportation, and (7) ensures all future development is consistent with the City 
of Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code.  The OSU Campus Master Plan polices are 
clearly reflective of the applicable City of Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies listed in the 
“Compliance with Comprehensive Plan Policies” section of this application.  The proposed text 
amendment is based on the polices within the OSU Campus Master Plan and is responsive to the 
genuine need for an OSU Zone specific solution to the replacement and upgrade of all modes of 
transportation facilities within the campus boundary.  By codifying context-sensitive street standards 
that are specific to the University, the proposed text amendment would  facilitate designs that protect 
OSU’s historic and natural features while creating safe, convenient, universally accessible, and 
aesthetically pleasing streetscapes.  Because the proposed text amendment is consistent with policies 
in both the OSU Campus Master Plan and the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, it satisfies the fourth part 
of Section 1.2.80.01 criterion. 

LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE CRITERION 1.2.80.02 – INITIATION  
Oregon State University (OSU) submitted a letter to the City of Corvallis Community Development 
Department on June 5, 2012 requesting the initiation of a text amendment (refer to Attachment G: Letter to 
Initiate the Text Amendment).  City Staff presented the request to the Planning Commission at the June 20, 
2012 meeting, and the Planning Commission unanimously passed a motion to endorse the initiation of an 
OSU Street Standards text amendment.  This satisfies the Section 1.2.80.02 criterion. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The proposed OSU Street Standards text amendment will create dimensional standards for private streets 
within the OSU Zone.  The proposed language reflects existing language within LDC Sections 4.0.30 – 
Pedestrian Requirements, 4.0.40 – Bicycle Requirements, 4.0.60 – Public and Private Street Requirements, 
and Section 4.2.30 – Required Tree Plantings and Maintenance.  Wherever possible, references to applicable 
sections of Chapter 4.0 – Improvements Required with Development and Chapter 4.2 – Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting have been incorporated to minimize the duplicative language within the 
Land Development Code.  In some instances, sections which had previously been reference had to be 
incorporated into LDC Section 3.36.50 (e.g., Screening, Internal Pedestrian Circulation, General Provisions, 
etc.). 

The proposed text amendment is consistent with applicable City of Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies, 
Statewide Planning Goals, and OSU’s Campus Master Plan policies and the Transportation Improvement Plan 
(TIP).  Furthermore, the text amendment will protect significant street trees within the OSU National Historic 
District while facilitating the construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  This is consistent with the 
framework established by the 1909 Olmstead Plan, which laid out the main campus in a grid pattern with 
buildings oriented along tree-lined streets. 

The proposed text amendment will establish dimensional standards specific to the high pedestrian volume 
on campus.  This will help ensure the long-term maintenance of safe, universally accessible, aesthetically 
pleasing streetscapes within the campus boundary, which is in the interest of public necessity, convenience, 
and general welfare. 
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CHAPTER 3.36 

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY (OSU) ZONE 

This Zone implements Comprehensive Plan policies that encourage coordination between the 
University and City in planning and review of campus development. Coordination with campus 
development is essential due to the physical size of the University and its related effects on City 
facilities and services. This Zone also coincides with the Public Institutional Comprehensive Plan 
designation for property generally within the OSU campus area. However, not all property within 
this Zone is owned by OSU; some parcels are privately owned. 

In conjunction with this Zone, a Physical Development Plan for campus development was originally 
adopted in 1986 and has been revised periodically by the University. The most recent revision, 
which this Zone implements, is the Oregon State University Campus Master Plan (CMP), approved 
in 2004. 

SECTION 3.36.10 – PURPOSE 
The OSU Zone implements the provisions in OSU’s 2004-2015 Campus Master Plan, which is 
the blueprint for campus development over the next decade. 

The purpose of the OSU Zone is to: 

a. Encourage coordination between the University and the City of Corvallis, especially in the 
areas of land use planning and reviewing campus development; 

b. Facilitate University development; 
c. Ensure compatibility of University development with surrounding areas;  
d. Ensure adequacy of public utilities, parking, and transportation facilities; 
e. Expedite the development review process; and 
f. Create a mechanism to regulate development on campus consistent with the CMP. 

SECTION 3.36.20 – DEFINITIONS SPECIFIC TO THIS CHAPTER 
The following definitions contained in Section 3.36.20 pertain only to instances where the term is used 

within the contents of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone. 

Development Area –The portion of land involved in a building/construction permit application or land use 

application.  The Development Area shall include all of the following that are associated with the 

development:  buildings, yards, open spaces, setbacks, street frontage, abutting parking areas, and access.  

The Development Area shall be indicated on a project site plan.  Within Chapter 3.36, the Development 

Area definition supersedes the Development Site definition found in Chapter 1.6 and used elsewhere within 

this Code.    

Development Frontage – The portion of the development area that abuts a public street or an OSU Street. 

OSU Facility – A land improvement intended for a specific use(s) including, but not limited to, buildings, 

parking areas, recreational fields, parks, and Historic Contributing Land Resources. 

OSU Street – An improved public travel route for vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian use that is identified as 

a private, OSU-owned street in Figure 3.36-3: OSU Street Standards by Category; or if the OSU Street is 
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nonconforming with the standards outlined in Section 3.36.60.18, the OSU Street is the minimum area 

required to improve the OSU Street to the minimum standards for its functional classification and 

emergency access outlined in Section 3.36.60.18.  An OSU Street shall include shared or mode-specific 

facilities for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians and typically will include the required designated tree 

planting area.  For the purposes of LDC Chapter 1.6 - Definitions and Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation 

Provisions, an OSU Street shall be construed as a private street right-of-way. 

OSU Tree Well – A tree well that conforms to the standards for tree wells specified in the OSU Tree 

Management Plan. 

Sidewalk – A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface parallel to a street. 

Walkway – A pedestrian facility constructed of a permanent hard surface that provides for pedestrian 

access between the street and a facility or pedestrian circulation within the Development Area. 

SECTION 3.36.320 – PERMITTED USES 

3.36.320.01 – GENERAL DEVELOPMENT FOR UNIVERSITY-OWNED PROPERTIES 

a. Primary Uses Permitted Outright 

1. Residential Use Types - 

a) Family 

b) Group Residential 

c) Group Residential/Group Care 

d) Residential Care Facilities 

2. Residential Building Types - 

a) Single Detached 

b) Single Detached - Zero Lot Line 

c) Duplex 

d) Single Attached - Zero Lot Line, two units 

e) Attached - Townhouse 

f) Multi-dwelling 

3. Civic Use Types - 

a) Administrative Services 

b) Community Recreation 

c) Cultural Exhibits and Library Services 

d) Lodge, Fraternal, and Civic Assembly 

e) Parking Services 

f) Public Safety Services 

g) Religious Assembly 
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h) University Services and Facilities - Commercial Uses that are considered to be 
University Services and Facilities under this Code include, but are not limited to:  

1) Communication Service Establishments; 

2) Professional and Administrative Services; 

3) Research Services; 

4) Eating and Drinking Establishments; 

5) Lodging Services; 

6) Retail Sales - University; 

7) Spectator Sports and Entertainment; and 

8) Participant Sports and Recreation. 

9) Industrial Use Types - Industrial Use Types considered to be University 
Services and Facilities include, but are not limited to: 

a. Technological Production; 

b. Limited Manufacturing; and 

c. Other Industrial Uses customarily associated with Research Services. 

i) Freestanding Wireless Telecommunications Facilities up to 60 ft. in height, 
subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions 

4. Agricultural Use Types - all Agricultural Use Types 

b. Accessory Uses Permitted Outright for University-owned Properties 

1. Essential Services 

2. Family Day Care, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions 

3. Home Business, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions 

4. Major Services and Utilities 

5. Minor Utilities, subject to standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions 

6. Other development customarily incidental to the Primary Use in accordance with Chapter 
4.3 - Accessory Development Regulations 

7. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on multifamily residential 
structures, three or more stories, and that do not increase the height of the existing 
structures by more than 25 ft. for whip antennas, including mounting, or by 10 ft. for all 
other antennas, subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions 

8. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on nonresidential structures 
that do not increase the height of the existing structures by more than 25 ft. for whip 
antennas, including mounting, or by 10 ft. for all other antennas, subject to the standards in 
Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions. 

9. Garden 

10. Market Garden - subject to the provisions in Section 4.9.90 of Chapter 4.9 – Additional 
Provisions. 
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11. Community Garden – subject to the provisions in Section 4.9.90 of Chapter 4.9 – Additional 
Provisions 

c. Privately Owned Parcels within the OSU Zone - 

1. Seven Two privately owned parcels developed as single- and multi-family residential uses 
are within the OSU Zone. These parcels are listed in Table 3.36-1 – Privately Owned Parcels, 
below. 

Table 3.36-1: Privately Owned Parcels 

Parcel Street Address Sector Current Use 

12503AA06500 633 SW 17th Street G Multi-Family Residential 

12503AA06400 645 SW 17th Street G Multi-Family Residential 

12503AA50800 1563 SW ‘A’ Street G Single-Family Residential 

12503AA06300 636 SW 16th Street G Single-Family Residential 

12503AC00100 1820 Stadium Ave G Single-Family Residential 

11535CC01100 136 SW 9th Street D Multi-Family Residential 

115340000200 200-510 SW 35th Street A N/A 

 

2. The parcels in Table 3.36-1 - Privately Owned Parcels, may be developed as: 

a) Uses consistent with the University Services and Facilities Use Type in accordance 
with Section 3.0.30.02.n; or 

b) Residential Uses in accordance Section 3.36.860, below. 

3.36.320.02 – CONDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

The following Uses are subject to review in accordance with Chapter 2.3 - Conditional Development, the 

provisions of this Chapter, and all other applicable provisions of this Code. 

a. Uses that require a state or federal air quality discharge permit (except for parking); 

b. Freestanding Wireless Telecommunications Facilities greater than 60 ft. in height, subject to the 
standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions; 

c. Freestanding Wireless Telecommunications Facilities that do not meet the setback or spacing 
standard requirements of Sections 4.9.60.02.b and 4.9.60.02.c, subject to the standards in Chapter 
4.9 - Additional Provisions; 

d. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on multi-family residential structures, 
three or more stories, and that increase the height of the existing structures by more than 25 ft. for 
whip antennas, including mounting, or by more than 10 ft. for all other antennas, subject to the 
standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions; or 

e. Co-located/attached Wireless Telecommunications Facilities on nonresidential structures that 
increase the height of existing structures by more than 25 ft., including mounting, or by more than 
10 ft. for all other antennas, subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions.  
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SECTION 3.36.430 – PROCEDURES AND DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE  

SECTION 3.36.430.01 – OVERVIEW 

Development within the OSU Zone area shall be reviewed for compliance with the standards in this Code 
and the Campus Master Plan Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), except as expressly modified by 
provisions of this Chapter.  Where conflicts exist between this Chapter and Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development, Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements, and Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, the provisions in Chapter 3.36 shall prevail.  Development 
proposals found to be compliant with these provisions, and which do not require a public hearing through 
the Conditional Development process, may be approved through the standard Building Permit process. 
Proposals found not to be compliant may be reviewed in accordance with the appropriate adjustment 
procedures described in Section 3.36.430.02. Development proposals identified in Section 3.36.320.02 may 
also be approved through the Conditional Development process identified in Chapter 2.3 - Conditional 

Development. 

SECTION 3.36.430.02 – ADJUSTMENTS 

Development not consistent with the standards contained in this Chapter shall be reviewed as one of the 

following: 

a. A Minor Adjustment, as described in Section 3.36.430.03 - Minor Adjustments, shall be reviewed 
under the processes and criteria in Chapter 2.13 Plan Compatibility Review; or 

b. A Major Adjustment, as described in Section 3.36.430.04 - Major adjustments, shall be reviewed as 
follows: 

1. All proposals that meet or exceed the thresholds identified in Section 3.36.430.04 “a”, 
through “n”, shall be reviewed under Section 2.5.60.03 - Major Modifications in Chapter 2.5 
- Planned Development. 

2. In addition to the process required in “1," above, proposals that meet or exceed the 
thresholds identified in Section 3.36.430.04 “d” through “k” shall be reviewed for 
consistency with Chapter 1.2 - Legal Framework. 

3. In addition to the processes required in “1", and “2", above, proposals that meet or exceed 
the threshold identified in Section 3.36.430.04 "h” shall be reviewed as a Zone Change, 
consistent with process and criteria in Chapter 2.2 - Zone Changes, and if needed, as a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, consistent with the process and criteria in Chapter 2.1 - 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedures. 

SECTION 3.36.430.03 – MINOR ADJUSTMENT 

A Minor Adjustment shall be triggered if a proposal deviates from one of the dimensional standards, but 
not more than three of the dimensional standards in Section 3.36.650, by 10 percent or less. 

SECTION 3.36.430.04 – MAJOR ADJUSTMENTS 

A Major Adjustment shall be triggered if a proposal meets one or more of the following criteria: 

a. Modifies more than three of the dimensional standards in Section 3.36.650; 

b. Modifies any of the dimensional standards in Section 3.36.650 by more than 10 percent; 

c. Proposes a stand-alone parking lot or structure in a location not identified in Figure 7.3 - Future 
Parking Facilities, of the CMP; 

OSU Zone Street Standards Text Amendment (LDT13-00001) 
Planning Commission Staff Report 

ATTACHMENT B (17 of 55)

O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 E

 (4
3 

of
 1

24
)



OSU Zone – Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 
 

  Revised 10/09/2013 17 

d. Exceeds 90 percent parking usage campus wide and does not provide additional parking facilities as 
part of the project; 

e. Proposes development with a gross square footage that is within the campus total development 
allocation but exceeds the maximum Sector allocation; 

f. Proposes development such that the amount of retained open space is consistent with the campus 
minimum open space requirement but falls short of the minimum requirement for the Sector. 
Requires a commensurate increase in open space allocation in another Sector; 

g. Is not consistent with the Transportation Improvement Plan in Chapter 6 of the CMP; 

h. Adds new land area to or subtracts land area from the CMP; 

i. Creates new CMP policies; 

j. Results in a change in Sector boundary or redistribution of development allocation between 
Sectors; 

k. Results in the cessation of intra-campus transit services - shuttle, bus, etc.; 

l. Proposes a change in use for any of the parcels associated with the College Inn and its parking; 

m. Proposes development in Sector J for building floor area in excess of 254,100 sq. ft.; or 

n. Proposes a new building within the 100-ft. transition area on the northern boundary of Sector A, B, 
and/or C from the western boundary of Sector A to 26th Street. In order to create a graceful edge 
between the campus and northwest neighborhoods, any proposed building subject to this Section 
shall be subject to the following criteria: 

1. Maximum building height shall be 35 ft. provided the following is satisfied: shadows from 
the new buildings shall not shade more than the lower four ft. of a south wall of an existing 
structure on adjacent property between 10 a.m. and 2 p.m. on March 21; 

2. Structures shall not have a continuous horizontal distance exceeding 60 ft. along the 
boundary; 

3. Along the vertical face of a structure, off-sets shall occur at a minimum of every 20 ft. by 
providing any two of the following: 

a) Recesses of a minimum depth of eight ft.; 

b) Extensions a minimum depth of eight ft., a maximum length of an overhang shall 
be 25 ft.; 

c) Off-sets or breaks in roof elevations of three or more ft. in height. 

4. Building materials shall be consistent with the OSU standards for such materials, and shall 
also be compatible with adjacent residential houses and structures; 

5. New development shall be designed to minimize negative visual impacts affecting the 
character of the adjacent neighborhood by considering the scale, bulk and character of the 
nearby structures in relation to the proposed building or structure; 

6. Roofs shall be gabled or hip type roofs, minimum pitch 3:1, with at least a 30-in. overhang 
and using shingles or similar roof materials; 

7. A vegetative buffer shall be installed in a manner consistent with Section 3.36.650.06.c; 
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8. Outdoor building components such as transformers and other types of mechanical 
equipment that produce noise shall not be permitted within the required setback; 

9. Buildings proposed for the Transition Area described within this Section that are in an area 
adjacent to the College Hill West Historic District shall have an advisory review completed 
by the Historic Resources Commission (HRC), or its successor. The HRC shall provide 
comment and recommendations to the Planning Commission for consideration; and 

10. Trash dumpsters, gas meters, and other utilities and or mechanical equipment serving a 
building or structure shall be screened in accordance with Section 3.36.650.14. 

SECTION 3.36.430.05 – CAMPUS MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

The CMP covers a 10- to 12-year planning period. However, if conditions change significantly or other 
unanticipated events occur, it may be necessary to update the CMP before the end of the planning period. 
An update of the CMP shall be reviewed as described in Section 3.36.430.02.b “1", through “3". The review 
shall comprehensively evaluate the need to update or otherwise modify the Campus Master Plan, its 
policies and related traffic and parking studies, and this Chapter.  

A CMP update will be required under the following conditions: 

a. A development proposal, when considered in combination with constructed improvements or 
improvements with approved Building Permits, will exceed the total development allocation for the 
campus for all Sectors; 

b. New CMP policies are created that alter existing policy direction or require existing policies to be 
modified; 

c. The parking plan has been implemented, and campus-wide parking occupancy is greater than 90 
percent; and/or 

d. The CMP planning period has expired. 

SECTION 3.36.540 – DEVELOPMENT SECTORS 
The CMP divides the campus into nine development areas identified as Sectors “A” through “J”. See Figure 
3.36-1 - CMP Sector Map. There is no Sector “I”.  Each Sector has a Development Allocation, which is the 
gross square footage allowed for new construction. Each Sector also has a minimum open space 
requirement that identifies the amount of area that must remain in green space or as a pedestrian amenity.  
These standards will guide the form of future development. 

OSU Zone Street Standards Text Amendment (LDT13-00001) 
Planning Commission Staff Report 

ATTACHMENT B (19 of 55)

O
S

U
 S

tre
et

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 (L

D
T1

3-
00

00
1)

 
C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 E

 (4
5 

of
 1

24
)



OSU Zone – Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 
 

  Revised 10/09/2013 19 

 
Figure 3.36-1 - CMP Sector Map 

 

SECTION 3.36.540.01 – SECTOR DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATION 

a. Sector Development Allocation represents the gross square footage of new development allowed 
in each Sector, regardless of the Use Type. See Table 3.36-2 - Building Square Footage by Sector. 

b. Each new development project in a Sector shall reduce that Sector’s available allocation. 

c. Existing and approved development as of December 31, 2003, has been included in the 
existing/approved development calculations and shall not reduce the Sector Development 
Allocation. 

d. Demolition of existing square footage and/or restoration of non-open-space areas to open space 
shall count as an equivalent square footage credit to the Sector development or open space 
allocation. 

e. Square footage associated with a parking structure shall be included in the Development Allocation 
for the Sector in which the structure is located. Square footage associated with at-grade parking 
lots shall be calculated as impervious surface but not count as part of Development Allocation. 

f. Table 3.36-2: Building Square Footage by Sector includes 71,000 square feet of Future Allocation 
that was removed, effective May 20, 2013, from Sector C's allocation and added to the allocation 
for Section D. This reallocation is contingent upon the 71,000 square feet being used for a student 
residence hall. The residence hall shall be constructed south of SW Adams Avenue, north of SW 
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Washington Way, and between SW 13th and 14th Streets. If a residence hall is not constructed in 
this location before the expiration of the Campus Master Plan Major Adjustment approval that 
allowed such construction (PLD13-00001), the 71,000 square feet allocated for the residence hall 
shall not be used in Sector D, but shall revert to Sector C. 

Table 3.36-2: Building Square Footage by Sector 
Sector Existing/Approved Maximum Future Allocation Total 

A 281,551 250,000 531,551 

B 831,426 500,000 1,331,426 

C 4,685,510  679,000  5,364,510 

D 325,506  106,000  431,506 

E 253,046 120,000 373,046 

F 847,166 750,000 1,597,166 

G 742,092 350,000 1,092,092 

H 133,535 50,000 183,535 

J 41,851 350,000 391,851 

Total 8,141,683 3,155,000 11,296,683 

SECTION 3.36.540.02 – SECTOR MINIMUM OPEN SPACE 

a. Open space is defined as landscape areas, pedestrian amenities such as plazas, quads, sidewalks, 
walkways, courtyards,; parks, recreation fields, agricultural fields, and other non-developed areas. 

b. Impervious surface areas that are not classified as open space per “a”, shall count against the 
Sector’s open space allocation. 

c. The existing Memorial Union quad, library quad, a relocated Peoples’ Park, and the lower campus 
area shall be retained for open space. The lower campus area is located between 11th Street and 
14th Street, south of Monroe and north of Jefferson Street. Incidental development, such as clock 
towers, park benches, information kiosks, artistic works, sculptures, etc., is permitted. 

Table 3.36-3: Minimum Future Open Space by Sector 
Sector Minimum Future Open Space 

A 78% 

B 33% 

C 36% 

D 61% 

E 77% 

F 20% 

G 40% 

H 64% 

J 79% 

Campus-Wide Minimum 50% 

 

SECTION 3.36.540.03 – SECTOR DEVELOPMENT ALLOCATION AND OPEN SPACE TABULATION 

With each development application, the University shall provide the City with the following, consistent with 
Minimum Future Open Space percentages by Sector as listed in Table 3.36-3: 

a. Updated tabulations of remaining available Development Allocations and open space areas and 
percentages for each sector. 

b. When a project’s land use allocation in a sector is inconsistent with that previously forecast in the 
Base Traffic Model (BTM), a project report that includes the following components: 
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1. Comparison of a project's development generated trips to the trips forecast in the 
previously revised BTM; 

2. Traffic impacts resulting from a shift to a more intensive land use; and  

3. Proposal of recommended mitigation strategies if a project results in a failing intersection 
level of service grade of "E" or "F". 

SECTION 3.36.650 – DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

SECTION 3.36.650.01 – MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 

a. The maximum building height for new buildings shall vary by Sector and by proximity to a zone 
boundary in accordance with the provisions in Table 3.36-4 - Building Height by Sector. 

b. A Primary Neighborhood Transition Area is the area within either 50 ft. or 100 ft. of the OSU Zone 
boundary. In Sectors B and C, a Secondary Neighborhood Transition Area shall extend for another 
300 ft. in some locations. Transition Area locations are identified on Figure 3.36-2 - Neighborhood 
Transition Areas by Sector. Development within a Primary or Secondary Neighborhood Transition 
Area shall be consistent with the maximum building height for the Transition Area, as noted in 
Table 3.36-4 - Building Height by Sector. 

c. In situations where a building footprint straddles the Neighborhood Transition Area boundary, each 
portion of the building shall not exceed the maximum building height for the corresponding area. 

d. Building projections such as chimneys, spires, domes, towers, and flagpoles, not used for human 
occupancy shall not exceed one and one-half (1.5) times the maximum building height of the 
Sector. 

Table 3.36-4: Building Height by Sector  

Sector 

Maximum Building Heights  

Sector 

Interior 

50-ft. Wide Primary 

Transition 

100-ft. Wide Primary 

Transition 

Secondary 

Transition Area 

A 50 ft. NA 35 ft. NA 

B 75 ft. NA 35 ft. 60 ft. 

C 112 ft. NA 35 ft.,  50 ft.1, 55 ft.2 60 ft. 

D 75 ft. NA 35 ft. NA 

E 50 ft. NA 35 ft. NA 

F 150 ft. NA 35 ft. 75 ft.3 NA 

G 75 ft. 75 ft. NA NA 

H 75 ft. 50 ft. NA NA 

J 75 ft. NA 35 ft. NA 
1 The 50-ft. height allowance only applies to the section of the Transition Area for Sector C that is from the east of 26 th  

Street to 15 th Street. 

2 The height of structures on the entire College Inn site, including associated parking areas, is limited to 55 feet.  

3 The 75-ft. height allowance applies only to the section of transition area for Sector “F” that is east of Grove Street 

and abuts Western Boulevard.  
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Figure 3.36-2 - Neighborhood Transition Areas by Sector 

SECTION 3.36.650.02 – ROOF-MOUNTED EQUIPMENT 

a. No roof-mounted mechanical equipment shall be visible from the entrance of buildings that abut 
the development site. 

b. Satellite dishes, antennas, Colocated/attached Wireless Telecommunications Facilities, and other 
telecommunications equipment shall not be visible from nearby streets or buildings and must be 
screened behind a parapet wall or architectural feature. 

SECTION 3.36.650.03 – MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS 

a. Structures within 100 ft. of the OSU Zone boundary shall have a minimum setback of 20 ft. from the 
boundary line, except when abutting a street. See “b”, and “c”, below. 

b. For structures abutting a public street, the minimum setback shall be 10 ft. from the edge of the 
right-of-way, assuming the public street is constructed to City standards, including landscape strip 
and sidewalk. If standard street improvements do not exist, standard street improvements shall be 
constructed in accordance with Section 3.36.650.09. 

c. For structures abutting a private streetan OSU Street, the minimum setback shall be 20 ft. from the 
edge of the curb or 10 ft. from the edge of the sidewalk. 

d. Structures shall have a minimum setback of 10 ft. from the edge of a pedestrian access way. 
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SECTION 3.36.650.04 – BUILDING ENTRANCES 

a. Buildings designed for human occupancy with facades facing a public street or private streetan OSU 
Street shall have a main building entrance facing the street and not just an emergency exit. 

b. Buildings designed for human occupancy shall include a pedestrian amenity, such as a porch, plaza, 
quad, courtyard, covered entryway, or seating area 100 sq. ft., minimum, as a component of a main 
building entrance.  

c. Buildings such as sheds, barns, or garages, used exclusively for agricultural purposes, research, or 
for storage shall be exempt from these standards for building entrances as described in “a” and “b,” 
above. 

SECTION 3.36.650.05 – GROUND FLOOR WINDOWS 

a. Buildings designed for human occupancy with facade(s) that face a public street or private streetan 
OSU Street, multi-use path, walkway, and/or sidewalk shall have windows, pedestrian entrances, or 
display windows that cover at least 25 percent of the length and 15 percent of the surface area of 
the ground floor facade. 

b. Ground Floor is defined as the finished floor elevation of the first floor that qualifies as a story in a 
building, as defined in the State of Oregon Structural Specialty Code. 

c. Mirrored glass may not be used in ground floor windows. 

d. Parking structures either above or below ground, shall be exempt from these standards for ground 
floor windows. 

e. Buildings or portions of buildings used exclusively for research or storage purposes shall be exempt 
from the standards for ground floor windows described in “a”, through “c”, above. Buildings that do 
not meet the standards for ground floor windows shall not be located within a Primary 
Neighborhood Transition Area or within 50 ft. of Monroe Avenue. 

SECTION 3.36.650.06 – LANDSCAPING, NATURAL RESOURCES, AND NATURAL HAZARDS  

a. General Landscaping Provisions 

a.1. Landscaping shall be provided in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting, and shall be provided for parking areas adjacent to public streets 
and OSU Streets private streets in accordance with Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and 
Access Requirements, except as modified by the provisions of this chapter. 

b.2. In lieu of a landscape installation and/or landscape maintenance bond or other financial 
assurance for landscape and irrigation installation required by Section 4.2.20.a, a letter of 
commitment from the OSU Operations and Maintenance Department shall be provided. 
The letter of commitment shall include the following: 

1.a) A copy of the approved landscaping and irrigation plan; 

2.b) A commitment that the landscaping and irrigation will be installed prior to 
issuance of a final occupancy permit; and 

3.c) A commitment that the landscaping and irrigation will achieve 90 percent 
coverage within three years and be maintained by the OSU Operations and 
Maintenance Department 
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b. Required Tree Plantings, Maintenance, and Preservation 

1. Tree Plantings - Tree plantings are required for all landscape areas, including but not 
limited to OSU Street frontages, public street frontages, multi-use paths, and parking lots 
for four or more cars. 

a) Street Trees 
I. Along streets, trees shall be planted in designated tree planting areas or 

OSU standard tree wells.  Where there is no designated tree planting area 
or a tree well as specified in LDC Section 3.36.60.18, street trees shall be 
planted in yard areas adjacent to the street, except as allowed elsewhere 
by “III,” below; 

II. Along all OSU Streets with tree planting areas in excess of six (6) feet wide 
and where utility lines are located underground, a minimum of 80 percent 
of the street trees shall be large or medium-canopy trees. 

III. If tree planting areas cannot be provided on University Collector, 
Pedestrian Core, or Sports Complex streets as identified in Figure 3.36-3 or 
street trees are prohibited by Section 3.36.60.06.b.2, an equivalent number 
of the required trees shall be provided within the setback of the 
development areas adjacent to the street, or in other locations within open 
space within the OSU Zone.  Such plantings in-lieu-of street trees shall be in 
addition to the mitigation trees required in Section 4.12.60; 

b) The distance between required trees shall be determined by the type of tree 
used as indicated in Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees.  
For small-canopy trees, spacing shall not exceed thirty (30) feet on center. 

c) When the distance between the back of sidewalk and building is less than 
twenty (20) feet, trees shall be planted in OSU standard tree wells.  

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

e) Trees in parking areas shall be dispersed throughout the lot to provide a canopy 
for shade and visual relief.   

f) Any street tree removed through demolition or construction within the public 
street right-of-way or abutting an OSU Street shall be replaced within the 
designated tree planting area, OSU standard tree well, or in yard areas adjacent 
to the street, except as allowed elsewhere by LDC Section 3.36.60.06.b.1.a.III.  

2. Areas Where Trees May Not be Planted 

a) Trees may not be planted within five (5) feet of permanent hard surface paving, 
walkways, or sidewalks, unless: 

I. Trees are planted in OSU standard tree wells; or 

II. Trees are planted in designated street tree planting areas as required in 
LDC Section 3.36.60.06.b.1; or 

III. Trees are planted as outlined in Section 4.2.40.c. 
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b) Trees may not be planted: 

I. Within ten (10) feet of fire hydrants and utility poles; 

II. Within twenty (20) feet of street light standards; 

III. Within ten (10) feet of OSU historic style street lights; 

IV. Within five (5) feet from an existing curb face, except where required for 
street trees in designated trees planting areas or OSU standard tree 
wells; or 

V. Within ten (10) feet of city owned utilities, including sanitary sewer, 
storm drainage, or water line. 

3. Tree Maintenance Near Sidewalks and Paved Surfaces - Trees shall be pruned to provide a 
minimum clearance of eight (8) feet above sidewalks and walkways, and twelve (12) feet 
above street and roadway surfaces; and shall be pruned in accordance with the American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI) A300 standards for Tree Care Operations. 

4. Tree Removal and Protection  

a) Removal and protection of trees within the OSU Zone shall be governed by 
Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions, Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain 
Development Permit, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, Chapter 4.14 - Landslide 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.2 – Landscaping, 
Buffering, and Screening, and Lighting, and Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions.  
In emergency situations or where trees meet the hazardous tree definition as 
defined in Chapter 1.6, removal of trees is permitted through 4.2.20.i – 
Hazardous Tree Removal.   

b) Sidewalks and walkways of variable location and width shall be permitted to 
preserve Significant Tree(s) so long as the sidewalks and walkways comply with 
Section 3.36.60.10. 

c. Buffer Plantings 

1. Buffering is required for parking areas containing four or more spaces, loading areas, and 
vehicle maneuvering areas.   Except where modified by provisions in this chapter, boundary 
plantings that conform to the standards in Section 4.2.40 – Buffer Plantings shall be used to 
buffer these uses from adjacent properties, public rights-of-way, and OSU Streets. 

c.2. A vegetative buffer with a minimum width of 20 ft. that consists of a mix of evergreen and 
deciduous trees and shrubs shall be established between the OSU property line and any 
proposed building, access, drive and/ or parking lot within the Transition Area along the 
northern boundary of Sector A, B and C from the western boundary of Sector A to 26th 
Street and for the College Inn site. This vegetative buffer will be required upon any 
redevelopment of existing parking lots and/or the razing and redevelopment of existing 
buildings. 

d. Screening (Hedges, Fences, Walls, and Berms) 

1. Screening is required where unsightly views or visual conflicts must be obscured or 
blocked and/or where privacy and security are desired.  Where screening is required by 
provisions of this code, it shall conform to the standards in Section 4.2.50 – Screening 
(Hedges, Fences, Walls, and Berms) except where modified by provisions in this chapter.    
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2. Where visible from public rights-of-way or OSU Streets, chainlink fences are prohibited 
unless coated with black vinyl. 

e. Natural Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), and Natural Resources – Natural 
Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), and Natural Resources shall be addressed 
in accordance with Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain Development Permit, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain 
Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, and 
Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. An exception to these 
requirements is that a Drainageway Management Agreement is allowed in lieu of a drainageway 
easement, as outlined in Section 3.36.650.07, below. 

SECTION 3.36.650.07 – DRAINAGEWAY MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

a. In lieu of drainageway dedications and/or easements for new development, expansion or 
redevelopment on parcels adjoining an open natural drainageway as per Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions, OSU shall provide a Drainageway Management Agreement (DMA) 
that meets the purposes cited in Section 4.13.10 and the policies of the City of Corvallis Stormwater 
Master Plan. 

b. Drainageway widths and areas subject to the DMA shall be defined per Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

c. The DMA shall include but not be limited to the following objectives: 

1. Establish that the DMA is between Oregon State University (OSU) and the City of Corvallis 
(CITY) to establish CITY maintenance access rights and to limit OSU development activities 
within the particular drainageway. 

2. Protect the hydrological and biological functions of open drainageways including managing 
storm water drainage, improving water quality, and protecting riparian plant and animal 
habitats, in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions.  

3. Include a map(s) that defines the maintenance area (AREA) boundary line(s); 

4. Grant to the CITY the right, on, under, and across said AREA, to construct, maintain, 
replace, reconstruct, and/or remove a drainageway with all appurtenances incident thereto 
or necessary therewith, to facilitate (work toward) Properly Functioning Condition.  Grant 
to the CITY the right, on, under, and across said AREA to cut and remove any trees and 
other obstructions which may endanger the safety or interfere with the construction, use, 
or maintenance of said drainageway.  Grant to the CITY the right of ingress and egress to, 
over, and from the above described AREA at any and all times for the purpose of doing 
anything necessary, useful, or convenient for the operation of a stormwater utility.  CITY 
shall provide notification to OSU and receive OSU’s written authorization prior to accessing 
the utility.  CITY shall provide notification to OSU and receive OSU’s written authorization 
prior to implementing related work. Prior written approval will not be required during 
times of emergency; 

5. Require the CITY upon each and every occasion that such drainageway is constructed, 
maintained, replaced, reconstructed or removed, to restore the premises of OSU, and any 
buildings or improvements disturbed by the CITY, to a condition as near as practicable to 
the condition they were in prior to any such installation or work.  If such restoration is not 
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practicable, then the CITY shall pay to OSU an agreed upon compensation for such 
conditions that cannot be reasonably or practicably restored; 

6. Require OSU and the CITY to limit use of the AREA to purposes consistent with the 
construction, use and maintenance of said drainageway.  Such uses typically include natural 
landscaping and stormwater management facilities as approved by the CITY.  OSU reserves 
the right to utilize the AREA for education purposes, provided the activities do not affect 
the terms of this agreement.  No new building or other permanent structure, dumping, 
regrading, paving, decrease in vegetative cover, or other action which would enjoin the 
CITY from the intended purpose of this Agreement shall be placed or occur within the AREA 
without the written permission of the CITY.  Actions specified within the plan are exempt 
from this obligation; and 

7. With each request to enter into a DMA, OSU shall produce a Properly Functioning Condition 
(PFC) report.  The PFC report shall be developed/compiled by a qualified professional and 
shall include; 

a) A stream health assessment of Oak Creek for the AREA impacted by 
development. As part of this assessment, an evaluation shall be done for any 
areas needing improvement due to site-specific impairments that have affected 
the PFC of Oak Creek. 

b) A list of recommended actions and improvements, which consider the findings 
and recommendations from the OSU Oak Creek Task Force report, to re-establish 
the PFC of Oak Creek. 

c) An implementation plan for the recommended actions determined in the PFC 
report. 

SECTION 3.36.650.08 – PARKING IMPROVEMENTS 

a. Parking areas shall be designed to promote safe and convenient pedestrian access. 

b. Parking improvements may be constructed as stand-alone projects and/or concurrent with new 
development. 

c. Parking improvements constructed as stand-alone projects shall be located in accordance with the 
sites identified in Figure 7.3 - Future Parking Facilities, of the CMP. 

d. When usage of campus-wide parking facilities exceeds 90 percent based on the most recent parking 
usage inventory, any development that increases building square footage shall be subject to the 
provisions of Section 3.36.430.02. 

e. New development in Sectors A through H may construct additional parking facilities in any of the 
Sectors A through H, provided the OSU campus shuttle is operational. 

f. If the OSU campus shuttle ceases to operate, new development shall be subject to the provisions of 
Section 3.36.430.02. 

g. Development in Sector J (South Farm) shall include construction of parking improvements in Sector 
J. 

h. Existing parking improvements for the College Inn site shall be reserved for the use of the 
occupants of and visitors to that structure.  As uses change and/or additional development occurs 
on the site, bicycle parking necessary to achieve the 10 percent reduction allowed in Section 
4.1.20.q of this Code shall be provided. 
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i. Vehicle parking shall be located to the rear of buildings, and where it does not disrupt the 
pedestrian streetscape, may be located to the side of buildings. 

j. On-street parking facilities are permitted subject to the provisions of Section 3.36.60.18. 

SECTION 3.36.650.09 – TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS  

a. Safe and convenient transportation improvements shall be provided in conjunction with new 
development.  For the purposes of this section, “safe and convenient” means providing City-
standard improvements consistent with functions identified with the street’s functional 
classification.  This includes street,  and pedestrian improvements, landscape stripsdesignated tree 
planting areas, and in some cases, bicycle improvements and on-street parking.  All transportation 
improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the CMP Transportation Improvement Plan 
(TIP) and the City’s Standard Construction Specifications. If there is any conflict between the CMP 
and City Standard Construction Specifications, the latter shall prevail. 

b. An application that includes the installation of public street improvements shall be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with Section 4.0.60 - Public and Private Street Requirements. An 
application that includes the installation of private street improvements shall be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with Section 3.36.60.18 – OSU Street Standards.  Additionally, 
construction of a portion of a Sector’s available square footage of Development Allocation shall 
trigger the implementation of transportation improvements identified in the CMP TIP. 

c. Where transportation improvements are required either by this Code or the CMP’s TIP, but cannot 
feasibly be implemented, as defined below, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), when justified, 
as defined below, may be executed to specify the manner by which improvements shall be 
provided. 

1. A MOA is justified when implementation of the CMP TIP is demonstrated to be infeasible. 
Examples of justification include situations where insufficient ROW exists to construct 
standard improvements, such as on Washington Way, where there are conflicts with 
Significant Natural Features, or where there are physical or other constraints, such as 
topography, existing buildings. 

2. When an MOA is justified, it shall include but not be limited to the following objectives: 

a)  Definition of the Terms of the Agreement; 

1) A listing of the parties included in the Agreement; 

2) A listing of improvements to be included in the Agreement and what 
project the improvements are associated with; and 

3) A time frame that the Agreement terms operate under. 

b) Justification for deviation from the standard shall include but not be limited to 
the following: 

1) Identification of any deviation(s) from the standard; 

2) Citation of the reasons the standard improvement cannot feasibly be 
implemented; and 

3) Identification of the revised design standards that will be incorporated into 
the design. 

3. The final MOA shall be approved by the City Engineer at his/her discretion and signed by 
OSU and the City Manager. 
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d. Pedestrian amenities such as lighting, sidewalks, bench placement, planters, courtyards, quads, 
transit stops/shelters, bicycle racks, recycling receptacles, etc. shall be considered part of typical 
street improvements and incorporated into the final design. 

e. Transportation improvements shall be constructed to ensure ADA compliance. 

f. Speed tables, street lighting, crosswalk marking, and similar safety and speed control 
improvements are components of typical street design and shall be considered in the final design or 
required when mandated by engineering design standards such as the Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD). 

g. Copies of complete As Builts shall be certified by the design engineer and shall be submitted to the 
City for approval for all newly constructed public improvements. 

SECTION 3.36.650.10 – PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE SYSTEM CONNECTIONS 

a. Clearly defined and direct pedestrian connections (i.e., sidewalks and walkways) shall be provided 
between street and building entrances and between parking areas and building entrances. 

b. All sidewalks and walkwayspedestrian connections shall providebe a minimum of five ft. in width of 
unobstructed passage and must be constructed of a permanent hard surface including, but not 
limited to,hard surfaced using pavers, brick, asphalt, or concrete.  Variations in the width and 
location of a continuous length of sidewalk may be granted by the Director to preserve Significant 
Tree(s), to preserve Historically Significant Tree(s), and to accommodate Historic Resources, so long 
as there is a minimum of five ft. of unobstructed passage.   

c. Sidewalks and walkways shall be provided along all streets and shall be required as an 
improvement when development and/or redevelopment occurs, except as otherwise provided in 
“e” below or in Section 3.36.60.18.  Pedestrian facilities installed concurrently with development 
shall be extended through the development area to the edge of abutting pedestrian facilities. 

d. An application that includes the installation of pedestrian improvements abutting public streets 
shall be reviewed and processed in accordance with Section 4.0.30 - Pedestrian Requirements.  
Pedestrian improvements abutting an OSU street shall be reviewed and processed in accordance 
with Section 3.36.60.18 – OSU Street Standards.  Additionally, construction of any of a Sector’s 
available Development Allocation for new development shall trigger the implementation of bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements identified in the CMP TIP. 

e. Where pedestrian improvements are needed in excess of a development’s frontage, as identified in 
the CMP’s TIP and cannot feasibly be implemented, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the 
City in accordance with Section 3.36.650.09, when justified, may be executed to specify the manner 
in which improvements shall be provided. 

f. Bicycle and pedestrian improvements shall be constructed to ensure ADA compliance. 

g. Multi-Use Paths -  Multi-use paths, such as paths for bicycles and pedestrians, shall be constructed 
of a permanent hard surface including, but not limited to, asphalt or concrete, and all materials 
shall meet City Engineering standards.  The standard width for a two-way multi-use path shall be 
twelve (12) feet wide.  The standard width can be reduced to a minimum of eight (8) feet wide to 
preserve Significant Tree(s), to preserve Historically Significant Tree(s), to accommodate Historic 
Resources, or in locations abutting railroad right-of-way.  
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h. Internal Pedestrian Circulation 

1. Walkways shall be provided to connect the development area’s pedestrian circulation 
system with existing pedestrian facilities that abut the development area but are not 
adjacent to the streets abutting the site.   

2. With the exception of walkway/driveway crossings, walkways shall be separated from 
vehicle parking or maneuvering areas by grade, different paving material, bollards, or 
landscaping.  They shall be constructed in accordance with City Standard Construction 
Specifications.  This provision does not require a separated walkway system to collect 
drivers and passengers from cars that have parked on-site unless an unusual parking lot 
hazard exists.  

3. Prior to development, applicants shall perform a site inspection in conformance with LDC 
Section 4.0.30.f.   

4. Natural Hazards and Natural Resources shall be addressed in accordance with Chapter 2.11 
- Floodplain Development Permit, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions, Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, and LDC 
Section 3.36.60.06 – Landscaping, Natural Resources, and Natural Hazards. 

SECTION 3.36.650.11 – SITE FURNISHINGS 

Site furnishings shall not block or impede pedestrian circulation or reduce the required sidewalk or walkway 
width. 

SECTION 3.36.650.12 – TRANSIT/SHUTTLE STOPS 

a. A transit stop and/or transit shelter shall be provided as required by the Corvallis Transit System. 

b. A shuttle stop shall be provided as required by OSU Parking Services. 

c. An application that includes the installation of transit improvements shall be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with Section 4.0.50 - Transit Requirements in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. 

d. Corvallis Transit System (CTS) transit stops and OSU shuttle stops are considered part of an 
effective transit/shuttle system and shall be incorporated into the transportation system. 
Transit/shuttle stops and shelters shall be constructed to ensure ADA compliance.  

SECTION 3.36.650.13 – BICYCLE PARKING 

a. Bicycle parking shall be constructed with each development based on the assignable square 
footage (i.e., office, classroom, research facility, etc.) of a proposed development according to the 
parking standards in Section 4.1.30 of Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 

b. Bicycle parking shall be near, but shall not block or impede building entrances. 

c. At least 50 percent of the required bicycle parking shall be covered. 

d. All bicycle parking shall comply with the standards in Section 4.1.70 of Chapter 4.1 - Improvements 
Required with Development. 

SECTION 3.36.650.14 – MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT AND TRASH ENCLOSURES, AND OUTDOOR STORAGE AREAS 

a. All mechanical equipment enclosures for non-agricultural buildings shall be screened as part of the 
building construction or with landscaping, masonry walls, solid wood fencing, or a combination of 
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these materials for those areas that are visible from a street, building, or pedestrian access way, or 
are adjacent to a neighborhood. 

b. Trash collection enclosures for all buildings shall be screened as part of the building construction or 
with landscaping, masonry walls, solid wood fencing, or a combination of these materials for those 
areas that are visible from a street, building, pedestrian access way, or are adjacent to a 
neighborhood. 

c. All outdoor storage areas shall be screened with construction similar to the adjacent building or 
with landscaping, masonry walls, solid wood fencing, or a combination of these materials for those 
areas that are visible from a street, adjacent building, pedestrian access way, or are adjacent to a 
neighborhood. 

SECTION 3.36.650.15 – PUBLIC, PRIVATE, AND FRANCHISE UTILITIES 

a. All new utility distribution lines shall be underground. 

b. Development requiring the installation of public utility improvements shall be reviewed and 
processed in accordance with Section 4.0.70 - Public Utility Requirements (or Installations), and 
Section 4.0.80 - Public Improvement Procedures. 

c. Development within the City’s combination sewer systems shall comply with the separation of 
storm drain from sanitary sewer system policy criteria in accordance with the City’s Community 
Development Policy 1003. 

d. Development occurring on a parcel fronting or adjacent to a drainageway identified in the City of 
Corvallis Stormwater Master Plan, shall be constructed in accordance with Section 3.36.650.07, 
Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain Development Permit, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - 
Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, and Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, and shall comply with the watershed management guidelines and policies 
identified in Chapter 5 of the City’s Stormwater Master Plan. 

e. Transformers and vaults not underground shall be screened consistent with LDC Section 3.36.60.06 
– Landscaping, Natural Resources, and Natural Hazards and LDC Section 3.36.60.14 – Mechanical 
Equipment and Trash Enclosures, and Outdoor Storage AreasChapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting. 

f. An application that includes the installation of franchise utilities shall be reviewed and processed in 
accordance with Section 4.0.90 - Franchise Utility Installations of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. 

g. Copies of complete As Builts shall be certified by the design engineer and shall be submitted to the 
City for approval for all new constructed public improvements. 

SECTION 3.36.650.16 – EXTERIOR LIGHTING 

a. Site and Street Lighting shall comply with LDC Section 4.2.80 – Site and Street Lighting, except 
where modified by this section. 

a.b. OSU historic style light fixtures with shielded luminaires that minimize uplighting and glare shall be 
used along pedestrian accesswayssidewalks and walkways. 

b.c. The historic style light fixtures shall have poles and bases, and associated pole-mounted equipment 
such as banner hangers, etc., finished with a neutral gray or black or other dark color. 
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c.d. Contemporary light fixtures with shielded luminaires that minimize uplighting and glare shall be 
used in parking areas or other areas outside of the historic campus core and shall meet the 
requirements of a full cut-off light fixture. 

d.e. Outdoor field lighting may be installed on intramural and recreational playing fields, provided that 
the light is directed on the fields and not directed toward adjacent privately owned properties. 
Adjacent to residential areas, a lighting curfew of 10 p.m. shall be imposed on these playing fields 
so that all events are completed prior to that time. 

e.f. With the exception of lighting for intercollegiate athletic facilities and intramural and recreational 
playing fields, light trespass onto surrounding residential properties shall not exceed 0.1 
footcandles, except in areas where additional lighting for safety and security, as determined by the 
University, is necessary. In such cases, light trespass onto surrounding residential properties shall 
not exceed 0.25 footcandles. Testing of the lighting by the University to ensure compliance shall be 
done after the lights have experienced 10 hours of illuminance, or burn time. 

f.g. Stadium lighting for future expansions to Reser Stadium shall be provided in a manner that does 
not increase light spillage outside of the stadium proper. 

g.h. Installation of field lighting for intercollegiate athletic facilities other than Reser Stadium shall 
ensure that light trespass onto surrounding residential properties does not exceed 0.5 footcandles. 
Testing of the lighting by the University to ensure compliance shall be done after the lights have 
experienced 10 hours of illuminance, or burn time. 

SECTION 3.36.650.17 – ACCESSIBILITY 

a. All buildings and other structures used for human occupancy shall meet or exceed accessibility 
standards as established by the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

b. Parking facilities for the disabled shall be provided near building entrances. 

SECTION 3.36.60.18 – OSU STREET STANDARDS 

All improvements required by the standards in this section shall comply with LDC Section 4.0.20 – Timing of 
Improvements unless otherwise indicated within this section.  Improvements required with development 
shall meet construction specification standards established by the City Engineer and amended over time.  
Improvements required for publicly owned streets shall comply with Chapter 4.0 – Improvements Required 
with Development and be consistent with Table 4.0-1 Street Functional Classification System.  
Improvements required for OSU Streets shall comply with LDC Section 3.36.60.18 and be consistent with 
Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification.   

Natural Hazards and Natural Resources shall be addressed in accordance with Chapter 2.11 – Floodplain 
Development Permit, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, Chapter 4.14 – Landslide Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions, and Section 3.36.60.06 – Landscaping, Natural Resources, and Natural 
Hazards. 

a. University Collector (i.e., 30th Street, 14th Street between Jefferson Way and Monroe Avenue,  and 
Washington Way west of 15th Street) 

1. Vehicle Lanes – OSU Streets will have auto lane widths consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard Construction 
Specifications.    
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2. Bike Lanes – OSU Streets will have on-street bike lanes consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard Construction 
Specifications.   

3. Sidewalks 

a) Sidewalks along streets classified in Figure 3.36-3 as University Collector shall be 
a minimum of six (6) feet wide and be provided along a project’s development 
frontage to the edge of adjacent facilities when development and/or 
redevelopment occurs except in locations where Natural Hazards, Natural 
Resources, or railroad right-of-way prevent the installation of pedestrian facilities 
consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification.  
Sidewalks shall be constructed in accordance with City Standard Construction 
Specifications and in compliance with ADA standards.   

b) Variations in the width and location of a continuous length of sidewalk may be 
granted by the Director to preserve Significant Tree(s), to preserve Historically 
Significant Tree(s), and to accommodate Historic Resources, so long as there is a 
minimum of five ft. of unobstructed passage.   

c) Sidewalks shall be separated from curbs by a designated tree planting area that 
provides at least six (6) feet of separation between the sidewalk and curb, except 
when at least one of the following conditions exists and provided the provisions 
in LDC Section 3.36.60.18.a.3.e are met: 

1) In locations where the existing sidewalk is located over a utility tunnel; 

2) In locations where the construction of a designated tree planting area of 
six (6) feet in width and a conforming sidewalk would require the 
removal of a Historically Significant Tree; 

3) In locations where the sidewalk is located within a Natural Resource area 
governed by Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions 
and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions and within 
drainageway areas governed by regulations in Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain 
Development Permit and Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions.   

d) Where sidewalks are abutting vehicle travel lanes, parking or maneuvering areas, 
sidewalks shall be separated by grade, different paving materials, bollards, or 
landscaping. 

e) Where an existing sidewalk is located over a utility tunnel or where the 
construction of a designated tree planting area of six feet in width would require 
the removal of a Significant Tree(s), the existing sidewalk location may be 
retained provided all of the following are met:  

1) The existing sidewalk width complies with the standards in this zone, or it 
is replaced to meet the standard width in Table 3.36-5:  OSU Street 
Standards - Functional Classification; 

2) The existing or proposed sidewalks complies with ADA requirements; and 

3) Street trees are provided consistent with LDC Section 3.36.60.06.b.1.a 
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f) The designated tree planting area shall be landscaped with trees and plant 
materials in accordance with LDC Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping, Natural 
Resources, and Natural Hazards.   

4. On-Street Parking – On-street parking is not permitted along University Collectors. 

b. Pedestrian Core (i.e., 13th Street, 14th Street, 26th Street, Adams Avenue, Benton Place, Campus 
Way, Jefferson Way west of 15th Street, Intramural Lane, May Way, Memorial Place, Orchard 
Avenue east of 27th Street, Park Terrace, Pioneer Place, Sackett Place, Washington Avenue between 
11th and 15th streets, and Weatherford Place) 

1. Vehicle Lanes - OSU Streets will have auto lane widths consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard Construction 
Specifications. 

2. Bike Lanes – OSU Streets may have on-street bike lanes or sharrows consistent with Table 
3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard 
Construction Specifications.   

3. Sidewalks  

a) Sidewalks along streets classified in Figure 3.36-6 as Pedestrian Core shall be a 
minimum of six (6) feet wide and be provided along a project’s development 
frontage to the edge of adjacent facilities, when development and/or 
redevelopment occurs except in locations where Natural Hazards, Natural 
Resources, or railroad right-of-way prevent the installation of pedestrian facilities 
consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification.  
Sidewalks shall be constructed in accordance with City Standard Construction 
Specifications.  Sidewalks may be either abutting the curb or separated by a 
designated tree planting area. 

b) Variations in the width and location of a continuous length of sidewalk may be 
granted by the Director to preserve Significant Tree(s), to preserve Historically 
Significant Tree(s), and to accommodate Historic Resources, so long as there is a 
minimum of five ft. of unobstructed passage. 

c) A designated tree planting area of at least six (6) feet shall be provided 
immediately adjacent to the sidewalk, either between the curb and sidewalk or 
within the setback area between the sidewalk and the facility except when at 
least one of the following conditions exists and provided the provisions in LDC 
Section 3.36.60.18.b.3.e are met:  

1) There is insufficient width between the curb and an existing facility to 
provide a five-foot-wide sidewalk and a six-foot-wide designated tree 
planting area.  

2) There is an existing sidewalk located over a utility tunnel and insufficient 
width on either side of the sidewalk to provide a six-foot-wide designated 
tree planting area. 

3) There is an existing sidewalk of at least five (5) feet in width and an 
existing designated tree planting area that is less than six (6) feet in 
width.  
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4) The sidewalk is located within a Natural Resource area governed by 
Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions and Chapter 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions and within drainageway 
areas governed by regulations in Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain Development 
Permit and Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions.   

d) Where sidewalks are abutting vehicle travel lanes, parking or maneuvering areas, 
sidewalks shall be separated by grade, different paving materials, bollards, or 
landscaping. 

e) Where an existing sidewalk is located over a utility tunnel or where the 
construction of a designated tree planting area of six feet in width would require 
the removal of Significant Tree(s), the existing sidewalk location may be retained 
provided all of the following are met:  

1) The existing sidewalk width complies with the standards in this zone, or it 
is replaced to meet the standard width in Table 3.36-5:  OSU Street 
Standards - Functional Classification; 

2) The existing or proposed sidewalks complies with ADA requirements; and 

3) Street trees are provided consistent with LDC Section 3.36.60.06.b.1.a 

f) The designated tree planting area shall be landscaped with trees and plant 
materials in accordance with LDC Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping, Natural 
Resources, and Natural Hazards.   

g) Except as noted in Section 3.36.60.10.c, construction of sidewalks and designated 
planting areas in compliance with LDC Section 3.36.60.18 along Pedestrian Core 
streets may be deferred until development of the development area and 
reviewed as a component of the Building Permit.   

4. On-Street Parking – On-street parking along OSU Streets may be maintained, replaced, or 
modified within a street block where on-street parking already exists.  Where streets must 
cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Hazards, street widths shall be minimized by 
providing no on-street parking on either side of the street per LDC Section 4.0.60.k.9.  On-
street parking must consistent with applicable provisions in Chapter 2.9 and other 
applicable provisions of this Code. 

5. Emergency Access – When the curb-to-curb width of a street does not provide sufficient 
width to accommodate emergency vehicles, curb-side, vehicle-rated sidewalks with a 
mountable curb may be used in combination with vehicle and bike lanes to provide the 
required access width for emergency vehicles. 

c. Sports Complex (i.e., 26th Street and Ralph Miller Lane) 

1. Vehicle Lanes - OSU Streets will have auto lane widths consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU 
Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City Standard Construction 
Specifications.    

2. Bike Lanes – OSU Streets will have on-street bike lanes or a shared surface consistent with 
Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards Functional Classification and comply with City 
Standard Construction Specifications. 
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3. Sidewalks 

a) Sidewalks along streets classified in Figure 3.36-3 as Sports Complex shall be a 
minimum of ten (10) feet wide, including tree wells, and be provided along a 
project’s development frontage to the edge of adjacent facilities when 
development and/or redevelopment occurs except in locations where Natural 
Hazards, Natural Resources, or railroad right-of-way prevent the installation of 
pedestrian facilities consistent with Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street Standards 
Functional Classification.  Sidewalks shall be constructed in accordance with City 
Standard Construction Specifications.   

b) Sidewalks should be located adjacent to the curb, and tree planting areas should 
be eliminated and replaced with paved areas with trees in tree wells. Where tree 
wells are used, tree grates may be permitted.  Tree wells and tree grates shall 
comply with specifications in the OSU Tree Management Plan.  Tree wells shall be 
located adjacent to the curb, and trees shall be placed at least every thirty (30) 
feet on center.  Street trees shall be furnished and maintained in conformance 
with requirements in Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping, Natural Resources, 
and Natural Hazards. 

c) Except as noted in Section 3.36.60.10.c, construction of sidewalks and designated 
planting areas in compliance with LDC Section 3.36.60.18 along Sports Complex 
streets may be deferred until development of the development area and 
reviewed as a component of the Building Permit.   

4. On-Street Parking – On-street parking along OSU Streets may be maintained, replaced, or 
modified within a street block where on-street parking already exists.  Where streets must 
cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Hazards, street widths shall be minimized by 
providing no on-street parking on either side of the street per LDC Section 4.0.60.k.9.  On-
street parking must consistent with applicable provisions in Chapter 2.9 and other 
applicable provisions of this Code. 

5. Emergency Access – When the curb-to-curb width of a street does not provide sufficient 
width to accommodate emergency vehicles, curb-side, vehicle-rated sidewalks with a 
mountable curb may be used in combination with vehicle and bike lanes to provide the 
required access width for emergency vehicles. 
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Table 3.36-5:  OSU Street Standards - Functional Classification1, 2, 3 
 University Collector Pedestrian Core (local) Sports Complex (local) 

Auto Amenities (lane 
widths)4 

2 Lanes (11 ft. per lane) 1-2 Lanes (10 ft. per lane) 1-2 Lanes (10 ft. per lane) 

Bike Amenities5, 6, 7 2 Lanes (6 ft. per lane) Shared Bike and Vehicle 
Facility, Sharrow, or 1-2 
Lanes (6 ft. per lane) 

Shared Bike and Vehicle 
Facility, Sharrow, or 1-2 
Lanes (6 ft. per lane) 

Pedestrian 
Amenities8 

2 Sidewalks (6  ft. per 
sidewalk)9 

2 Sidewalks (6  ft. per 
sidewalk) 

2 Sidewalks (10  ft. per 
sidewalk) 

Transit (non-OSU) As approved by OSU As approved by OSU As approved by OSU 

Managed Speed10 20 - 35 MPH 5 - 20 MPH 5 - 20 MPH 

Traffic calming11 Permissible Permissible Permissible 

Access Control Some Not typical Not typical 

Turn Lanes Typical at intersections 
with arterials or  
collectors  

Not typical Not typical 

Tree Planting Areas12 Two - 6 ft. Except across 
areas of Natural 
Features9 

Two - 6 ft. Except across 
areas of Natural Features 

Street trees shall be 
planted in OSU standard 
tree wells and may include 
OSU standard tree grates13 

Through-traffic 
connectivity 

Typical function Permissible function Permissible function 

On-street Auto 
Parking12 

No Permissible; 1 - 2 parking 
aisles (parallel 8 ft., angled 
19 ft.) 

Permissible; 1 parking aisle 
(8 ft.) 

1 These standards do not preclude the flexibility currently allowed through the Planned Development process in 
Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development. 
2 Streets, bike lanes, and vehicle-rated sidewalks shall be designed to provide emergency and fire vehicle access as 
approved by the City and Fire Department. 
3 Street improvements shall comply with Sections 4.5.90.02.C. and Section 4.12.70. 

4 Lane widths shown are the preferred construction standards that apply to existing routes adjacent to areas of new 
development, and to newly constructed routes. On University Collector roadways, an absolute minimum for safety 
concerns is 10 ft. Such minimums are expected to occur only in locations where existing development along an 
established sub-standard route or other severe physical constraints preclude construction of the preferred facility 
width.  Note:  the number of lanes does not include turn lanes. 

5 On streets where there are shared bike and vehicle facilities, bike lanes are not required.   
6 One way streets shall only be required to provide one (1) bike lane.  Contra-flow bike lanes are permitted.   
7 Parallel multi-use paths in lieu of bike lanes are not appropriate along the Arterial-Collector system due to the 
multiple conflicts created for bicycles at driveway and sidewalk intersections. In rare instances, separated (but not 
adjacent) facilities may provide a proper function.   
8 An absolute minimum width for safety concerns is five ft., which is expected to occur only in locations where 
existing development along an established substandard route or other severe physical constraints preclude 
construction of the preferred facility width. 

9 A sidewalk and designated tree planting area will not be required on the south side of Washington Way between 
15th Street and 35th Street.  The width of the designated tree planting area may be reduced to five (5) feet on the 
west side of 30th Street between Western Blvd and Washington Way to create a uniform street profile. 
10 Speed shall be set in conformance with a vehicle speed study, State and Local code, and approved by licensed 
Civil Engineer. 

11 Traffic calming includes such measures as bulbed intersections, raised intersections, raised pedestrian crossings, 
speed humps, raised planted medians, mid-block curb extensions, traffic circles, signage, and varied paving 
materials. 

12 Where streets must cross protected Natural Features, street widths shall be minimized by providing no on-street 
parking and no designated tree planting areas between the curb and the sidewalk on either side of the street. 

13 Tree wells and tree grates shall be constructed consistent with specifications in the OSU Tree Management Plan. 
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d. General Provisions – Development shall comply with the standards in Section 4.0.60 – Public and 
Private Street Requirements, except as modified in this chapter and below. 

1. For OSU-owned property within the OSU zone, the provisions in Section 4.0.60 that refer to 
Development Sites shall apply to Development Areas, as defined in this chapter, and shall 
not apply to Development Sites. 

2. Any Improvements required by the provisions of section 4.0.60 to OSU Streets within the 
OSU zone shall be improved to the standards in Section 3.36.50.18 rather than City 
standards where those standards differ. 

3. Provisions in Section 4.0.60 that apply to Collector and Neighborhood Collector Streets 
shall apply to University Collector Streets except as modified in Section 3.36.60.18. 

4. Provisions in Section 4.0.60 that apply to Local Streets shall apply to Pedestrian Core and 
Sports Complex Streets except as modified in Section 3.36.60.18. 

5. Improvement widths shall be as specified in the Transportation Plan and Table 4.0-1 - 
Street Functional Classification System for public streets and Table 3.36-5 – OSU Street 
Standards Functional Classification for OSU Streets. 

6. Where streets must cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Hazards, street widths 
shall be minimized by providing no on-street parking and no tree planting areas between the 
curb and the sidewalk on either side of the street as allowed by the provisions of Chapter 
2.11 - Floodplain Development Permit, LDC Section 3.36.60.06 - OSU Landscaping, Natural 
Resources, and Natural Hazards, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions, and Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. 

7. The City of Corvallis will determine the functional classification of any new streets that are 
constructed outside of the alignments shown in Figure 3.36-3. 

SECTION 3.36.70 – ROUGH PROPORTIONALITY 

If an applicant intends to assert that it cannot legally be required, as a condition of Building Permit or 

development approval, to provide easements, dedications, or improvements at the level otherwise 

required by this Code, the Building Permit or site plan review application shall include a rough 

proportionality report in accordance with the provisions of Section 1.2.120 of Chapter 1.2 - Legal 

Framework. 

SECTION 3.36.860 – DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR NON-UNIVERSITY-OWNED PROPERTIES 
Development or redevelopment of properties in this Zone that are not owned by Oregon State University 

and are identified in Section 3.36.320.01.c, shall be reviewed based on the standards in Table 3.36-65 - 

Residential Use Zoning Standards, below. 

Table 3.36-65: Residential Use Zoning Standards 
Current Use Development Zoning Standards 

Single-family Residential RS-5 

Multi-family Residential RS-12(U) 

3.36.970 - CAMPUS MASTER PLAN MONITORING 
a. As a means of monitoring the implementation of the Campus Master Plan, the University shall 

provide the following information to the City on a yearly basis. 
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1. Updated tabulations of development and open space for the planning area, including - 

a) Gross square footage of development by type that occurred in each Sector over 
the previous 12 month period; 

b) Remaining available Development Allocation for each Sector; and 

c) Remaining open space areas and percentages for each Sector. 

2. Updated parking utilization reports, including - 

a) Identification of new parking space creation and the total number of spaces 
provided within the CMP boundary and a breakdown by Sector and parking lot 
type - student, staff, visitor, free, etc.; 

b) Percentage of parking space utilization campus-wide; and 

c) Identification of available parking spaces using City standard parking 
configurations, and usage within each residential parking district bordering OSU 
and of the number of residential permits funded by the University. In addition, 
provide details of other efforts undertaken by the University to address 
neighborhood parking issues; 

3. TDM Report - The TDM Report that identifies efforts and the effectiveness of those efforts 
undertaken by the University over the previous 12 months to reduce reliance on the single-
occupant vehicle. Such efforts shall include, but not be limited to: 

a) Shuttle routes and usage; 

b) Other efforts in support of transit, car-pool, or van-pool usage; 

c) Tabulation of the number of single-occupancy vehicles reduced; 

d) Location and number of bicycle parking spaces, including the number of covered 
spaces and any additions to the inventory; and 

e) Identification of campus pedestrian routes and system improvements. 

4. Base Transportation Model (BTM) update that includes the following components over the 
previous 12 month period - 

a) Traffic counts to be updated on a five-year cycle; 

b) New development, and if known, future development square footage and Use 
Type, based on the existing model’s categories, to be included in the model 
assumptions on a per Sector basis; 

c) New parking areas or roadways that may have an effect on traffic volumes or 
patterns; and 

d) Within one year of adoption of the CMP, and on a recurrent two-year schedule, 
OSU shall complete in coordination with City Staff a baseline traffic count for 
Jackson Avenue between Arnold Way and 35th Street. City staff shall provide OSU 
and the neighborhood association with the most recent baseline traffic volume 
measurements made within the last five years. 
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b. Additional monitoring efforts include: 

1. Within one year of adoption of the CMP, OSU should work with the City to perform a 
baseline traffic count of local streets identified by neighborhood associations as problems 
in the areas bordering Sectors A, B, and C, and south of Harrison Boulevard; and 

2. OSU shall participate as a full partner in a task force initiated by the City with City, 
University, neighborhood association and neighborhood business representation, to review 
and evaluate existing baseline traffic measurements, parking studies, and other relevant 
information and develop strategies to mitigate problem areas. 
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East of Benton Place the side-
walk again becomes a curb-

side sidewalk.  Here the side-
walk abuts several of the Physical Plant 
Shops buildings. 

Just west of the intersection  
with Benton Place there is a 

small stretch of sidewalk that 
has a planting area between the street 
and sidewalk.

As it is currently 
configured, Wash-

ington Way only has a sidewalk 
on its north side.  Between 26th Street 
and Benton Place, much of the side-
walk is a narrow curbside sidewalk.

University Collector: Washington
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Most of 30th Street has a planting strip located between 
the street and sidewalk.  The width of the planting strip 

varies along 30th.  Just south of Washington Way, the 
planting strip is much wider than it is at other locations.

North of Washington Way on both sides of 30th Street, 
there is a planting strip of four to six feet between the 
street and sidewalk. Street trees are planted in the 

planting strip.

South of Washington Way, the east (above) and west 
sides of 30th Street have a narrow planting strip 

between the street and sidewalk, and street trees are 
planted between the sidewalk and the adjacent buildings.  

University Collector: 30th Street
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On the north side of Campus 
Way, there is a curbside side-
walk due to the presence of a 

utility tunnel on this side of the street.  
The sidewalk is located on top of the 
tunnel to provide a larger planting area 
between the sidewalk and the adjacent 
building (Kelley Engineering Center). 

To the west of Memorial Place, 
the south side of Campus Way  
has a five foot sidewalk with 

a planting strip full of rhododendrons 
and other shrubs.  This differs from the 
north side of the street, which has a 
curbside sidewalk.

Campus Way from Memorial 
Place to Waldo Place exhibits a 

variety of sidewalk configurations.  
On the south side of the street near 
Waldo Place, there is a wide curbside 
sidewalk.  As one moves west the wide 
sidewalk is interrupted with plantings 
as seen in the photo to the left.

Pedestrian Core: Campus Way
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On the south side of Campus 
Way, a narrow curbside side-

walk jogs to meet a wider side-
walk with a curbside planting strip.  
Street trees are planted in planting 
areas located between the street and 
sidewalk and between the sidewalk 
and adjacent buildings.

The location of the sidewalk 
on the north side of Campus 

Way in front of the Hallie Ford 
Center is dictated by the presence of 
a utility tunnel under the sidewalk.  The 
planting strip in this location is not wide 
enough  to support street trees.

Campus Way west of 26th 
street exhibits many different 

sidewalk configurations in just 
half a block.  On the north side of Cam-
pus Way, there is both a wide curb-
side sidewalk and a narrower sidewalk 
separated from the street by a planting 
strip.

Pedestrian Core: Campus Way
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On the north side of Jeffer-
son Way, to the east of Waldo 

Place, there is a curbside side-
walk that is narrower than the sidewalk  
to the west.  Street trees are again lo-
cated between the sidewalk and adja-
cent buildings.

Along Waldo Place north of Jef-
ferson Way, the sidewalk is 
separated from the street by an 

unpaved gravel strip.  The side-
walk  is located over an existing utility 
tunnel, leaving a narrow planting strip 
that is unsuitable for street trees.  Fur-
ther north, there is grass planted in the 
planting strip, but the grass is patchy 
due to the level of pedestrian foot traffic 
in this area of campus.

To the west of Waldo Place, 
Jefferson Way has a wide 
curbside sidewalk on both the 

north and south sides of the street.  
Street trees are located between the 
sidewalk and adjacent buildings and 
parking areas.

Pedestrian Core: Jefferson Way
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On the west side of 26th Street along the Reser Stadium 
street frontage, street trees are planted in tree wells 
with wide curb-side sidewalks.

On the east side of 26th Street different conditions ex-
ist.  In front of LaSells Stewart Center, there is a wide 
sidewalk interrupted by tree plantings.

Further north on the east side of 26th, there is a wide 
sidewalk with a planting strip between the street and 
sidewalk.

Sports Complex: 26th Street
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Near Gill Coliseum on the west side of 26th, there is a 
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Campus Master Plan 1-13 

Figure 1.8: Pedestrian Corridors and Open Spaces  
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osu Facilll!os Scn11ces: 130 Oo~ Creek Building, Corvollls. Orcyon 97331 200r 
T 541· 737·2969 1 F 541-737-3013 I hllp:llfeweb1 bof,orst.edu/lowow/ 

Ju ne 5, 20 12 

Kevin Youn!l, 
Planning Director 
Ci ty of Corvall is 
Communi ty Development Department 
50 I SW Madison 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339- 1083 

R.Li: Oregon Stnte University Street Stundards 

Dcnr Kevin: 

Oregon StAte University (OSU) would like to npply for fl major modilication to its 
Campus Master Plan for the purpose of revising Lhe street standards lhnt apply to campus. 
When the 2005 Camrus Master Pion was writlcn and adopted, OSU deferred to the city's 
slrcct standards (or development purposes. Cnmpus development began more than .I 00 
years ago and many of the existing streets with in cnmpus do noL meet the ci ty's 
standards. lmplcment!ltion of the ci ty' s stflnd!Hds resu lts in chan[)_es to campus 
str~e(SC<~pes that creute a random pallern ofsi<lewalkl:>, street tree locations and landscape 
strips. 

In addition to the desire lo create a ~nfe, aesthelically pleasing environment for 
pedestrians and automobiles. there arc practical reasons for roqucsling the change. The 
moin steam line disl1·ibut ion ll111nel (which st1pnl ies heat to campus buildings) l ies directly 
under sidewalks throughout campus, making them impossible to move. ll is not possible 
lo develop planting strip~. especially wi th street trees, over the tunnels. rurthermorc, 
streets withjn cumpus function di flercnlly UJnJllypical streets in other parts of the ci ty. 
Many st reets on t:nmpus have restrit:ted aulomubile occess. Jn numerous locations, such 
as ncar Reser Stadiu111, Gi II Coliseum, ::tnd the Memorinl Union, the sheer volume nf 
pedestrians makes it di iTicult to maintain planting strips between the streets and 
siclewnlks. 

The patLorn of development on cr~mpus continues to be picc<::meul, with new faci I i l ies 
b~ing incorporated into the existiJig r~bric or campus buildings over time. Tt is 
inconceivable tlwt the ent ire Cflmpus would redevelop Loa point where lhe city's street 
stnnclarcls would be implemented surticicnlly to resullt11 consis1enl st.reetscapcs. The 
random pattern that results from the current requirement is npparcnl i11 recent projects. 
r or example. duvdopmcnt or the Ntlli VI: Anl<::rican Culwrul Center, CLIITently under 
cotlsb·uction suuth of MorelAnd I [all, wil l rcstli l in a change in the 26111 Street streetscapc 
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thm moves the sidewalk 6 feet from the ctlrb along the building fl·onltlgc, in a block thnl 
othCI'Wise, has sidewfllks adj acent to the curb. The Native American Cultll i'OI Center is 
an inlill project and the rcmaimkr of the block is unlikely to be redeveloped in the li.tttlrC::. 
Going back to the Olmsl<;:ad Plfln, OSU has recognized the positive attributes of 
incorporating plantings and pedestrian ways ndjncenlto streets. OSU stnff recently 
conducted n survey of streets within the cnmpus boundary identifying the street widths, as 
well as the location and widths of landscape strips and sidewalks relMivc to the streets. 
SHi fT has prepared a proposal to modify the current street standards that would result in a 
consistent approach to improving campus streetscBpcs. The proposal would al low for 
variation in placement of landscaping and sidewalk development, maintuining I!X isting 
patterns of development in the core of campus, and respecting the city's stnndnrds on the 
edge of campus. 

We would like to request the City Council allow OSU to p1·oceed wi th submitting nn 
application to nmcncl the Land Develc)pmenl Code to accommodate I he changes noteu 
tlbuvc. 'l11ank you for your consideration on this malter. 

Si11cen:ly, 

v~ 
Dav1d Dodson, AICt> 
OSU Senior Planner 
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Figure 1.1: OSU Campus Sector Map 
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Campus Master Plan 1-1 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Campus Master Plan Purpose and Overview 

Oregon State University (OSU) is a comprehensive public research university and a member of 
the Oregon University System (OUS). As the state’s land-, sea-, and space-grant institution, OSU 
has programs and faculty located in every county of the state. OSU views the state of Oregon as 
its campus, and works in partnership with Oregon community colleges and other OUS 
institutions to provide access to educational programs. 
 
The OSU Campus Master Plan (CMP) focuses on the 570 acres of land recognized as the main 
campus within the city limits of Corvallis, Oregon. This acreage is situated west of downtown 
Corvallis and bounded, generally, by 9th Street to the east, Monroe Street to the north, Western 
Boulevard to the south, and 35th Street to the west. 
 
The CMP has three purposes: 
 
• Identify guiding principles and policies for the long-range planning of OSU that will direct 

the physical development (i.e., approximately three million gross square feet of new 
buildings and facilities) over the approximate 10- to 12-year planning horizon. 

 
• Establish a conceptual framework for the campus through program development, land use 

determinations, intensity of development, and parking and circulation initiatives. 
 
• Clarify and enhance the relationship and connectivity with the surrounding community. 
 
The CMP was formulated to maintain and enhance the university’s fundamental mission, its 
roles in undergraduate, graduate, and professional education, and its public service. The growth 
proposed in the CMP is necessary to accommodate the projected growth in the number of people 
seeking higher education and to support educational and research initiatives. The CMP offers 
flexibility in meeting the challenge of providing a compelling learning environment, while 
setting standards that direct future growth, guide future design decisions, and conserve and 
enhance the open space of the campus. In balancing these various concerns, the university truly 
becomes a public amenity for all in the state of Oregon.  
 
The CMP updates the 1986 OSU Physical Development Plan and aims to meet the needs for the 
intellectual, economic, technological, and social advancement of the campus and surrounding 
community. The CMP is based on the contributions of administrators, faculty, staff, students, and 
the Corvallis community.  
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 Campus Master Plan 1-2 

To guide future development and expansion of the campus, the CMP: 
 
• Divides the campus into nine sectors, each with its own development allocation (amount of 

building square footage allowed) and development standards; 
 
• Identifies the campus core (Sector C) as the primary area for academic and associated 

research-related facilities; 
 

• Establishes the concept of grouping student academic activities within a 10-minute walk to 
minimize the need for automobile travel between classes; 

 
• Anticipates approximately 750,000 gross square feet of new construction in the campus core 

area with an additional 2.4 million gross square feet in the other sectors most likely to occur 
over the CMP’s 10- to 12-year planning horizon; 

 
• Proposes a review framework that allows for city administrative approval if development is 

consistent with the development allocation, sector standards, and mitigation strategies; 
 
• Recognizes that the core area will become denser (in terms of building mass and pedestrian 

activity), thereby displacing some parking adjacent to buildings; 
 
• Locates displaced and new parking facilities in new lots and structures, but not necessarily 

adjacent to new development; 
 
• Provides areas for additional student housing facilities; 
 
• Identifies major campus entryways (portals) at Jefferson Avenue and/or Monroe Avenue and 

Western Avenue and 26th Street; 
 
• Maintains the open space character of the campus by minimizing the amount of development 

in the lower campus, which is the area from 11th to 14th streets in the vicinity of Monroe 
Avenue. Development from 9th to 11th streets shall be for uses such as a welcome center, 
president’s residence, additional student housing, and/or other uses that retain the open space 
character of the area; and 

 
• Preserves the existing quads, proposes construction of new quads with new development, and 

respects the values associated with Oak Creek and other natural resource areas. 
 
The CMP recognizes the need for facilities and services to support the academic and research 
communities of OSU. Through the implementation of the CMP, the university will respond to 
the intellectual, economic, and technological advancement needs of the campus community 
while visually and physically reinforcing the campus organization and unity. 
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 Introduction 
 

Campus Master Plan 1-5 

 

 
Figure 1.4: Agricultural and Life Sciences Building 

 
 
1.3 Campus Character 

The character of OSU’s campus is defined by a composite of elements including: 
 
• Streets 
• Parking 
• Buildings 
• Pedestrian corridors and open spaces 
 
These separate but interrelated elements are integrated into the campus and form the framework 
for new development. Any new construction or development shall become an extension of these 
elements and continue to shape and define the physical character of OSU. 
 
a. Streets 

The campus is based on a grid pattern, which has its roots in the 1909 Olmsted Brothers plan 
(see section 1.5). The grid provides an easily understandable development pattern in which open 
space and pedestrian areas can be incorporated. Vehicular through-traffic is restricted from most 
areas of the campus core. The streets in the core areas are reserved for public transit, bicycle, 
pedestrians, and service and emergency vehicle access. The pedestrian-oriented zone allows for 
safe and convenient pedestrian movement and enhances the character of the campus.  
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 Campus Master Plan 1-6 

Some streets through campus remain open to public access and provide for vehicular traffic to 
parking and to service destinations. Although these streets currently do not conflict with 
pedestrian usage, there may be a need to restrict public access through campus. 
 
An information booth currently located in the parking lot on the north side of Jefferson Avenue 
and east of 15th Street provides visitors with campus directions and parking information. This 
CMP is intended, in part, to help improve the entryways and way-finding on campus. Major 
portals are proposed at the Jefferson Avenue and/or Monroe Avenue area as well as at 26th Street 
and Western Boulevard area. Development of these areas will further strengthen the sense of 
arrival on the OSU campus. These improvements will also provide a more convenient location 
for information dissemination. 
 
The completed Highway 20/34 bypass of downtown Corvallis provides regional traffic 
connectivity between Interstate 5 and the coastal area. This route reduces traffic through 
downtown Corvallis and directs travelers destined for campus to the south campus entries, which 
results in increased traffic on 15th and 26th streets. 
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Campus Master Plan 1-7 

 
 
Figure 1.5: OSU Vicinity Street Map 
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 Campus Master Plan 1-12 

d. Pedestrian Corridors and Open Spaces 

Pedestrian walkways form critical links between buildings, reinforce the circulation grid, and 
connect campus open spaces. The network of walkways and quads forms the primary circulation 
system for the university community. The decision in the early 1960s to bar vehicular through-
traffic from the campus core expanded the available space for pedestrians and created a safe and 
more relaxed atmosphere during peak pedestrian-use periods. 
 
Walkways tend to be formal and angular, forming direct lines between destinations. This 
formality builds on the traditional street grid and building patterns. The Memorial Union 
Quadrangle is the largest geometric pattern on campus, and is consistent with the classical nature 
of the surrounding buildings. 
 
Open spaces throughout campus are dominated by large expanses of lawn with clusters of trees 
and impressive shrub beds typically located at the foundations of buildings. When the state’s 
nursery industry began to flourish in the 1950s, considerable emphasis was placed on campus 
shrub plantings. OSU became a demonstration garden for many species and hybrids that were 
being propagated by its Horticulture Department.  
 
A part of this CMP is devoted to increasing the number of open spaces on campus by introducing 
public plazas and courtyards. These functional hardscape areas will become an extension of 
buildings and provide the OSU community with another form of communal space. 
 
Today, OSU’s campus reflects a rich tradition of street tree planting. The campus core in 
particular is dominated by a large number of American elms. The threat of tree loss from Dutch 
elm disease led to a program of removal and replacement during the 1960s and 1970s. This 
program was abandoned in the 1980s, and today these trees are routinely maintained and 
monitored for Dutch elm disease. It is important to continue a careful program of protection and 
disease prevention to maintain this vital historic resource. 
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Campus Master Plan 1-13 

 
 
Figure 1.8: Pedestrian Corridors and Open Spaces  
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Campus Master Plan 1-21 

1.6 CMP Plan Objectives  

a. Longevity 

The OSU campus should be designed for longevity, i.e., the ability to continually attract students 
and faculty. Factors that contribute to the campus’ longevity include the use of durable building 
materials such as brick and stone and incorporation of design considerations such as building 
scale and mass. These elements promote a pedestrian-friendly campus, establish inviting 
landscape settings, encourage campus community interaction, and create an element of character 
or sense of place that visitors and students will remember for years to come.  
 
A simple, open, and orderly planned development process can help the campus achieve an image 
that unifies the past and the present. The CMP’s sector approach continues the tradition of 
longevity by identifying anticipated development throughout the sectors in order to meet the 
needs of today and of the future. 
  
b.  Cohesiveness 

The CMP outlines design elements and implementation actions that establish visual continuity 
and consistency for campus development over time. Campus architectural and landscape 
development creates an identity that reinforces the relationship between the built and natural 
environment. The basic massing, vertical organization, structure spacing, use of the building 
proportion and location, and organization of plant material should foster a sense of place and a 
cohesive framework.  
  
Cohesiveness is an ongoing challenge because each new project must accept and embrace plan 
objectives while responding to an array of functional and budgetary opportunities and 
constraints. The CMP will help continue the cohesiveness of the campus by offering general 
design guidelines along with sector-specific guidelines and policies. 
 
c. Collegiality 

The ultimate success of any university is measured by how well it prepares students for their 
future professions. Similarly, the success of a campus master plan is measured by how well it 
creates a functional campus that supports academic and research excellence. 
 
To this end, the CMP provides for communal spaces to encourage social interactions and support 
different programs to stimulate academic collaboration. Clustered developments that reflect 
program function not only add personality but also nurture the intellectual environment. Such 
public and semi-public spaces should be consistent and connected both visually and physically to 
the existing quad arrangements. 
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 Campus Master Plan 1-22 

d. Functionality 

The CMP provides guidelines for future development within each sector while also establishing 
minimum amounts of open space. This will ensure that a solid foundation for campus growth and 
expansion is achieved through well-designed, functional structures, and attractive open space. 
Unique requirements of some research facilities or other special use buildings will necessitate 
creative design approaches to ensure that they retain the campus character. 
 
e.  Connectivity 

The OSU campus is primarily pedestrian-oriented. Clear physical and visual connections are 
necessary to facilitate movement across the campus. Where practicable, vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation should be separated. When vehicular and pedestrian circulation is shared or crossed, 
traffic calming devices such as tree-lined streets, changes in paving materials, and narrow street 
widths should be used to ensure pedestrian safety. A physical network of interconnected paths 
and walkways intermingled with open spaces and quads is essential to linking buildings 
throughout the campus. Visual connectivity also helps pedestrians establish a line of sight and 
orientation through landmarks. 
 
1.7 CMP Planning Process 

The CMP was instituted at the request of the State of Oregon Board of Higher Education, under 
the direction of Mark McCambridge, Vice President for Finance and Administration for Oregon 
State University. The planning team analyzed the physical characteristics of the campus 
buildings and grounds, evaluated the long-term program needs of all campus components, and 
developed planning goals. The CMP’s conceptual framework evolved from input by 
representatives of the academic community (deans, department heads, provosts, etc), campus 
staff, students, faculty, and members of the Corvallis community. 
 
The CMP planning process encompasses five stages: 
 
1. Data Collection and Analysis 
 
Data from group workshops, surveys, and independent interviews with OSU’s president, 
provosts, deans, department heads, staff, and students provided the basis for understanding 
academic program, research, and enrollment growth and operational needs. 
 
2. Concept Development 
 
Campus long-term development needs were assessed, and conceptual approaches, policies, and 
guidelines were developed to establish a framework to meet those needs. 
 
3. Documentation 
 
The most acceptable planning solutions for the conceptual approaches, policies, and guidelines 
were documented in a preliminary CMP document. 
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CMP Principles and Policies 
 

 

2-4  Campus Master Plan 

2.2.11 Examine methods and initiatives to ensure that OSU remains competitive and among the 
top-tier universities in the nation. 

 
2.3  Student Life and Services 

OSU recognizes that today’s students are tomorrow’s alumni and that positive student 
experiences are crucial to the university’s lasting success. To this end, OSU encourages 
opportunities for academic collaboration, recreation, cultural exchange, social interaction, and 
various other programs that provide students with a safe, enriched, and diverse campus.  

Policies 

2.3.1 Continue to promote the campus as a pedestrian-friendly environment. Safe and direct 
access among buildings, parking areas, and other destinations shall be maintained or 
enhanced with new development. 

 
2.3.2 Continue to provide adequate and accessible communal spaces throughout campus that 

encourage the exchange of ideas and informal interactions. 
 
2.3.3 Continue to evaluate the needs of OSU’s recognized cultural centers and provide 

facilities that support the centers and the exchange of cultural traditions. 
 
2.3.4 Provide adequate on-campus student housing that is safe, accessible, and promotes 

academic and social interaction.  
 
2.3.5 Continue to support student health services and related programs to ensure that students 

have access to proper and efficient health services. 
 
2.3.6 Continue to provide adequate recreation areas, facilities, and programs that promote 

physical health activities and intramural sports. 
 
2.3.7 Provide access to dining, recreational, meeting, and other facilities at major academic 

sites on campus. 
 
2.3.8 Provide adequate security measures across campus to ensure the safety of the campus 

community. Such measures may include exterior lighting along walkways and parking 
areas, properly landscaped building grounds, visually accessible doorways, and programs  
such as Safe Ride. 
 

2.3.9 Continue to provide universal access, consistent with Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) standards, to campus buildings and sites. 

 
2.3.10 OSU shall engage in discussions with students in a proactive and cooperative manner 

should the need to relocate People’s Park becomes necessary in the future. 
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CMP Principles and Policies 
 

 

2-6  Campus Master Plan 

Cohesive planning, construction, and management of development is vital to the success of 
improvement and development projects.  
 
Policies 
 
2.5.1 Ensure that all future development is consistent with the City of Corvallis 

Comprehensive Plan, Land Development Code, and other adopted local plans (e.g., 
utility, transportation, etc.).  
 

2.5.2 Design new buildings and renovations to be compatible with existing structures, cost 
effective to operate and maintain, and supportive of student and faculty academic and 
research interests. 
 

2.5.3 Evaluate the feasibility of renovating existing buildings to meet current code and seismic 
standards. 
 

2.5.4 Incorporate sustainability concepts in decision-making with regard to construction, 
operations, and management. 
 

2.5.5 Use financially sustainable funding mechanisms that do not place unreasonable demands 
on the university’s debt capacity. 
 

2.5.6 Create and improve space in such a way that it does not place unreasonable constraints 
on operating costs or maintenance requirements. 
 

2.5.7 Arrange the campus layout and building placement to reinforce academic and operations 
relationships by locating functionally related programs near each other and consolidating 
activities with similar physical requirements. To the extent practicable, site major 
academic buildings within the core campus area and within a 10-minute walk of other 
academic buildings. 
 

2.5.8 Avoid significant building additions that overpower the existing structures and pedestrian 
scale of surrounding spaces and uses. 
 

2.5.9 Orient building entrances toward streets. Landscaping, building mass, and height should 
be similar to that of surrounding buildings. 
 

2.5.10 Design buildings following the architectural guidelines set forth by the university.  
 

2.5.11 Maintain space between buildings to ensure adequate areas for landscaping and 
circulation for pedestrians, service vehicles, and bicycles.  
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  CMP Principles and Policies 
 

 

Campus Master Plan  2-7 

2.5.12 Encourage preservation of the historic street grid and usability of the street system with 
new development organized to create usable open spaces that facilitate ease of pedestrian 
and vehicular movement. 
 

2.5.13 Develop improved campus entrance portals and information kiosks on the east side of 
campus (e.g., Jefferson Street and/or Monroe Street) and on the south side of campus on 
26th and Western Boulevard. 
 

2.5.14 Encourage the protection and restoration of historically significant buildings and 
structures. 
 

2.5.15 Develop a system that assesses and monitors campus space needs within buildings and 
facilities through clear and objective standards. Evaluate the effectiveness of this system 
and, as needed, make adjustments. 
 

2.5.16 Reduce the visual impacts of new development by using similar building materials and 
scale, landscaping, and by siting buildings to maximize open space and maintain 
viewsheds as much as practicable. 
 

2.5.17 Any project adjacent to the College Hill West Historic District shall have an advisory 
review by the City of Corvallis Historic Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB), or its 
successor.  The HPAB shall forward its recommendation to the appropriate reviewing 
body (i.e., City of Corvallis Planning Commission, OSU Campus Planning Committee) 
for consideration. 
 

2.5.18 OSU shall form a Historic Preservation Task Force (HPTF) in accordance with Section 
3.3(b) Buildings Recognized as Historic of CMP six months after the effective date of the 
CMP approval.   
 

2.5.19 The OSU Historic Preservation Task Force shall prepare a Historic Preservation or 
conservation plan in accordance with Section 3.3(b) of the CMP within two years of the 
completion of the profile. 
 

2.5.20 The OSU Campus Planning Committee shall review all proposed modifications to known 
and potentially historic resources on campus in accordance with the Historic Preservation 
Plan. 

 
2.6 Transportation, Circulation, and Parking 

OSU recognizes the importance of a well-organized campus transportation system that integrates 
with the city’s system. OSU also recognizes its role in contributing to the traffic and parking 
impact within the neighborhoods adjacent to its boundaries.  By promoting alternative modes of 
transportation and fostering pedestrian-oriented development, transportation improvement can 
focus on providing safe, direct and functional travel patterns across campus.  
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CMP Principles and Policies 
 

 

2-8  Campus Master Plan 

To promote the same standards of traffic safety and direct and functional travel patterns within 
adjacent neighborhoods, OSU shall participate in a neighborhood task force in accordance with 
Appendix C of the CMP.   
 
OSU will also complete a neighborhood parking utilization study each fall.  The results will 
shape recommendations to reduce utilization in areas that exceed acceptable levels.  OSU will 
submit the results of the study and its recommendations to the neighborhood task force and the 
City for review and consideration. 
 
Policies 
 
See Chapter 6 for policies addressing transportation and circulation, and Chapter 7 for policies 
addressing parking. 
 
2.7 Pedestrian Systems and Open Space  

Pedestrian systems and open spaces must provide safe 
and well-defined corridors for the movement of 
thousands of people.  
 
Any expansion or improvement to a pedestrian 
system should adequately provide for cross-campus 
movement with convenient locations for exiting and 
entering the campus.  
 
 
Figure 2.5: Northwest View from the Valley Library 
 

 
The existing open space system provides a framework for future development. New buildings 
and streets should be designed to encourage communal spaces through the use of plazas, 
courtyards, atriums, or other such areas that allow people an opportunity to co-mingle. 

Policies 

2.7.1 Retain a minimum of 50 percent of the campus as open space, which includes landscape 
areas, parks, recreation fields, and agricultural fields; hardscape amenities such as 
sidewalks, public plazas, quads, and courtyards; and non-developed areas. 

 
2.7.2 Retain the open space areas within each development sector consistent with the minimum 

established open space sector standard. Open space shall provide the framework for 
campus development and shall be integrated into development plans.  

 
2.7.3 Continue to maintain and enhance pedestrian walkways throughout the campus, 

especially with new development. 
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 CMP Principles and Policies  
 

 

Campus Master Plan  2-9 

2.7.4 Provide open spaces such as public plazas, quads, courtyards, atriums, etc. as an element 
of each building site design. 

 
2.7.5 Reinforce the pedestrian nature of campus by minimizing the need for private 

automobiles for cross-campus travel. This shall be done by locating parking areas on the 
campus perimeter and by maintaining a street system that directs traffic to nearby 
collectors and arterials, to the maximum extent practicable.  

 
2.7.6 Continue to maintain and enhance open spaces such as lawns, planting beds, courtyards, 

sidewalks, plazas, quads, and other landscape areas through the adequate funding of 
grounds maintenance. 

 
2.7.7 Repair and/or replace unsightly and unsafe walkway surfaces, and expand walkways that 

do not adequately accommodate pedestrian traffic. 
 

2.7.8 Establish a pedestrian network of paths and sidewalks for safe and convenient access to 
sites on and off campus.  

 
2.7.9 Develop a campus-wide bicycle route system that uses a combination of on-street bike 

lanes and off-street multi-use paths.  
 
2.7.10 Preserve the existing open space character of the lower campus and quads. These open 

spaces are an important historical element in the system established by the 1909 Olmsted 
Brothers plan (Chapter 1). 

 
2.8 Environmental Stewardship and Natural Features 

OSU recognizes its responsibility to the environment and will continue to use environmentally 
responsible and responsive development practices. These practices, defined as “sustainability,” 
shall be incorporated into the design, construction, renovation, expansion, and operation of 
facilities and structures. OSU encourages other sustainability efforts including improving current 
environmental conditions, reducing impacts on known natural resources, and continuing reuse 
and recycling efforts. 
 
The recently completed City of Corvallis Natural Features Inventory identifies wetlands, riparian 
areas, vegetation, and other natural resources on OSU property. See Table 2.1.  
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CMP Principles and Policies 
 

 

2-12  Campus Master Plan 

2.8.3 Minimize environmental impacts from construction and on-going maintenance and 
operations through the use of Best Management Practices.   

 
2.8.4 Complete an inventory and assessment of existing trees to determine potential impacts to 

those trees during future development projects. Develop protocols and standards for tree 
protection during construction and maintenance activities. 

 
2.8.5 Continue to support and expand, whenever practicable, reduction, reuse, and recycling 

programs on campus, including salvage of buildings due to be demolished. 
 
2.8.6 Encourage the use of sustainable materials and design principles that preserve natural 

resources and minimize negative impacts to the environment.  
 

2.8.7 Require the proper management of stormwater runoff, for both quantity and quality, 
consistent with applicable city regulations and plans (e.g., Stormwater Management 
Master Plan) to reduce potential off-site impacts. Consider the use of bio-swales, 
pervious paving, eco-roofs, landscaping, and other treatments to reduce peak flow 
impacts, and promote water quality treatment. 
 

2.8.8 Locate wastewater sites and facilities for receiving, processing, and storing hazardous 
materials so they will not impact natural resources or residential areas. 
 

2.8.9 Provide landscape regeneration in all aspects of site development that reflects the micro 
and macro environments of the region. 
 

2.8.10 Promote sustainability when setting policies and making administrative decisions. 
 

2.8.11 Seek and implement efficiencies in resource consumption. Consider incorporating energy 
conservation techniques, such as siting of buildings for energy savings, integration of 
natural lighting, installation of passive heating and ventilation systems, and other 
improvements that increase energy efficiency. 

 
2.8.12 Develop and implement plans to achieve the properly functioning condition of Oak Creek 

with establishment of future Oak Creek management agreements.   
 

2.8.13 Ensure the goal of no net loss of significant wetlands in terms of both acreage and 
function, and comply with protection requirements of applicable city, state, and federal 
wetland laws as interpreted by the enforcing agencies. 

 
2.8.14 Cooperate with the City of Corvallis to ensure the protection and preservation of 

inventoried natural features to the maximum extent practicable and, as needed, develop 
management plans to this end. 
 

2.8.15 OSU shall proactively and strategically incorporate sustainable design and techniques in 
its planning and construction projects
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CAMPUS MASTER PLAN 

2004-2015 
 
 

Chapter 4 – Campus Development 
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Campus Development 

 
 

Campus Master Plan   4-5 

4.1 General Development Policies  
 
Table 4.3:  Total Master Plan Area 
 

Sector Area Area in Square Feet
Overall Campus Master Plan Area 24,904,904

(569.82 acres)

Existing/Approved Development1 7,675,513
Existing Impervious Surface
            OSU Building Footprint 3,247,716
            OSU IOTB2 Footprint 90,930
            Non OSU Building Footprint 213,286
            Non OSU IOTB Footprint 18,058
            OSU Streets3 1,124,808
            OSU Parking3 3,142,321
            Public Streets 399,322
Total Existing Impervious Surface 8,236,441
Percent of Impervious Surface 33%
Future Development 3,155,000  
1. Includes all buildings and IOTBs gross square feet. 
2. IOTB = Improvements other than buildings 
3. Includes gravel areas. 
 
The following general development policies provide additional direction for future development. 
These general development policies supplement the CMP Principles and Policies in Chapter 2.  
 
General Policies 
 
4.1.1 Establish a maximum development allocation and a minimum open space standard for 

each sector. 
 
4.1.2 Ensure that sector development is consistent with the sector-specific policies in this 

CMP. 
 
4.1.3 Preserve the historic character of existing buildings and incorporate historic values into 

each building renovation or expansion project as much as practicable. 
 
4.1.4 Organize buildings along streets and develop quadrangles or other usable open space. 

Each building should have a unique identity whenever possible. Buildings shall be 
connected via links (e.g., sidewalks, bridges, tunnels, etc.) that are underground, at grade, 
or above grade. The connecting links should not be the dominant feature. 

 
4.1.5 Ensure that development along the campus boundaries is compatible with existing 

adjacent uses. A neighborhood transition area shall be established in which building 
heights are reduced in the vicinity of the campus boundaries.  
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Campus Development 
 
 

4-6 Campus Master Plan 

4.1.6 Design new buildings and uses such that architectural continuity is provided across 
campus.  

4.1.7 Design buildings that are used for academic and research activities for long term use (100 
years or more). 

 
4.1.8 Ensure that development projects are consistent with the principles, policies, and 

development and design standards in this CMP. To this end, Facilities Services and its 
departments shall oversee and coordinate development and construction projects.  

 
4.1.9 Design transportation, pedestrian and bicycle connections consistent with the City’s 

transportation plan, comprehensive plan, land development code, Corvallis Standard 
Construction Specifications, and the CMP TIP to promote safe and convenient access 
into and across campus.  

 
4.1.10 Develop and implement architectural and landscape architectural guidelines to reinforce 

the relationship among buildings, streets, and open space. Create continuity in the mass, 
scale, materials, and surrounding landscape of campus buildings. 

 
4.1.11 Ensure that existing and new development recognizes and supports the established 

cultural centers as expressed in the Cultural Centers at Oregon State University 
Covenant, Statement of Vision and Charter Commitment, confirmed on January 22, 2002 
with any future adopted updates. 

 
4.1.12 Property acquired and intended for University use shall be incorporated into the CMP 

boundary within one year after the acquisition date of said property. 
 
4.1.13 Development within the transition areas around OSU shall incorporate OSU design 

criteria for architectural standards, and be compatible with the adjacent neighborhoods as 
it relates to height, scale, and building materials. 

 
4.1.14 OSU shall ensure that adequate mitigation of the identified intersections within the Base 

Transportation Model (BTM), or its update, that drop below an acceptable level of 
service as described in the City of Corvallis’ Transportation System Plan (TSP) are 
mitigated in accordance with the mitigation measures outlined in the most recent CMP 
annual monitoring report or the CMP’s Transportation Improvement Plan. 

 
4.1.15 OSU shall complete the mitigation described in Policy 4.1.14 within one year of when 

said mitigation measures are identified or in accordance with the development proposal 
that is projected to impact the intersection beyond an acceptable level. 

 
4.1.16 If mitigation from projected development is not completed in accordance with said 

development, then the project will either be delayed until such a time that mitigation can 
occur in accordance with the most recent CMP annual monitoring report or CMP’s 
Transportation Improvement Plan, or the project will be redesigned in a manner that does 
not impact the transportation system beyond acceptable levels. 
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Design Guidelines 

 

 

Campus Master Plan 5-5 

1.0 Site Development 
 

Each project shall provide site improvements. 
These include street improvements along the 
site’s frontage, lighting, curbs, gutters, curb 
cuts, sidewalks, landscaping, fencing, signage, 
and utilities. The project shall also provide 
off-site improvements as required by the 
CMP, city regulations, or other approving 
authority. Off-site improvements shall be 
developed to reflect known or anticipated 
future street widths, bicycle lanes, sidewalks, 
or other planning efforts that have identified 
future requirements.  Handicap access shall be 
provided so multiple points of ingress and 
egress are available, in conformance with the  

Figure 5.2: Madison and 11th Street Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 
 
2.0 Site Access and Parking Entrances 
 
Each building shall have a primary entrance oriented toward the street or public accessway. This 
primary entrance must be accessed by a direct pedestrian connection (sidewalk, porch, courtyard, 
etc.) from the street or accessway. If parking facilities are constructed with a new building, the 
parking shall be located such that it does not create a barrier between the street and the primary 
entryway. This will generally orient parking facilities to the side or behind the building. Where 
existing development patterns limit or otherwise make this orientation unattainable, efforts 
should be made to provide, to the maximum extent practicable, direct pedestrian access to the 
street or accessway. 
 
3.0 Streets 
 
Campus development may require an upgrade to adjacent streets and/or intersections. Such 
improvements shall be consistent with the CMP and may include construction of paved travel 
lanes, on-street bicycle lanes, sidewalks, planting strips, curbs, gutters, and drainage 
improvements. If an intersection needs to be upgraded to increase capacity or mitigate 
unacceptable levels of service, the functional requirements of the street and the potential upgrade 
shall be incorporated into the project. When pedestrian crosswalks are needed, they shall be 
clearly defined through paint marking, raised crosswalk, or other changes in pavement style or 
detail. Generally, crosswalks shall be at intersections. When mid-block crossings are used, 
traffic-calming techniques should be employed to alert drivers of the crosswalk. Traffic-calming 
techniques include speed tables, speed bumps, warning lights, and signage.  
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Design Guidelines 
 

5-6  Campus Master Plan 

 

c.  Open Space 

Just as building design and character are important to the OSU image, so are the open spaces and 
the visual relief these areas provide. Open space is defined as land area not covered by buildings 
or used for vehicle maneuvering or parking. Campus open space includes lawn areas, agricultural 
fields, recreation fields, sidewalks, quads, plazas, courtyards, and other such amenities that 
provide the OSU community with a space and opportunity to co-mingle. Open space creates a 
framework for development and offers areas for respite, exercise, and social interaction.  
 
Open space is an important component in future development on campus. To ensure that open 
space is retained throughout campus, the CMP establishes minimum open space requirements for 
each development sector. As future development occurs, existing parking lots may be 
redeveloped and used as building sites. This allows for new development without displacing 
existing open space areas. 
 
d.  Parking  
 
Parking lot entrances shall be designed to provide adequate sight distances. Stacking area and 
other design considerations should be incorporated to ensure that the entrance functions properly. 
Other improvements required for access to and through the site may be required to ensure safe 
and adequate site access. 
 
Parking shall be managed on a campus-wide basis to ensure that overall utilization remains at 95 
percent or less. Projects shall be responsible for providing the required amount of parking as 
calculated by the Corvallis Land Development Code. The required parking spaces may be 
constructed (pavement, landscaping, curb, gutter, drainage, etc.) on campus or the project can 
pay an equivalent dollar value for the required number of spaces to Parking Services. Parking 
Services will then ensure that parking improvements are provided such that the overall campus 
utilization does not exceed the 95 percent threshold.  
 
Individual projects that displace parking through development shall replace any displaced 
parking. In Sector C, this shall be provided as near as possible to the location of the displaced 
parking. Displaced parking shall be replaced at a one-to-one ratio, to the maximum extent 
practicable. This may entail providing underground parking and/or parking within a portion of 
the building. 
 
Parking improvements may be in the form of parking structures or in lots. Parking lots should be 
paved with asphalt or concrete and should be landscaped. New parking lots shall adhere to code 
standards with pavement, landscaping, and other improvements. Over time, existing gravel lots 
shall be upgraded. When a building is present, the parking lot shall be located on the side of or 
behind the building. On corner lots, a parking lot on the side of the building could be located at a 
street intersection. In these instances, the site design shall consider visual impacts to the 
intersection, to street circulation (e.g., parking lot entrance distance from intersections, stacking 
requirements), and to pedestrian circulation.  
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Design Guidelines 

 

 

Campus Master Plan 5-7 

For redeveloped sites, relocation of parking lots away from the front of the building is 
encouraged. Sidewalks adjacent to parking lots should be designed so that the overhang of the 

car bumper does not reduce the sidewalk to 
a width that hinders adequate circulation. 
Sites, buildings, and parking lots shall be 
designed to provide universal access in 
accordance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) regulations. An 
adequate number of parking spaces shall 
meet ADA requirements and be 
incorporated into campus parking lots.  
 
Bicycle parking should be provided near all 
buildings, with 50 percent of such parking 
covered. The amount of bicycle parking for 
new development shall be based on Land 
Development Code requirements for the use.  

Figure 5.3: Pedestrian Access to Core Campus 
 
Whether covered or uncovered, bicycle parking areas shall be designed as an amenity to the 
building. They shall not block building entrances or impede pedestrian circulation. 
 
Service areas, loading, and unloading zones within parking lots shall be adequately screened 
from adjacent uses and buildings and shall be located so the circulation in the parking area is not 
impeded during scheduled deliveries. 

e. Pedestrian Access and Circulation 

Development should be pedestrian-oriented rather than vehicle-oriented. Buildings should have 
multiple points of access with provisions made for pedestrian and bicycle traffic (i.e., sidewalks, 
on-street bicycle lanes, multi-use paths, etc.). Pedestrian safety should be considered in the 
design of all buildings, traffic, and parking areas.  
 
Pedestrian connections and sidewalks should be unobstructed to provide convenient linkages to 
specific destinations and across campus. The parking of service and vendor vehicles should be 
prohibited on sidewalks or in bike lanes.  
 
Alternatives will need to be explored for the campus core area where delivery and service 
vehicles have historically used the sidewalk and/or bike lanes for parking.  

f. Landscape 

All new construction shall incorporate landscaping as part of the site plan. Landscaping shall be 
provided consistent with the established campus landscaping standards as included in the 
Facilities Services Landscape Design Standards and any updates.  
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Design Guidelines 
 

5-8  Campus Master Plan 

 
Plant materials used on campus shall be a mix of deciduous trees, evergreens, shrubs, 
groundcovers, etc. Efforts shall be made to use native plant species adapted to local conditions. 
Where possible, plant materials that are drought resistant or require little water should be 
incorporated into landscape areas. 
 
All new landscape areas shall be irrigated. Ease of long-term maintenance should be included in 
the landscape design. Lawn configurations and tree and shrub locations should allow for the use 
of riding mowers. Plant materials that are damaged or die shall be replaced. 
 
Landscaping shall be placed around buildings to soften the bulk and mass, establish a human 
scale to the space, and as appropriate establish a focal point. Plantings shall not be placed so 
close to the building that, at maturity, they prevent adequate building maintenance. Additionally, 
plant materials shall be maintained so as not to visually obscure building entrances or interfere 
with sight lines from a building to the adjacent street. Plantings shall not create hazardous 
conditions to personal safety.  
 
Landscaping shall be located along the perimeter and the interior of parking lots to provide 
visual relief and shade. Each parking lot shall meet the minimum landscape area requirement 
with the plant material being a mix of trees and shrubs, as per the Land Development Code 
requirements. A minimum 5-foot-wide landscape strip should serve as a buffer or transition 
between the parking lot and the adjacent site or use. Street trees shall be planted to create and 
maintain a uniform street concept. 

g. Utilities and Site Furnishings 

All signage, site furnishings (i.e., lights, benches, bicycle racks, etc.) shall comply with OSU 
standards and be consistent with CMP and other established regulations. Lighting shall be 
installed to provide safe conditions for access and circulation. Light illuminating from the 
fixtures shall be cast downward. When the “historic” type fixtures are used, internal louvers or 
other appliances to direct the light cone downward shall be used. OSU will also explore 
replacing existing fixtures with more energy efficient fixtures. 
 
Storm drainage shall be within a piped system or open-area system such as a bio-swale. As 
needed, on-site detention to maintain historical peak flows may be incorporated into the project 
design. A separate storm drainage system shall be provided to convey stormwater flows. All 
other city public utilities shall be developed in accordance with existing utility master plans and 
be reviewed through the Public Improvement by Private Contract (PIPC) process. All other 
utilities shall be developed consistent with established standards.  
 
The CMP’s goal is to ensure that utilities are sized and placed in a manner that will serve the 
campus today and tomorrow. Any upgrades to utilities required as a result of development 
should be included in the cost of the project.  
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Chapter 6 – Transportation Plan  
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Transportation Plan 

 

Campus Master Plan 6-1 

6.0 Transportation Plan 

The university’s transportation system must provide all members of the campus community with 
safe and convenient access to OSU. It must also provide a seamless connection to the local, 
regional, and statewide transportation system. This necessitates diverse multi-modal 
transportation improvements, including sidewalks, multi-use paths, bike lanes, roads, transit, and 
shuttles. Because transportation improvements can negatively impact the campus environment 
and surrounding land uses, careful and coordinated planning efforts are required. To this end, 
OSU will make improvements to limit transportation impacts through the campus and to 
surrounding residential neighborhoods. At the same time, improvements need to provide a 
convenient, multi-modal, campus-wide transportation network. 
 
OSU will participate in a neighborhood task force in accordance with Appendix C of the CMP.  
The study area for the task force will be an area encompassing the western boundary of the 
Cedarhurst Neighborhood Association to the eastern boundary of the North College Hill 
Neighborhood Association between Harrison Boulevard to the north and Oregon State 
University District boundary to the south.  This includes the College Hill Neighborhood 
Association.  OSU will also participate in other City-approved neighborhood task forces in other 
defined geographical areas/neighborhoods as necessary. 
 

6.1 Transportation Policies 

6.1.1 Plan and construct OSU transportation system improvements consistent with the City of 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, Land Development Code, Transportation Plan, and 
Standard, Construction Specifications. 

 
6.1.2 OSU shall continue to implement Transportation Demand Management(TDM) measures 

such as the pre-paid mass transit program and explore opportunities to further reduce 
reliance on single occupancy vehicles.  OSU shall report TDM activities taken and 
measure of effectiveness with annual parking. 

 
6.1.3 Consider TDM principles, such as continued participation in the pre-paid mass-transit 

pass program and other measures, whenever possible to avoid or delay construction of 
new transportation facilities and to reduce reliance on automobiles.  

 
6.1.4 Consider improvements to sidewalks, multi-use paths, on-street bicycle lanes, street 

alignments, intersections, turn lanes, and road striping as part of the physical 
development of campus, constructing the improvements as needed or as conditions 
warrant. 

 
6.1.5 Ensure that the cost of required transportation improvements associated with a project are 

included in the project construction budget. 
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Transportation Plan   
 

 

 Campus Master Plan 6-2 

6.1.6 Develop an internal funding mechanism that requires that new construction and 
significant remodeling projects are assessed for needed campus infrastructure and other 
improvements. An assessment adjustment shall be made for projects that include 
infrastructure improvements.  

 
6.1.7 Implement improvements along 35th Street in accordance with the OSU-City 35th Street 

Improvement Agreement. 
 
6.1.8 Design the transportation system to emphasize and encourage walking as the primary 

form of transportation in the campus core area.  
 
6.1.9 Encourage alternative modes of transportation (e.g., walking, bicycling, car/vanpooling, 

transit). 
 
6.1.10 Organize the campus core such that academic uses are within a 10-minute walk to 

facilitate student travel between classes. 
 
6.1.11 Consider pedestrian amenities (lighting, sidewalks, bench placement, planters, 

courtyards, quads, transit stops/shelters, bike racks, recycling receptacles, etc.) as part of 
typical street improvements. 

 
6.1.12 Continue to maintain the transportation system of streets, roads, paths, sidewalks, and 

bicycle lanes for safety and good operating conditions. 
 
6.1.13 Consider all potential funding sources for transportation improvements and maintenance 

projects.  
 
6.1.14 Continue to review potential funding mechanisms to improve the efficiency and 

frequency of shuttle service across the campus. 
 
6.1.15 Continue to support the campus shuttle service.  
 
6.1.16 Locate material receiving and distribution facilities in areas that do not create circulation 

conflicts and/or are least disruptive to surrounding uses. 
 
6.1.17 Continue to take actions to improve campus accessibility from highways and major 

streets, and by public transportation. Coordinate campus transportation planning and 
improvements with local government transportation plans and area transit providers that 
service OSU. Where possible, locate new facilities to take advantage of public transit 
systems. 
 

6.1.18 OSU shall participate in a neighborhood task force in accordance with Appendix C of the 
CMP.  If other task forces are formed and approved by the City to review traffic 
conditions within other geographical areas adjacent to the OSU District Boundary, then 
OSU shall participate in those task forces as well. 
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 Campus Master Plan 6-4 

 
 
Figure 6.1:  Functional Classification Systems 
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Campus Master Plan 6-5 

 
Road improvements generally minimize vehicular community traffic through the OSU campus. 
Thus, major east-west travel routes are to the north and south of campus. Monroe Avenue and 
Harrison Blvd./Van Buren Blvd. are on the northern edge of campus; Western Blvd. and 
Highway 20/34 are on the south. Despite an effort to minimize east-west through-traffic, a 
number of east-west vehicular corridors still exist. These are Campus Way, Jefferson Way, and 
Washington Way.  
 
The following are the major east-west and north-south circulation routes through campus:  
 
Campus Way. Provides for east-west travel from 14th Street to 35th Street. Portions of the 
roadway have restricted vehicular travel regulations (service vehicles only) and vehicular travel 
is limited to one direction. 
 
Jefferson Way. Provides for east-west travel from downtown Corvallis to 35th Street. Portions of 
the roadway have restricted vehicular travel regulations (service vehicles only) and vehicular 
travel is limited to one direction. 
 
Washington Way. Provides for two-way east-west travel from 15th Street to 35th Street. 
 
14th/15th Street. Provides for north-south travel from Harrison/Van Buren Blvd. to Highway 
20/34. South of Hwy 20/34, 15th Street serves as a bypass to South Corvallis. 
 
26th Street. Provides for north-south access from Monroe Street through campus to the area 
known as South Farm. Portions of the roadway have restricted travel regulations (service 
vehicles only) and vehicular travel is limited to one direction. South of Highway 20/34, the road 
becomes Brooklane Drive, providing access to South Farm (Sector J). 
 
30th Street. Provides for north-south travel from Harrison Blvd. to Highway 20/34. 30th Street 
hosts “The Mall,” a wide landscaped center median. The mall extends from Orchard Avenue to 
Washington Way.  
 
35th Street. Provides for north-south travel from Harrison Blvd. to Highway 20/34 and beyond to 
the south. 35th Street has varying levels of improvements through the OSU campus. The city-
OSU 35th Street Agreement ties various segments of improvements to development on the OSU 
campus.  
 
Figure 6.2 shows the OSU-owned and publicly owned streets on campus. 
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 Campus Master Plan 6-6 

 

 
 
Figure 6.2: OSU Street Ownership (Private Streets) 
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 Campus Master Plan 6-20 

For mitigation, signalization and the addition of an eastbound left turn lane is recommended. 
These improvements are included in the Corvallis Capital Improvement Plan.  
 
35th Street / Jefferson Way. The eastbound approach of 35th Street/Jefferson Way will operate 
at LOS E during the AM peak for the most likely and full build-out scenarios. In the full build-
out scenario, it is projected that the PM peak hour approach will have LOS F. Since this 
approach has low traffic volume, potential mitigation measures will be assessed each year as part 
of the CMP and BTM updates.   
 
35th Street / Harrison Blvd. 35th Street/Harrison Blvd. is currently a 2-way stop with a 
northbound approach that is operating at LOS F during the PM peak. For the full build-out 
scenario, LOS of the northbound and southbound approaches deteriorates to F. The city plans to 
signalize and add a westbound left turn bay at this intersection. This upgrade is partially funded 
from System Development Charges. However, the remaining funding is not available and the 
upgrade will proceed when funding is secured. In addition to the planned upgrade, an eastbound 
right turn bay should be added for the full build-out scenario.  
 
36th Street / Harrison Blvd. 36th Street/Harrison Blvd. is currently a 2-way stop with a 
southbound approach that is operating at LOS D during the PM peak. The LOS of the 
southbound approach for the most likely and full build-out scenarios will deteriorate to F. 
Upgrade of the intersection will be needed to mitigate this situation. This upgrade is partially 
funded from System Development Charges. However, the remaining funding is not available and 
the upgrade will proceed when funding is secured.  
 
It should be noted that the Harrison Corridor Study describes preferred solutions to the 
intersections described above and the City of Corvallis has been implementing these solutions 
over the last couple of years. 

6.7 Pedestrian and Bicycle Systems 

a. Pedestrian Network 

The travel survey noted that walking to and from campus is the second most popular mode of 
travel, with 21 percent and 30 percent respectively for the AM and PM survey periods. For intra-
campus travel, walking represents 80 percent of the trips.  
 
The majority of campus streets have sidewalks along both sides. There are also walkways 
between buildings and across open space areas. Ramps exist at most intersections and strategic 
locations along existing streets to allow for wheelchair access. New construction shall include 
pedestrian improvements to ensure connectivity. A list of needed pedestrian improvements is at 
the end of this section.  
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Campus Master Plan 6-21 

 

b. Bicycle Network  

The current bicycle network consists of on-street bicycle lanes (Figure 6.5). However, there is a 
notable gap in the system along 14th/15th Street between Jefferson and Monroe. Additionally, 
there are substandard links on 30th Street from Western Blvd. to Washington Way and on 35th 
Street from Washington Way to Western Blvd.. Road improvement on 30th Street, including 
bicycle lanes, will occur with the Reser Stadium expansion project. 35th Street bicycle lane 
improvements will occur with improvements to 35th Street as identified in the OSU-City 35th 
Street Improvement Agreement.  
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 Campus Master Plan 6-22 

 
 
Figure 6.4: Existing Bicycle Improvements 
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Campus Master Plan 6-23 

 
Improvement of bicycle facilities shall also be considered on 26th Street, between Monroe and 
Washington Way. This would provide for improved north/south travel through the campus. 
Existing development along the majority of this roadway will necessitate a variety of 
improvements, including on-street facilities or separated paths.  
 
Convenient bicycle parking is generally provided across campus. When bicycle parking is 
deficient, additional parking facilities will be provided. The goal is to maintain at least half of the 
bicycle parking supply as covered.  
 
Whenever practicable, bicycle parking facilities shall be incorporated into new building design 
through the use of roof overhangs, eaves, covered porches, etc. In some cases, it may also be 
advantageous to have areas within the building dedicated to bicycle parking. When and where 
appropriate, bicycle parking shall be centralized as a parking hub or corral that can serve two or 
more buildings.  
 
When covered bicycle parking structures are provided, the design of the structure (e.g., scale, 
materials, character) shall be consistent with the architecture of adjacent buildings. 

c. Multi-Use Paths  

The campus has a number of multi-use paths. Asphalt paths traverse the lower campus area (11th 
Street to 14th Street). Other paths bisect the library and MU quads. A new multi-use path is being 
established from 15th Street to 35th Street, immediately south of Washington Way. Portions of 
this path are currently under construction. A multi-use path extends westward from Campus Way 
and 35th Street, connecting with the Midge Cramer path to Bald Hill Park. A substandard multi-
use path exists on 35th Street. When 35th Street road improvements are made, bike facilities will 
be included with the improvements. 

d. Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements 

To enhance connectivity on campus, the pedestrian and bicycle network needs the following 
improvements: 
 
• Bike lanes on 14th/15th Street between Monroe and Jefferson 
• Sidewalk on the east side of 14th/15th Street 
• Sidewalk connection between Benton Hall and 14th/15th Street 
• Bike lanes on 26th Street from Washington Way to Monroe Street 
• Crosswalk at 15th Street and Washington Way 
• Completion of the multi-use path on Washington Way 
• Bike lanes and sidewalks and/or multi-use path on 35th Street 
• Bike lanes and sidewalks on 30th Street from Western Boulevard to Washington Way 
• Bicycle improvements on the interior including Campus Way and Jefferson Way 
• Bike lanes and sidewalks on Brooklane Drive with development of the South Farm site in 

accordance with the 1997 Brooklane Drive – Nash Road Corridor Study or as updated 
• Sidewalks along the north side of Washington Way. 
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 Campus Master Plan 6-24 

As new development occurs or as needs change, additional pedestrian and bicycle facilities are 
needed. These include: 
 
• Bike racks to be added with new construction  
• Bike corrals to be evaluated in areas where bike parking is heavily used 
• Motor vehicular travel mode restrictions to be considered in areas where conflicts among 

vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians result in compromised safety 
• Additional shelters to be constructed for covered bicycle parking spaces 
• Bike lockers or secure bicycle parking facilities to be considered throughout campus 
• Pedestrian and bicycle corridors to be enhanced with crosswalk, lighting, and safety 

improvements to promote connectivity to the campus 

6.8 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) 

The Transportation Improvement Plan includes transportation projects to address existing 
deficiencies and mitigate anticipated impacts from future OSU development.  The Transportation 
Improvement Plan will be updated as part of the CMP annual monitoring report. This will ensure 
a yearly review and updating of the improvement projects is completed so necessary mitigation 
is completed in accordance with the CMP policies 4.1.14, 4.1.15, and 4.1.16. 
 
OSU recognizes the importance of ensuring that adequate mitigation of adverse impact on the 
surrounding transportation system’s function, capacity and efficiency (e.g., level of serve) is 
completed in conjunction with new development that might result in said impact.  OSU will 
follow policies that will ensure the CMP and the Transportation Plan is in compliance with the 
State’s Transportation Rule during the planning period of CMP. 
 
Any development proposal that impacts the surrounding transportation system beyond acceptable 
levels shall incorporate mitigation measures into the scope of the project.  If mitigation cannot 
occur with the proposed development, then said development will either be delayed or the 
project will be redesigned in a manner that does not impact the surrounding transportation 
system beyond acceptable levels.  These transportation improvement projects (i.e., mitigation) 
will occur per LDC standards.  In addition to this provision, OSU proposes a 50% improvement 
trigger and an 80% improvement trigger.  If development exceeds the maximum allowable 
square footage for a sector by either 50% or 80%, then vehicular improvement projects identified 
in the CMP and TIP will be implemented. 
 
The TIP includes projects for all modes of travel. Mitigation may include functional 
improvements such as intersection signalization, street and intersection reconfiguration, re-
striping, bike lanes, multi use paths, sidewalks and standardization of street improvements in 
accordance with a street’s classification, as well as transportation demand management scenarios 
as outlined herein.    
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Campus Master Plan 6-25 

 

a. Transportation Improvements  

Table 6.8 identifies the transportation improvements for, both existing deficiencies and proposed 
new improvements on a sector by sector basis.  Table 6.9 addresses the timing of frontage 
improvements not directly triggered by development. 
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 Campus Master Plan 6-26 

 
Table 6.8:  Transportation Improvements by Sector 
 

 
Sector 

 

  

 
Priority 

Level - 

Project No. 

 
Location 

 
Improvement 

 
Funding 

Source 

 
Development Trigger 

 
All 

Sectors 

 
A-1 

 
Campus Wide 

 
ADA compliant sidewalk upgrades  

 
OSU 

 
As needed to address existing deficiencies and 

with new and re-development 

 
All 

Sectors 

 
A-2 

 
Campus Wide 

 
Speed tables, lighting, crosswalk painting 

and other safety improvements. 

 
OSU 

 
As needed to address existing deficiencies and 

with new and re-development 

 
All 

Sectors 

 
A-3 

 
Campus Wide 

 
Bike racks and/or corrals, covered and 

uncovered 

 
OSU 

 
As needed to address existing deficiencies and 

with new and re-development, 

 
B 

 
A-4 

 
Washington Way, 

30th Street to 35th 

Street 

 
Sidewalk, north side 

 
OSU 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development, or 50 % Assignable Future 

Buildable Square Footage trigger for the sector 

per Table 6.9 

 
C, D 

 
A-5 

 
14th/15th Street, 

Monroe Avenue 

to Jefferson 

Avenue 

 
Bike lanes, intersection re-alignment and 

widening, possibly parking 

improvements.  Additionally, sidewalk 

and landscape strip on east side of street 

within Sector D 

 
OSU and 

potential 

grants 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development, or 50 % Assignable Future 

Buildable Square Footage trigger for the sector 

per Table 6.9 or within 5 years from the date the 

CMP update is adopted whichever is first. 

 
C 

 
A-6 

 
Washington Way, 

26th Street to 15th 

Street 

 
Sidewalk improvements along north side 

of Washington Way fronting the ROTC 

building, west to 26th Street 

 
OSU 

 
Condition of approval for OSU Dixon Recreation 

Facility Improvements 
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Campus Master Plan  6-27 

E, F A-7 30th Street, 

Washington Way 

to Oak Creek 

bridge 

Street upgrade to include travel and bike 

lanes, curb, gutter, landscape strips and 

sidewalk (west side). 

OSU Improvements are a condition of approval for the 

Vet Med Small Animal Hospital Project or per 

Reser Stadium Expansion condition prior to 

December 31, 2006 

 
E, F 

 
A-8 

 
30th Street, Oak 

Creek bridge to 

Western 

Boulevard 

 
Street upgrade to include travel and bike 

lanes, curb, gutter, landscape strips, 

sidewalks and bridge widening 

 
OSU 

 
Improvements are a condition of approval for the 

Reser Stadium Expansion - Phase 1 project.  If 

the Reser Stadium Expansion is not constructed, 

development fronting 30th Street in Sector E will 

be required to construct the 30th Street 

improvements, or 50 % Assignable Future 

Buildable Square Footage trigger for the sector 

per Table 6.9 

 
E 

 
A-9 

 
35th 

Street/Western 

Boulevard 

intersection 

 
Signalization and addition of turn lanes 

 
City-wide 

SDC 

 
Improvements to be considered for 04-05 CIP 

update 

 
E 

 
A-10 

 
Washington Way, 

30th Street to 35th 

Street 

 
Asphalt multi-use path 

 
OSU 

 
Improvements are a condition of approval of the 

Vet Med Small Animal Hospital project 

 
F 

 
A-11 

 
Washington Way, 

26th Street to 30th 

Street 

 
Asphalt multi-use path 

 
OSU 

 
Improvements are a condition of approval for the 

Indoor Practice Field project and Gill Annex 

project, and must be installed by 2005 

 
F, G 

 
A-12 

 
26th Street, 

Western 

Boulevard to 

Washington Way 

 
26th/Western Intersection improvements 

and 26th Street improvements 

 
OSU 

 
Improvements are a condition of approval for the 

Reser Stadium Expansion/Parking Structure 

      

O
S

U
 Zone S

treet S
tandards Text A

m
endm

ent (LD
T13-00001) 

P
lanning C

om
m

ission S
taff R

eport 
A

TTA
C

H
M

E
N

T C
 (38 of 43)

OSU Street Standards (LDT13-00001) 
City Council Staff Report 
EXHIBIT E (119 of 124)



   
Transportation Plan 
 

 

  Campus Master Plan 6-28 

All 

Sectors 

B-1 Campus Wide Shuttle stops and shelters OSU As needed to address existing deficiencies and 

with new and re-development 

 
All 

Sectors 

 
B-2 

 
Campus Wide 

 
Transit stops and shelters 

 
OSU 

 
As needed to address existing deficiencies and 

with new and re-development 

 
A, B 

 
B-3 

 
35th Street, 

Campus Way to 

Washington Way 

 
Street upgrade, to include travel and bike 

lanes, curbs, gutters, landscape strips and 

sidewalks 

 
OSU 

 
As per OSU 35th Street Improvement Agreement, 

or 80 % Assignable Future Buildable Square 

Footage trigger for the sector per Table 6.9 

whichever is first 

 
A 

 
B-4 

 
Campus Way, 

west of 35th Street 

 
Local street upgrade 

 
OSU 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development, or  80 % Assignable Future 

Buildable Square Footage trigger for the sector 

per Table 6.9 whichever occurs first 

 
B, C 

 
B-5 

 
30th Street, 

Orchard Avenue 

to Washington 

Way 

 
Pavement upgrade 

 
OSU 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development 

 
B 

 
B-6 

 
Campus Way,  

30th Street to 35th 

Street 

 
Pavement upgrade 

 
OSU 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development 

 
B 

 
B-7 

 
Jefferson Way, 

30th Street to 35th 

Street 

 
Pavement upgrade 

 
OSU 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development 

 
C 

 
B-8 

 
Benton Place, 14th 

Street to Benton 

Hall 

 
Sidewalk leading up to Benton Hall from 

14th Street 

 
OSU and 

potential 

grants 

Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development, or 80 % Assignable Future 

Buildable Square Footage trigger for the sector 
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Transportation Plan 

 

 

Campus Master Plan  6-29 

per Table 6.9 

 
C 

 
B-9 

 
26th Street, 

Monroe Avenue 

to Washington 

Way 

 
Bike lanes or other bike facility 

improvements 

 
OSU and 

potential 

grants 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development, or 80 % Assignable Future 

Buildable Square Footage trigger for the sector 

per Table 6.9 

 
C 

 
B-10 

 
Campus Way, 26th 

Street to 30th 

Street 

 
Pavement upgrade, bike lanes or other 

bike facility improvements 

 
OSU 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development 

 
C 

 
B-11 

 
Jefferson Way, 

26th Street to 30th 

Street 

 
Pavement upgrade, bike lanes or other 

bike facility improvements 

 
OSU 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development 

 
C 

 
B-12 

 
Jefferson Way, 

26th Street to 

Waldo Place 

 
Bike lanes or other bike facility 

improvements 

 
OSU 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development, or 80 % Assignable Future 

Buildable Square Footage trigger for the sector 

per Table 6.9 

 
C 

 
B-13 

 
Memorial Place 

 
Pavement upgrade 

 
OSU 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development 

 
C 

 
B-14 

 
Park Terrace 

 
Pavement upgrade 

 
OSU 

 
Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development 

 
C, G 

 
B-15 

 
Washington 

Way/15th Street 

intersection 

 
Intersection realignment, turn lane, 

sidewalk and crosswalk upgrade.  

Coordination with ODOT rail. 

 
OSU 

 
Improvements provided with re-development of 

site south of Kerr Admin., or 80 % Assignable 

Future Buildable Square Footage trigger for the 

sector per Table 6.9  
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Transportation Plan 
 

 

  Campus Master Plan 6-30 

C B-16 Washington Way, 

26th Street to 30th 

Street 

Sidewalk along north side OSU Frontage improvements provided with adjacent 

development, or 80 % Assignable Future 

Buildable Square Footage trigger for the sector 

per Table 6.9 

 
E 

 
B-17 

 
35th Street, 

Washington Way 

to Western 

Boulevard 

 
Street upgrade to include travel and bike 

lanes, curbs, gutters, landscape strips and 

sidewalks 

 
OSU 

 
As per OSU 35th Street Improvement Agreement, 

or 80 % Assignable Future Buildable Square 

Footage trigger for the sector per Table 6.9 

whichever is first 

 
J 

 
B-18 

 
Brooklane Drive 

 
Road Street improvements to include 

travel lanes, curb, gutter sidewalks, bike 

lanes or multi-use path in accordance 

with the 1995 Brooklane Drive - Nash 

Road Corridor study. 

 
OSU and 

potential 

grants 

 
Improvements associated with development of 

the South Farm Property. 

 
Off-site 

Improve

-ments 

 
B-19 

 
35th / 36th  

Street/Harrison 

Boulevard 

intersections 

 
Signalize and add westbound turn lane 

 
City-wide 

SDC 

 
Scheduled for CIP construction 05-06 

 
Off-site 

Improve

-ments 

 
B-20 

 
30th 

Street/Harrison 

Boulevard 

 
Operation deficiencies of the intersection.  

No mitigation recommended 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
Off-site 

Improve

-ments 

 
B-21 

 
Jackson Street 

 
Work with neighborhood association on 

traffic issues 

 
OSU/City 

 
Ongoing 
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Transportation Plan 

 

 

Campus Master Plan 6-33 

infrastructure upgrades. The funds collected through the development surcharge will be used for 
transportation and other infrastructure upgrades. 

d. Timing of Improvements 

Transportation, bicycle, pedestrian and transit improvements as well as TDM implementation 
shall be provided in accordance with the Corvallis Land Development Code (LDC) and the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC). Generally, transportation upgrades are required along a project’s 
frontage. Basic improvements such as streets, sidewalks, landscape strips, bike lanes, curbs, 
gutters, street lighting, handicapped access ramps, and other safety improvements shall be 
provided on the site as part of the project.  There may also be instances where improvements are 
needed off-site in order to meet the city’s to-and-through policies or to provide continuity of 
improvements. Issuance of building permits will be predicated upon adequate public 
improvements. 
 
Improvements shall generally be provided in conjunction with new construction projects. The 
campus development surcharge will provide a funding source for transportation improvements. 
Funds collected from the surcharge may be expended when there are adequate funds to complete 
a project. This may occur as a stand-alone project or in conjunction with other development. The 
Campus Planning Committee will assist in prioritizing transportation improvement projects 
(excluding routine repair and maintenance activities) that are identified in addition to the 
improvements listed in the adopted CMP. 
 
If determined by the Campus Panning Committee that a vehicular, bicycle or pedestrian 
improvement is needed prior to an improvement’s specific timing trigger, the Campus Planning 
Committee shall trigger the appropriate TIP projects to ensure complete continuous vehicular 
bicycle or pedestrian connectivity, following review and approval by the City Engineer. 
 
e. Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
 
Currently, when transportation improvements are necessary to offset the impact of development, 
they are identified and evaluated during the development’s mandatory discretionary review 
process. The CMP alters this current review process and proposes that if a project is consistent 
with the CMP and the LDC, the project can be approved at the staff level and need not be subject 
to a discretionary review procedure.  
 
Where  transportation improvements are required by either the Corvallis Land Development 
Code or the CMP, TIP, but cannot feasibly be implemented,  a Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) shall be provided.  One such MOA currently exists for 35th Street improvements. 
 An MOA for transportation improvements could be initiated by either OSU or the city.  
Approval of an MOA is at the discretion of the City and will be ultimately approved by the City 
Manager.  OSU will prepare  the MOA and submit to the City for approval consideration.  The 
MOA would allow for greater detail than is appropriate in a typical master plan and would 
provide assurances that improvements will occur in a mutually agreed upon manner.  Refer to 
Land Development Code Section 3.36.50.09.c for implementation. 
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  Implementation of the CMP 
 
 

Campus Master Plan 8-1 

8.0  Implementation of the CMP 

This chapter has been proposed by Oregon State University and contains code language to 
implement the Oregon State University Campus Master Plan (CMP) by the City of Corvallis 
through its land development regulatory authority. This language would replace the existing 
OSU District language. 

      
Figure 8.1: Aerial View of OSU with OSU District Boundary 

 
Upon its adoption, this revised OSU District will be a part of the Corvallis Land Development 
Code (LDC). Subsequent modifications to the CMP and/or to the OSU District shall be reviewed 
in accordance with the provisions in the LDC. 
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Corvallis City Council Meeting January 21, 2014 

The following businesses are concerned about the 
recent lack of parking along their 4th Street frontage: 

Advantage Accounting I<atrina Anderson, CPA 

Corvallis Cat Care - Sharon Forster-Blouin, PhD, DVM 

Corvallis Custom I<itchens & Baths -Brain Egan 

Elizabeth I<erle, LAc - Licensed Acupuncturist 

Five Element Acupuncture - Bonnie Arent Lorenz, Lac 

I<irk Build Joel I<irk 

Northwest Mycological Consultants- I<im I<ittredge 

Samaritan Chiropractic - Edward I<oen, DC 

1. For the past 4 months, the parking spaces along the west 
side of the 600 block of 4th Street are consistently occupied by 
cars that park and stay for the day. Many of these cars are not 
patrons of the businesses concerned. The businesses are 
receiving complaints from their customers and are losing 
mcome. 



2. The Corvalla Apartments are under new management as 
The Park on 5th Street. The newly renovated rentals are 
expected to attract higher income occupants. There are likely 
to be many more cars needing parking space than the current 
designated parking spaces can accommodate (77 spaces). 
The businesses mentioned above are concerned that there 
will be increasing parking pressure on the west side of 4th 
Street. 

We feel that our current parking situation must be remedied 
immediately and that future parking congestion be considered 
as concerns the apartment renovations. 



CORVALLIS 
~u~talnabmtv 

~JCOALIIION 

Sustainabilit)tFa.ir.··& 
T. LL2014 

Monday, March 10, 2014 
5:00 to 7:00pm Fair (ExhJbits & Snacks) 

7:00 to 9:00pm- Meeting &Action 

OSlj Campus • CH2MHill Alumni Center • 725 SW 26th St. 

********************************** 

KEYNOTE SPEAKER: Vick! Robin, Author 
Your Money or Your Life & Blessing the Hands That Feed Us 

*********************** 

HELP MAKE THIS A MODEL SUSTAINABLE EVENT! 
· (See other side to find out how .. ) 

YOU can help make the Sustainability Fair and 
Town Hall Meeting a model eventl 

Just follow these simple practices: 

• Use energy~efficient transportation- Walk, 
bike, carpool, or take the bus to the event. 
Bike racks are on the north side of the Alumni 
Center and on the northwest side of LaSells 
Ste'NartCenter. For bus routes, see 
www.corvallistransit.com. 

• Leave no trace - Bring only recyclable, com
postable, or reusable itemq..with you to the 
event. (Example: Bring your own water bottle or 
mug.) There wiH be NO trash c(3ns on site! 

• Turn trash to treasure - Place. recyclable and 
compostable items. in the proper receptacles. 
Vlje will have staffed. recycling st~tions. (Please 
let us .know if you can h~lp with staffing.) 

Thankyou for being part ofthe solution! 



Keta Tom 

Corvallis OR 97330 

21 January 2014 

Dear Corvallis City Council, 

RECEIVED 
JAN 212014 

CITY MANAGERS OFFICE 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

If the Corvallis City Council decides to ban marijuana dispensaries it will be explicitly 
endorsing crime. 

Recently, two young, middle class men made a mistake. They called the police for help 
after a home invasion. They were arrested for growing and selling marijuana. They did not have 
police protection. The robbers were not caught. 

According to the street crime officers at the citizen's police academy, cartels started 
growing marijuana in the forests, diverting and polluting streams, and leaving trash because 
police arrest people who grow marijuana in clean houses and pay property taxes. The police can 
take the house too. Essentially, the police are encouraging criminal gangs and ecological damage. 

Patients, many with chronic illness, have a hard time obtaining marijuana for medicine. It 
is not easy to get a grower. Growers can only be reimbursed for their material costs, not their 
time, which is considerable. Growers, essentially volunteers, are rightfully leery of being tied to 
demanding patients. The patient can drop a grower; a grower cannot drop a patient. 

The n1arijuana business has been in Corvallis a long time. Just because it is underground, 
does not mean it does not exist. What has changed is the recognition that beyond making people 
feel pleasant cannabis is a powerful, non-toxic medicine. 

Dispensaries pay taxes; criminals do not. 

An open dispensary can be monitored and regulated; the black market is unregulated. 

Sick people can get a safe n1edicine from a safe place; personality conflicts will diminish. 

Police can protect the community instead of parasitizing it. 

It is time to get criminals out of the cannabis business. Let Corvallis bring its 
underground market into the mainstream. 

Sincerely, 

Keta Tom 



To: 

From: 

Subject: 

History 

Memorandum 
January 17, 2014 

Oregon Medical Marijuana Act and Dispensary Bill 

1935: Marijuana was legal in Oregon until1935 when Oregon adopted the Uniform State 

Narcotic Drug Act (House Bill107). After adoption of this Bill, any possession of 
Marijuana was a crime. 

1973: Oregon decriminalized possession of user amounts (less than 1 ounce of Marijuana) 
under House Bill 2936. 

1986: Ballot Measure 5, written to legalize possession and manufacturing marijuana for 

personal use failed 7 4o/o to 26°/o. 

1997: The Oregon Legislature via House Bill 3643 moved to recriminalize possession of 

user amounts} however through a referendum the bill did not go into effect 

1998: Measure 57 (referendum) sought to recriminalize possession of user amounts and 
failed 3 3°/o to 6 7o/o. 

1998: Medical Marijuana became law under Ballot Measure 67, passing 55°/o to 4So/o. The 
intention was to provide medicine for the seriously ill (ie. Cancer, HIV patients). It 

was estimated that Medicinal Marijuana would be prescribed to about 1500 

patients. The original bill allowed for a patient to possess 3 mature plants (plants 
that produce buds/flowers) and 4 immature plants (plants that have yet to yield 
buds/flowers), plus a patient was allowed to possess 3 ounces of usable marijuana. 

2004: Measure 33 sought to amend the Medical Marijuana act by increasing patient 
possession amounts to 1-6 pounds, eliminating the limit of immature plants, and 

allowing for sales and creation of dispensaries. The measure failed 5 7°;6 to 42o/o. 

1 



2005: Senate Bill1085 modified lawful possession amounts for patients, caregivers and 

growers, in addition to other program modifications, to allow patients, caregivers 

and growers to possess up to 24 ounces of usable marijuana, 6 mature plants and 18 
immature plants per patient. 

2010: Measure 74 sought to establish a medical marijuana supply system and assistance 

and research programsi including legalizing the sales of marijuana. The measure 

failed 56o/o to 44o/o. 

2012: Ballot Measure 80 sought to allow personal marijuana, hemp cultivation/use 

without a license and to create a commission to regulate commercial marijuana 

cultivation/sales. The measure failed 53%) to 4 7o/o. 

2013: House Bill 3460 passed through the Oregon legislature allowing for medical 
marijuana dispensaries. 

Currently Unlawful 

Marijuana is a Schedule II Narcotic in Oregon. 

1. Unlawful Manufacturing of Marijuana: 

2. Unlawful Possession of 4 or more ounces of Marijuana: 
3. Unlawful Possession of 1 - 4 ounces of Marijuana: 
4. Unlawful Possession of less than 1 ounce of Marijuana: 
5. Unlawful Possession of 1.4 ounce or more of Hash Oil: 
6. Unlawful Possession of less than 1.4 ounce of Hash Oil: 

Current Law 

Class B Felony 

Class C Felony 
Class B Misdemeanor 
Violation of law 
Class C Felony 
Class B Misdemeanor 

An Oregon resident possessing a Medical Marijuana Card-Patient, a Primary Caregiver to a 
patient or a Marijuana grower for a patient, may possess up to and not exceed the following 

limitations without violating law: 

1. 18 Immature Plants: Up to 12 inches in Height and Width without any 

buds /flowers. 
2. 6 Mature plants: Greater than 12 inches in Height and Width or producing 

buds /flowers. 
3. 24 ounces of usable marijuana (usable marijuana includes Hash Oils): 24 ounces 

equals 11fz pounds. 1 ounce produces conservatively 30-35 joints/bowls/doses, 
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allowing for a patient to legally posses between 700-800 joints/bowls/doses at 
any one time. 

Medical Marijuana Dispensaries House Bill 3460 

The Rules Advisory Committee to the Oregon Health Authority (OHA) has completed its 
work. OHA is expected to finalize and produce the Administrative Rules governing 
Marijuana Dispensaries by the end of January 2014. 

The intention of HB 3460 is to provide for safe access to medicinal marijuana for patients at 
a dispensary, similar to the traditional model of patients filling a prescription at a 
pharmacy. Unlike the traditional prescription modet there are no limitations on medical 
marijuana use other than renewing the medical marijuana card annually and possession 
amounts. 

Dispensaries can only be located in areas zoned for commerciat industrial or mixed use or 
as agricultural land, and may not be located at the same address as a marijuana grow site. 
Additionally, dispensaries shall not be located within 1000 feet of the real property of each 
other or a public or private elementary, secondary or a career school attended primarily by 
minors. 

Dispensaries are required to have security systems including video surveillance, alarms 
and safes. Marijuana provided at a dispensary must be tested for pesticides, molds and 
mildews meeting criteria set by the OHA. 

A patient purchasing their medical marijuana from a dispensary, and a dispensary 
purchasing medical marijuana for a patient from a grower, may reimburse the grower or 
dispensary for the normal and customary costs of doing business, including costs related to 
transferring, handling, securing, insuring, testing, packaging and processing usable 
marijuana and immature marijuana plants and the cost of supplies, utilities and rent or 
mortgage. 

Dispensaries are required to maintain an electronic data management system for the 
recording of transfers of medical marijuana including all sales to patients, much like any 
other business would maintain records of their business operation. 

The OHA will begin receiving applications from dispensaries on Monday March 3, 2014. 
Following the OHA's review of the application, a license may be issued and the dispensary 
may begin operation. At no time prior to authorization from the OHA may a dispensary 
operate without violating the law. 
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All medical marijuana laws in Oregon prohibit the sale of marijuana for profit. All current 

statutes allow for reimbursement only. 

The OHA was authorized funding by the Legislature of just over $800,000 for two years to 
administer and inspect medical marijuana dispensaries in Oregon. This equates to two 
field inspectors and two support staff for the entire Oregon program. 

Policy Response Options 

On December 18, 2013, I attended a meeting in Oregon City designed to examine the 

medical marijuana dispensary regulations and for public officials to discuss possible policy 

response options. Health Officials, Law Enforcement Officials, District-Attorneys, City 
Attorneys and others were in attendance. Keynote speakers were the District Attorneys 
for Clackamas County and Lincoln County. 

The meeting, in my opinion from observing the conversations, demonstrated the difficulty 

in deciphering what a sound legal position would be regardless of whether one is a 

proponent or opponent of marijuana. It is clear any jurisdiction choosing to enact local 
legislation prohibiting or controlling marijuana dispensaries will very likely face costly 
legal challenges with an uncertain outcome. Those jurisdictions which have a current 
business license structure in place prohibiting businesses from violating federal law likely 

have the best argument to prevent dispensaries, however that is not absolute. 

Any jurisdiction choosing to weigh in on the current and future discussions of marijuana 
would work with their associated lobbyists such as the League of Oregon Cities, the League 
of Oregon Counties, etc. to influence movement within the legislature. 

Expected Future 

Law enforcement expects the Oregon Legislature in the near future to entertain adult 
recreational legal use of Marijuana. Looking forward, we are watching the experience in 
the States of Colorado and Washington as it is likely we in Oregon can expect a similar 

result. Depending on the source, the State of Colorado has experienced an increase in 
availability to teenagers, use and addiction, an increase in driving under the influence cases 

and Hospital emergency room visits as a result of marijuana intoxication. Other sources 
indicate just the opposite is true. It is presumably still too early to draw any final 
conclusions from the Colorado experience. 
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In the interim, with expected adult legalization we anticipate looking at prevention and 
enforcement policies similar to those in place regarding alcohol, which is legal with 

controls for sales, training, possession by minors, etc. coupled with strict enforcement of 

the law. 

Attached: 

1. Governor John A. Kitzhaber, MD~ Memorandum to Secretary of State Kate Brown 

upon signing into law House Bill 3460. 
2. Department of Justice, United States AttorneyS. Amanda Marshal District of Oregon 

reiterating the eight federal priority areas related to enforcing federal Marijuana 

laws. 
3. GIS Map of Corvallis delineating where Medical Marijuana Dispensaries may be 

located. 
4. Oregon Health Department Medical Marijuana Program Statistics as of January 1, 

2014. 
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August 1 4, 2013 

The Honorable Kaic Brown 
Secretary of State 
136 State Capitol 
900 Court Street) NE 
Salem, OR 97301 

Dear Secretary Brown: 

JOHN A. KITZHAB[R, MD 
Governor 

Today, I am .signing eru·ollcd 1-·Iouse Bill 3460, which authorizes the Oregon Health Authority to 
establish procedures to license and regulate medical marijuana dispensaries. Nothing in this law 
proteets the dispensaries~ growers, caregivers or patients from federal prosecution. I have 
received many requests to veto this bill, but I am signing it after careful consultation with 
memhers of1ny staff as well as the Director of the OHA. 

I understand the conccms opponents of HB 3460 have expressed, and share those concerns to a 
certain extent. I have asked the Director of the OHA to broadly engage all of the stakeholders, 
including law enforcement, when promulgating the rules regarding dispensaries. D1e bill itself 
does provide OHA with the authority to inspect and audit the financial records of the 
dispensaries, and I believe it will be critical to set fees for dispensaries tha1 will provide 
sufi.lcient funding to OHA so that they can be extraordinarily vigorous in their enforcement of 
the rules that arc developed. 

There arc two main goals we wish to achieve: first, we want to ensure the ovcralJ safety of our 
communities through appropriate rules to license and regulate dispensaric~ and second, we want 
to allow the patients safe access to marijuana if they are e11gible for treatment under the Oregon 
Medica] Marijuana Program. 

It is my hope that if these goal!-l are not achieved under HB 3460 as written, that its sponsors will 
be open to finc~tuning the legislation in future sessions. 

Sincerely, 

?:~t:.D. 
Governor 

LJR/smg 

254 STATE CAPITOL, SALEM OR 97301 ~4047 (503) 378-3111 FAX (503) 378·6827 

WWW.OREGON,GOV 



DEPARTMENT OF Jl 
United States AttorneyS. Amanda M 

District of Oregon 

2--

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

THURSDAY, AUGUST 29, 2013 

WWW.USDOJ.GOV/USAO/OR 

CONTACT: SUE RUTLEDGE 

PHONE: 503-727-1121 

SUE.RUTLEDGE@USDOJ.GOV 

U.S. ATTORNEY AMANDA MARSHALL ISSUES STATEMENT REGARDING 
TODAY'S MARIJUANA GUIDANCE FROM U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

PORTLAND, Ore.- MarijuanB; poses.a significant risk to public health and its 
cultivation, distribution, and possession remains illegal under federal law. The Department of 
Justice is committed to enforcing the Controlled Substances Act, and will use its limited 
investigative and prosecutorial resources to address the most significant tlueats posed by illegal 
drug trafficking. 

Today's updated guidance memo from the Department reiterated eight priority areas 
related to enforcing federal marijuana laws: 

1. Preventing the distribution of marijuana to minors; 
\ 

2. Preventing revenue from the sale of marijuana from going to criminal 
organizations, gangs, and cartels; 

3. Preventing the diversion of marijuana from states where it is legal under state law 
in some form to other states; 

4. Preventing state-authorized marijuana aGt:ivity from being used as a cover or 
pretext for the trafficking of other illegal drugs or other illegal activity; 

5. Preventing violence and the use of firearms in the cultivation and distribution of 
marijuana; 

6. Preventing drugged driving and the exacerbation of other adverse public health 
consequences associated with marijuana use; 

7. Preventing the growing of marijuana on public lands and the attendant public 
safety and environmental dangers posed·by marijuana production on public lands; 
and 

8. Preventing marijuana possession or use on federal property. 

Here in Oregon, federal prosecutors will remain aggressive when it comes t.o protecting 
these eight federal enforcement interests. That means exercising their prosecutorial discretion to 
investigate and prosecute individuals who infringe against any of these stated federal interests, 
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regardless of state law. Outside of these stated priorities, we will continue what we have been 
doing since the passage of the Oregon Medical Marijuana Act, relying on state and local 
authorities to address lower-level or localized marijuana activity through enforcement of their 
own narcotics laws. 

Having looked at the marijuana cases we have prosecuted in this district in the past two 
years, including ·all of our '()pen cases involving marijuana cultivation, delivery or possession, we 
can certify that every case involves at least one, and in most cases more than one, of the eight 
fedetal priorities. So, this really doesn't change anything for the way we do business at the U.S. 
Attorney's Office in Oregon. 

The Department expects that states that have legalized the use of marijuana, whether for 
medical purposes or otherwise, will establish and enforce strict regulatory ~chemcs that protect 
the eight fGderal interests identified in the Department's guidance. These schemes must be tough 
in pracJrcn ·*eU:v~~.n:paper. They must incl!-lde strang, state-based enforceme.nt efforts, backed · 
by adequate furiding,·'We will take a "trust, but verify" approach. In other words, as long as the 
state follows through in imposing strict controls regulating marijuana-related conduct, it is less 
likely that any of the Department's eight enforcement priorities will be threatened and federal 
action will be less necessary. But if any of the stated harms do materiatize--either in spite of a 
strict regulatory scheme, or because of the lack of one-federal prosecutors will act aggressively 
to bring individual prosecutions and may challenge the regulatory scheme themselves. 

### 
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Oregon Medical Marijuana Program Statistics 
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OSU STREET STANDARDS- PROPOSED LDC TEXT AMENDMENT 

Good evening. I am Rebecca Houghtaling, Senior Planner at OSU. Thank you for the 
opportunity to share with you background on OSU's proposed land development 
code text amendment and explain how it would address the special circumstances 
surrounding OSU's historical development patterns and the high volumes of 
pedestrians and bicyclists on campus. 

As indicated in the application and memorandum dated January 14, 2014, the 
proposed text amendment will allow for variation in the locations of standard public 
street components. OSU will continue to provide the fundamental elements of a 
standard public street for vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians, and street trees. OSU is 
requesting the text amendment because with over twenty-eight thousand students, 
staff, and visitors on campus, the OSU Zone functions differently than the residential 
areas of Corvallis. 

1. Oregon State University's campus is based on the 1909 Olmstead Plan, which sought 
to create symmetry through building design and connectivity through the use of 
sidewalks and paths. 

2. The plan laid out the main campus in a grid pattern with buildings oriented along 
tree-lined streets. The University's subsequent physical development plans have 
furthered this design element. 

3. The local streets within campus function differently than local streets in other parts 
of Corvallis. In the early 1960s, vehicular through-traffic was restricted from the 
campus core, and the streets primarily serve pedestrians, bicycles, public transit, and 
service and emergency vehicles. 

4. The pedestrian-oriented design of campus is intended to enhance OSU's character, 
and foster safe, convenient movement, especially during peak pedestrian-use 
periods such as class change and special events. 

5. OSU's campus development began over a hundred years ago, and many of the 
existing streets do not comply with City standards. Most of the streets on campus 
are private; however, Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development 
dictates all streets, regardless of ownership, be upgraded to city standards with new 
construction or significant remodels. 
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OSU STREET STANDARDS- PROPOSED LDC TEXT AMENDMENT 

6. New construction projects bring the adjacent street frontage into compliance with 
City standards; however, the result is frequently the creation of a haphazard pattern 
of sidewalks, street trees, and landscape strips. A particularly jarring example is the 
Native American Longhouse, which was required to move the existing sidewalk six 
(6) feet from the curb along the building frontage, in a block that otherwise has 
curbside sidewalks on both sides of the street. The Native American Longhouse was 
an infill project between a Designated Historic Resource and a Highly Protect 
Significant Vegetation Area. The remainder of the block is unlikely to ever be 
redeveloped due to the historic and natural feature protections in the City's Land 
Development Code. This leaves OSU with an inconsistent streetscape in one of the 
most visible and highly trafficked locations on campus. 

7. There are also practical reasons for requesting a Land Development Code text 
amendment. OSU's main steam line distribution system, high-voltage power, and 
telecommunications are located in underground tunnels directly beneath sidewalks. 
The relocation of these sidewalks would also require the relocation of the tunnels 
below, which is practically impossible due to the extent of alterations that would be 
necessary to the underground utilities, the connections to the buildings, and this 
would necessitate the removal of large-canopy trees in many locations. Also, it is not 
possible to develop planting strips, especially with street trees, over or adjacent to 
the existing tunnels. 

8. Since adoption of the 1909 Olmstead Plan, OSU has recognized both the practical and 
aesthetic benefits of installing sidewalks and plantings adjacent to campus streets. 
With the text amendment, OSU will continue to provide sidewalks, planting strips, 
and bike lanes on private streets within the OSU Zone. Furthermore, the proposed 
text amendment does not modify the City's minimum dimensional standards for 
vehicle travel lanes, bike lanes, or sidewalks. Rather it would allow the University to 
place those elements in locations that complement the historic campus grid pattern, 
protect mature trees, and are feasible given the location of utility infrastructure. 

9. Section 1.2.80.01- Background states the Land Development Code may be amended 
whenever the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require such 
amendment and where it conforms with the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and any 
other applicable policies (e.g., Oregon Statewide Planning Goals, OSU Campus 

Master Plan). 

These items will be covered in the following slides. 
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OSU STREET STANDARDS- PROPOSED LDC TEXT AMENDMENT 

10.Public Necessity, Convenience, and General Welfare 
Currently, portions of campus cannot be brought into compliance with the existing 
code without negatively impacting the historic structures and quads in the OSU 
National Historic District. The high pedestrian volume on the main campus 
necessitates a deviation from the City's current standard to ensure the long-term 
maintenance of safe, universally accessible, streetscapes within the OSU Zone. As 
noted in the Staff Report, the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan lists OSU as a "Special 
Area of Concern" {Article 3) - and doing so supports the idea that one-size-fits-all 
street construction standards are not appropriate given the differences in numbers 
of pedestrians and bicyclists and lower vehicle speeds. A text amendment creating 
OSU Zone specific street standards is a public necessity to address safety concerns. 

11.Pianning and District Standards 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan includes policies 

• ~~to develop more specific development standards" and 11revise the Land 
Development Code to ensure conformance with the new development 
standards" (3·2·5) and 

• "to remove obstacles to, and encourage, pedestrian-friendly development in all 
districts" (10·2·15) 

The requested text amendment complies with these policies as the proposed 
dimensional standards and sidewalk locations are based on campus's unique 
development form and are focused on eliminating barriers to the installation of 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the OSU Zone. The proposed text amendment 
will allow sidewalks to be placed in locations that encourage pedestrian accessibility 
when they are constructed with new development or redevelopment projects. 
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OSU STREET STANDARDS- PROPOSED LDC TEXT AMENDMENT 

12.Pianning and District Standards - continued 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan indicates 

• the city should "consider the level and type of public facilities ... for various 
densities and types of urban land uses" (10

·
25

} 

• "public facilities and utilities shall be based on actual needs" (10
·
2

·
6

} and 

• Facilities shall have "Uniform construction standards" (11.2·13} 

The proposed text amendment is consistent with these polices because, with over 
twenty-eight thousand people on campus, the OSU Zone needs different pedestrian 
facilities than the typical residential areas of Corvallis. The proposed standards were 
developed following a comprehensive inventory of existing campus transportation 
facilities and analysis of current deficiencies and site constraints. Furthermore, the 
text amendment does not alter the City of Corvallis Construction Standards; in fact, 
OSU is proposing additional mitigation planting requirements (as noted on page 12 
of staff report). 

13.Pedestrian Facilities 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan states 

• New development and redevelopment projects shall ... provide convenient, 
useful, and direct pedestrian facilities. r11. 6·4J 

• And that 'Jiexibility in pedestrian facility standards may be allowed for 
retrofitting of local streets in substandard locations when the deviation from 
standards can be shown to better pedestrian accessibility."f11

·6·10J and 

• "bicycle facilities shall be physically separated from pedestrian facilities." f11
·
5

·
10J 

Many streets on campus date back to the early part of the 20th Century, and they 
have very narrow street profiles. Upgrading these facilities to current city standards 
would negatively impact Historic Resources like the quads and buildings. Also, most 
streets in the OSU Zone are classified as locals, and the existing city standards don't 
allow bike lanes on these facilities given there typically lower volume of traffic. 
However, the volume of bikes on an OSU street is considerably higher, and OSU is 
proposing to allow for bike lanes and contra-flow bike lanes. The proposed text 
amendment has been developed to provide safe, usefut direct pedestrian and bike 
connections throughout campus. 
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OSU STREET STANDARDS- PROPOSED LDC TEXT AMENDMENT 

14.Street Trees 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan encourages 

• "'the use of large-canopy trees" {5.3.3) and 

• States that transportation systems shall be planned and developed in a manner 
which "recognizes and respects the characteristics of natural features" (11.2.1} 

For local streets, the proposed text amendment allows for curbside sidewalks with 
planting strips located between the sidewalk and adjacent buildings. Locating the 
planting strip between the sidewalk and building provides a larger planting area, 
which is necessary for the healthy growth of large-canopy trees. The large scale of 
buildings within the OSU Zone warrant the use of large-canopy trees. 

lS.The application submitted to the City includes a section on compliance with Oregon 
Statewide Planning Goals- but due to time constraints I'm going to skip to reviewing 
compatibility with the OSU Campus Master Plan. 

The proposed text amendment is consistent with OSU Campus Master Plan policies 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

(1) encourage the preservation of the historic street grid and usability of the street 
system, 

(2) expand walkways that do not adequately accommodate pedestrian traffic 

(3) develop a campus-wide bicycle route system that uses a combination of on
street bike lanes and off-street multi-use paths 

(4) provide for the construction and maintenance of multi-modal transportation 
facilities, and 

(S) ensure future development is consistent with the City of Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code. 

The proposed text amendment is based on polices within the OSU Campus Master 
Plan and is responsive to the genuine need for an OSU Zone specific solution to the 
replacement and upgrade of all modes of transportation facilities within campus. 
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OSU STREET STANDARDS- PROPOSED LDC TEXT AMENDMENT 

16.The proposed text amendment includes dimensional standards for three different 
types of streets: University Collector, Pedestrian Core, and Sports Complex. The 
proposed standards for vehicle travel lanes, bike lanes, and sidewalks are comparable 
to the existing language in the LDC. The difference is the proposed language allows 
for flexibility in the location and size of the designated tree planting area. The 
amendment would not alter the City's street standards in any other zone or the public 
streets within the OSU Zone. Rather, it would create standards for the OSU Zone that 
complement the historic development patterns in the core of campus while 
respecting the city's standards along the campus boundary. 

The proposed text amendment is consistent with applicable City of Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan policies, Statewide Planning Goals, and OSU's Campus Master 
Plan policies and the Transportation Improvement Plan {TIP). Furthermore, the text 
amendment will protect significant street trees and resources in the OSU National 
Historic District while facilitating the construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
specific to the high pedestrian volume on campus. This is consistent with the 
framework established by the 1909 Olmstead Plan. 
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Historic OSU Streetscapes 
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Pedestrian Emphasis on Campus Streets 
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Non-Compliant Streets in OSU National Historic District 
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Native American Longhouse 
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Infrastructure Tunnel 
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Campus Streetscapes 
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Land Development Code - Text Amendment Criteria 

SECTION 1.2.80 - TEXT AMENDMENTS 

1.2.80.01- Background 
This Code may be amended whenever the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare 
require such amendment and where it conforms with the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and any 
other applicable policies. 

1.2.80.02- Initiation 
An amendment may be initiated through one of the following methods: 

Majority vote of the City Council; or 

Majority vote of the Planning Commission. 

1.2.80.03- Review of Text Amendments 
The Planning Commission and City Council shall review proposed amendments in accordance 
with the legislative provisions of Chapter 2.0- Public Hearings. 
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Public Necessity, Convenience, and General Welfare 
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Compliance with Corvallis Comprehensive Plan Policies 
PLANNING AND DISTRICT STANDARDS 

3.2.5 The City shall implement a process t~ ~e •elf"~ "'nre:; e-:i..f:"t rleuelnnrnent !:tanriards 
or design guidelines that closely represent the vision of Corvallis as expressed by its 
citizens. These standards or guidelines may address such items as: the effective use of 
building mass; orientation to the street; landscaping; and the placement of windows, 
doors, porches, and other architectural elements. Upon completion, the City shall 
revise the Land :::>evelopwent Cnde tc el"sure conformance with the :1ew 
development stan dare~ or design guidelines. 

10.2.15 The City shall review and revise existing public utility and infrastructure standards, 
regulations and procedures ·~ remove c stac;cs t~, a .d ~ii\:uurage, ~"ec.cst:-.ar.
friendly deve;opmen" 1r. aH ~istricts. 
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Compliance with Corvallis Comprehensive Plan Policies 
PLANNING AND DISTRICT STANDARDS 

10.2.5 The City shall consider the level and type of public facilities that can be provided 
when planning ~or various densities and types of urban land uses. 

10.2.6 The type, location, and phasing of public facilities and utilities shall be based on 
_ . _ -·· · _ actual needs, desired levels of service, cost-effectiveness, and/or property owner 

willingness to pay for infrastructure. 

11.2.13 Uniform corstructior standards which accommodate all transportation modes shall 
be maintained for the City's tran-sportation system. 
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Compliance with Corvallis Comprehensive Plan Policies 
PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE FACILITIES 

11.6.4 1\Je"'' development and redevelopment project: shall encourage pedestrian access 
by oroviding convenient, useful; and direct peuestrian faciiities. 

11.6.10 Flexibility in pedestrian facility standards may be allowed for retrofitting of local 
streets in substa'1dard locations when the deviation from standard:: can be shown 
to better pedestrian accessibility. 

11.5.10 When economical ly feasible, · icycle facilities shall be physically separated from 
pedestrian facil;res. 
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Compliance with Corvallis Comprehensive Plan Policies 
STREET TREES 

5.3.3 The City shall encourage the use of large-canopy 
trees. 

11.2.1 The transportation system shall be planned and 
developed in a manner which contributes to 
community livability, recognizes and ,.es ect!: ~he 
characteristics of natura· c~atures, and minimizes 
the negative effects on abutting land uses. 
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Compliance with OSU Campus Master Plan Policies 

2.5.12 

2.7.7 

2.7.9 

6.1.4 

Encourage preser"a+:" .... ""~ the hist~ric stree+ n.,.· and · ·s~hiPt" ,..f ~· e street s 'Stefl' 
with new development organized to create usable open spaces that facilitate ease of 
pedestrian and vehicular movement. 

Repair and/or replace unsightly and unsafe walkway surfaces, and 2xpand walkways 
that do not adequately accommodate pedes~riar. traffic. 

Develop a campus-wide bicycie route system that uses a combination of on-street 
b·ke lanes and off-street multi-use paths. 

Consider :mprovements to sidewalks, multi-use paths, on-street bicycle lanes, street 
alignments, intersections. ~Ur"' lanes, :mrl rn~ri stri ;..,,.. "'~ n!:'.lr; ,...r. the ohys~ctlr 
developments of campus, constructing the improvements as needed or as conditions 
warrant. 

2.5.1 Ensure that all future development is consistent with the City of Corvallis 
Comprehe'lsive •,., 1 .... , evelopment Code, and other adopted local PJ ians (e.g., 
utility, transportation, etc.). 
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Proposed Streets 
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Oregon State University Zone
Text Amendment

LDT13‐00001

OSU Street StandardsOSU Street Standards
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What?

• Revise Land Development CodeRevise Land Development Code 
Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone

– Specifically:– Specifically:

• Development standards for streets 
located within OSU Zone

• Associated development standards 
for vehicle travel lanes, pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities andand bicycle facilities, and 
landscaping

LDT13‐00001 (OSU Zone Street Standards) 1/21/2014 City Council Staff Presentation



Where?Where? Where?

• TextText 
Amendment 
applies to OSUapplies to OSU 
Zone only

• central Corvallis• central Corvallis

• 536 acres

LDT13‐00001 (OSU Zone Street Standards) 1/21/2014 City Council Staff Presentation



End of Staff OverviewEnd of Staff Overview
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Specific Proposed ChangesSpecific Proposed Changes
• Section 3.36.20: New definitions specific to the OSU Zone, that help to clarify where, and in what situations, the new OSU Zone street standards apply. New term “OSU Street” and a map 

(Figure 3.36‐3) which shows specifically where the new standards apply. Also terms created for “Sidewalks” and “Walkways” which are intended to distinguish between pedestrian 
facilities associated with public and private street improvements (“Sidewalks”), and those pedestrian facilities that directly serve “Development Areas”, providing access to and through 
d d f ki (“W lk ”)and across open spaces and from parking areas (“Walkways”).

• Section 3.36.30: “Cleanup” of table 3.36‐1, which relates to development on certain privately owned (not owned by OSU) parcels within the OSU Zone. The cleanup involves removal of 
parcels that have been acquired by OSU since the 2004 adoption of the CMP.

• Section 3.36.40: Revise existing language to address potential conflicts between the new OSU Zone street standards and existing requirements in LDC Chapters 4.0 (Improvements 
Required with Development), 4.1 (Parking, Loading and Access) and 4.2 (Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting)

• Section 3.36.50: Addition of ‘walkways’ language to address new clarifications to pedestrian standards. The proposed new definitions in Section 3.36.20 and the OSU Street classifications 
in Section 3.36.60.18 are intended to differentiate between pedestrian improvements associated with streets and those that are not part of the street cross‐section of improvements.

• Section 3.36.60: 
– 3.36.60.03: Clarification of how building setbacks are applied based on new term “OSU Street”. Removal of requirement that buildings be set back from internal pedestrian access ways.
– 3.36.60.04: Clarification of how building orientation / entrance standards are applied based on new term “OSU Street”.
– 3.36.60.05: Clarification of how ground floor window design requirements apply in relation to new term “OSU Street”.
– 3.36.60.06: Expanded provisions for required street trees and other landscaping requirements, to be consistent with new OSU Street standards. Provides additional flexibility within the OSU Zone to 

vary from City‐standard street tree requirements, and adds requirements for mitigation plantings where trees are not provided. Clarifies that parking lots shall be adequately screened per existing City 
standards, even in cases where parking areas abut private, OSU Streets. 

– 3.36.60.07: no change
– 3.36.60.08: Clarifies that on‐street parking is permissible based on the new OSU Street standards in certain locations.
– 3.36.60.09: Establishes new differentiation between public street improvements and private, “OSU Street” improvements within the OSU Zone.
– 3.36.60.10: Provides new flexibility to the Community Development Director, to administratively approve variations in the width and location of pedestrian facilities (Sidewalks and Walkways), to aid in 

preservation of existing Significant Trees, Historically Significant Trees, and to accommodate Historic Resources. Maintains minimum 5‐ft. width for these pedestrian facilities. Clarifies extent of required p g g , y g , p q
pedestrian improvements based on new term “Development Area”. Establishes clear standard width for Multi‐Use Paths (12‐ft., 8‐ft. in situations to aid in preservation of existing Significant Trees, 
Historically Significant Trees, and to accommodate Historic Resources). New internal pedestrian circulation standards (new definition: “Walkways”).

– 3.36.60.11: Modification to site furnishing location standards to address new “Walkways” term.
– 3.36.60.12 through 3.36.60.14: no change
– 3.36.60.15:  Modifies screening requirements for transformers and vaults, consistent with the OSU Zone landscaping and screening requirements.
– 3.36.60.16: Modifies existing exterior lighting standards to be consistent with general exterior lighting standards in LDC Chapter 4.2, and to be consistent with existing pedestrian‐area lighting standards 

for newly defined “Sidewalks” and “Walkways”.
– 3.36.60.17: no change
– 3.36.60.18: New OSU Street standards. Provides a classification system for streets in OSU Zone that are not publicly owned and maintained by the City of Corvallis, including design / construction 

standards for each class of “OSU Street”. New OSU Street classes include:
• University Collector
• Pedestrian Core
• Sports Complex

•
• Section 3.36.70: New cross‐reference to existing LDC Section 1.2.120 (Legal Framework) that highlights option available to applicants to submit rough proportionality report.
• Section 3.36.80 and 3.36.90: no change
• Finally, because of the addition of new OSU Street standards, Sections within the Chapter have been renumbered accordingly
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Text Amendment ‐ Applicable CriteriaText Amendment  Applicable Criteria

Section 1.2.80 - TEXT AMENDMENTSSection 1.2.80 TEXT AMENDMENTS

1.2.80.01 - Backgroundg

This Code may be amended whenever 
th bli it i dthe public necessity, convenience, and 
general welfare require such amendment 
and where it conforms with the Corvallisand where it conforms with the Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan and any other 
applicable policiesapplicable policies.
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Public Necessity, Convenience and 
l lfGeneral Welfare

• Blanket application of City of Corvallis streetBlanket application of City of Corvallis street 
construction standards to all streets on OSU 
campus leads to:
– variable development patterns / inconsistent 
streetscape

– conflicts with Historic Resources, Significant 
Vegetation and utility tunnels

high pedestrian volumes in certain areas (eg– high pedestrian volumes in certain areas (eg. 
Reser Stadium) require wider sidewalks, tree well 
protections for street treesp
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Why? (necessity, convenience)Why? (necessity, convenience)

• Clarify difference between public rights‐of‐way y p g y
and OSU‐owned facilities (streets)

• Clearly define standards for OSU‐owned streets 
and where they apply (new map)and where they apply (new map)

• Improve implementation of pedestrian, bicycle 
and landscape standards as they relate to OSUand landscape standards as they relate to OSU 
streets or connect to them

• Provide flexibility
– Limited scope for flexibility (preserve Historically 
Significant Trees, Significant Trees, address utility 
tunnel / tree planter conflicts)
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Public vs. “Private” StreetsPublic vs.  Private  Streets

• Public Streets Right‐of‐Way (City of Corvallis)
– 35th Street; Western Blvd. (ARTERIAL)
– Monroe Ave.; Washington Way; Jefferson Ave. 
(COLLECTOR)( )

– Madison Ave; Orchard Ave.; 11th St.; 15th St.; 16th St.; 17th

St.; 27th St.; “A” Ave. (LOCAL)

• “Private” StreetsPrivate  Streets 
– All Others within OSU Zone
– Owned by State of Oregon

i hi bli i h f• not within public right‐of‐way 
• physical improvements in undefined legal corridors on State‐
owned parcels
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Public Streets
City of Corvallis Rights‐of‐Way appear as white corridors on this map
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Proposed “OSU Streets”p
Streets under jurisdiction of OSU shown in blue*

* Washington Way is 
located in public right‐of‐located in public right‐of‐
way – OSU proposes a 
“University Collector”
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OSU “Private” StreetsOSU  Private  Streets
• New Figure 3.36‐3

• Clearly defines where new standards apply
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Specific Proposed ChangesSpecific Proposed Changes

• Section 3.36.20: 
– New definitions specific to the OSU Zone, that help to 
clarify where, and in what situations, the new OSU Zone 
street standards apply. 

– New terms including “OSU Street” and a map (Figure 3.36‐
3) which shows specifically where the new standards 
apply. 

– Also terms created for “Sidewalks” and “Walkways” which 
are intended to distinguish between pedestrian facilities 
associated with public and private street improvements 
(“Sid lk ”) d th d t i f iliti th t di tl(“Sidewalks”), and those pedestrian facilities that directly 
serve “Development Areas”, providing access to and 
through and across open spaces and from parking areas 
(“Walkways”)( Walkways ).
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Development SiteDevelopment Site

• Current LDC Definition (Chapter 1.6):( p )
– Development Site ‐ Legally established lots, parcels, or 
tracts of land involved in a land use application or 
building/construction permit application Sites that arebuilding/construction permit application. Sites that are 
occupied or capable of being occupied by a building or 
group of buildings including accessory structures and 
accessory uses together with yards or open spacesaccessory uses, together with yards or open spaces, 
setback areas, and access as required by this Code.

• Proposed OSU‐specific definition (Chapter 3.36)
– OSU Zone overlays many large parcels of land (central 
campus parcel 170+ acres; many others 10+ acres)

– “Development Area” . . .Development Area  . . .
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Development AreaDevelopment Area

• Section 3.36.20 – Proposed New Definitionp

Development Area –The portion of land involved in a 
building/construction permit application or land usebuilding/construction permit application or land use 
application. The Development Area shall include all of the 
following that are associated with the development: 
buildings, yards, open spaces, setbacks, street frontage
D l t F t b tti ki dDevelopment Frontage, abutting parking areas, and 
access. The Development Area shall be indicated on a 
project site plan. Within Chapter 3.36, the Development 
Area definition supersedes the Development SiteArea definition supersedes the Development Site 
definition found in Chapter 1.6 and used elsewhere within 
this Code.
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HowWould These Stds. Be Applied?How Would These Stds. Be Applied?
OSU Street:

Pedestrian Core

Development AreaDevelopment Area

Walkway

associated 
vehicle parking 

areas

•Vehicle travel lanes

OS S •Sidewalks
•Bicycle Facilities
•Landscape / Street Trees
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Specific Proposed ChangesSpecific Proposed Changes

• Section 3 36 30: “Cleanup” of table 3 36‐1Section 3.36.30:  Cleanup  of table 3.36 1, 
which relates to development on certain 
privately owned (not owned by OSU) parcelsprivately owned (not owned by OSU) parcels 
within the OSU Zone. The cleanup involves 
removal of parcels that have been acquired byremoval of parcels that have been acquired by 
OSU since the 2004 adoption of the CMP.
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Specific Proposed ChangesSpecific Proposed Changes

• Section 3 36 40: Revise existing language toSection 3.36.40: Revise existing language to 
address potential conflicts between the new 
OSU Zone street standards and existingOSU Zone street standards and existing 
requirements in LDC Chapters 4.0 
(Improvements Required with Development)(Improvements Required with Development), 
4.1 (Parking, Loading and Access) and 4.2 
(Landscaping Buffering Screening and(Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and 
Lighting)
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Specific Proposed ChangesSpecific Proposed Changes

• Section 3 36 50: Addition of ‘walkways’Section 3.36.50: Addition of  walkways  
language to address new clarifications to 
pedestrian standards The proposed newpedestrian standards. The proposed new 
definitions in Section 3.36.20 and the OSU 
Street classifications in Section 3 36 60 18 areStreet classifications in Section 3.36.60.18 are 
intended to differentiate between pedestrian 
improvements associated with streets andimprovements associated with streets and 
those that are not part of the street cross‐
section of improvementssection of improvements.
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Specific Proposed ChangesSpecific Proposed Changes

• Section 3.36.60:Section 3.36.60:
– Bulk of the proposed changes related to 
development standards including the new OSU 
Street standards for:

• University Collector

• Pedestrian Core• Pedestrian Core

• Sports Complex

– Pedestrian and landscape standardsPedestrian and landscape standards
• Adjustments based on new terms for Walkways, 
Sidewalk and OSU Streets 
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Specific Proposed ChangesSpecific Proposed Changes

OSU Streets

• University Collector
– Match City collector standards with flexibility for 

i f Si ifi V i d Hi i Rprotection of Significant Vegetation and Historic Resources

• Pedestrian Core
– Match City local street standards with similar flexibilityMatch City local street standards with similar flexibility

• Sports Complex
– Match City local street standards with widened pedestrian 
routes for large pedestrian volumes

– Street trees in wells
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Specific Proposed ChangesSpecific Proposed Changes

• Section 3 36 70: New cross‐reference toSection 3.36.70: New cross reference to 
existing LDC Section 1.2.120 (Legal 
Framework) that highlights option available toFramework) that highlights option available to 
applicants to submit rough proportionality 
reportreport.

• Section 3.36.80 and 3.36.90: no change

R b ll i di l• Renumber all sections accordingly
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Text Amendment ‐ Applicable CriteriaText Amendment  Applicable Criteria

Section 1.2.80 - TEXT AMENDMENTSSection 1.2.80 TEXT AMENDMENTS

1.2.80.01 - Backgroundg

This Code may be amended whenever 
th bli it i dthe public necessity, convenience, and 
general welfare require such amendment 
and where it conforms with the Corvallisand where it conforms with the Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan and any other 
applicable policiesapplicable policies.
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Text Amendment ‐ Applicable CriteriaText Amendment  Applicable Criteria

• Supplemental Policies to Consider:Supplemental Policies to Consider:

– Statewide Planning Goals

Comprehensive Plan Policies– Comprehensive Plan Policies

– OSU Campus Master Plan Policies
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Statewide Planning GoalsStatewide Planning Goals

• Goal 1
– Citizen involvement

• Quasi‐judicial public hearing to consider public comment

• Goal 2
– Land Use Planning

• Implements Comprehensive Plan through changes to Zoning 
ordinance

G l 11• Goal 11
– Public Facilities

• Goal 12
– Transportation

• Ensures continued provision of vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities in the transportation system while providing flexibility to 
preserve unique character of OSU campuspreserve unique character of OSU campus
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Comprehensive Plan PoliciesComprehensive Plan Policies

• Article 13 – Special Areas of Concernt c e 3 Spec a eas o Co ce

13.0  Background

Some areas in Corvallis have such a significant impact on the City as a whole 
that they warrant special attention and consideration and thus are 
addressed separately in this Article. These areas are currently Oregon State 
University, downtown Corvallis, west Corvallis, and south Corvallis.U e s ty, do to Co a s, est Co a s, a d sout Co a s.

• 13.2.2
– City and University work together to assure 
compatibility between land uses..surrounding and 
within the main campuswithin the main campus
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Comprehensive Plan PoliciesComprehensive Plan Policies

11 2 111.2.1 

The transportation system shall be planned 
and developed in a manner whichand developed in a manner which 
contributes to community livability, 
recognizes and respects the characteristics ofrecognizes and respects the characteristics of 
natural features, and minimizes the negative 
effects on abutting land useseffects on abutting land uses.
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Comprehensive Plan PoliciesComprehensive Plan Policies

11 6 1011.6.10 

Flexibility in pedestrian facility standards may 
be allowed for retrofitting of local streets inbe allowed for retrofitting of local streets in 
substandard locations when the deviation 
from standards can be shown to betterfrom standards can be shown to better 
pedestrian accessibility.
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OSU Campus Master Plan PoliciesOSU Campus Master Plan Policies

2 5 122.5.12 

Encourage preservation of the historic street 
grid and usability of the street system withgrid and usability of the street system with 
new development organized to create usable 
open spaces that facilitate ease of pedestrianopen spaces that facilitate ease of pedestrian 
and vehicular movement.
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OSU Campus Master Plan PoliciesOSU Campus Master Plan Policies

2.7.8 
• Establish a pedestrian network of paths and sidewalks for safe and 

convenient access to sites on and off campus.

2.7.9 
• Develop a campus‐wide bicycle route system that uses a 

combination of on‐street bike lanes and off street multi‐use paths.

2.7.10  (not cited by applicant)
• Preserve the existing open space character of the lower campus 

and quads These open spaces are an important historical elementand quads. These open spaces are an important historical element 
in the system established by the 1909 Olmsted Brothers plan 
(Chapter 1).
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OSU Campus Master Plan PoliciesOSU Campus Master Plan Policies

6 1 126.1.12 

Continue to maintain the transportation 
system of streets roads paths sidewalkssystem of streets, roads, paths, sidewalks, 
and bicycle lanes for safety and good 
operating conditionsoperating conditions.
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November 20, 2013, Planning 
dCommission Recommendation

• Approve text amendment as originallyApprove text amendment as originally 
proposed, with revisions presented at 
November 20 2013 public hearingNovember 20, 2013, public hearing

– as presented in EXHIBIT A to City Council staff 
reportreport
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Staff and Planning Commission 
dFindings

• Proposed amendments meet criteria for “public p p
necessity, convenience and general welfare”

• Proposed amendments are supported by 
applicable Statewide Planning Goalsapplicable Statewide Planning Goals, 
Comprehensive Plan Policies and OSU CMP 
Policies
– Preserves expected facilities for vehicle, bicycle and 
pedestrian circulation within street cross section

– Allows flexibility in locating sidewalks / planter strips /Allows flexibility in locating sidewalks / planter strips / 
street trees to address conflicts with Significant 
Vegetation, Historic Resources, and utility tunnels
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Recommended Motion – Page 2 of City 
l ffCouncil Staff Report

• Option # 1:Option # 1:

– Approve changes to OSU Zone as recommended 
by the Planning Commissionby the Planning Commission
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