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JOINT CORVALLIS CITY COUNCIL, 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
AND 

COUNCIL WORK SESSION 
 

January 13, 2015 
6:00 pm 

 
Madison Avenue Meeting Room 

500 SW Madison Avenue 
 

 
 
I. ROLL CALL 
 
II. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

A. Process and Schedule Considerations for Review of OSU-Related Comprehensive Plan 
Findings and Policies: 
 The timeline and process for the comprehensive plan review; 
 The task force make-up for Mayoral appointment; and 
 Concepts for addressing the ambiguities identified by the City Attorney so that 

preliminary language for a motion for the City Council to consider on January 20 can 
be crafted 

 
 
III. 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 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

January 9, 2015 

Mayor, City Council, and Planning Com1nission 

Nancy Brewer, City Manager Pro Tern~~ 
Questions and Answers related to the OSU Comprehensive Plan Legislative 
Process 

Staff from the City Attorney's Office and Planning has been working on answers to the questions 
raised by members of this group. As of late this afternoon, work is still underway and is unlikely to be 
finished until late Saturday. The meeting packet is being posted without the Q&A which is expected to 
be sent late tomorrow via e-mail to Mayor, City Council, and Planning Commission. The on-line 
meeting packet will be updated on Monday. I apologize for this delay. 
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MEMORANDUM	
______________________________________________________________________ 

To:  Mayor, City Council and Planning Commission 

From:  Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 

  Jim Brewer, Deputy City Attorney 

Date:  January 10, 2015 

Subject: Response to City Councilor Questions Regarding the Legislative 
Review of OSU-Related Comprehensive Plan Policies 

 

	

Following are brief responses to questions from City Councilors regarding the 
Legislative review of OSU-Related Comprehensive Plan Policies. Responses have 
been provided by staff from the Community Development Department and from the City 
Attorney’s Office. 

 

Questions from Councilor Baker: 

1. Will there be a conversation with OSU about their plans/needs/interests 
now that we’ve decided to initiative a legislative process? If so, who from 
the city will talk with them? 

OSU staff is aware of the recent discussions and legislative process, and have attended 
recent City Council meetings related to such. City staff anticipates continuing 
communication as timing and process are determined. OSU is able to participate in the 
public process, as would any interested party.  

2. Would an extension of the current Master Plan be something to consider 
(both from the city’s perspective and OSU’s perspective?) What are Pros 
and Cons? What happens if the current plan were to expire without an 
official extension? 
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An extension to the current Master Plan could be considered. Whether an extension is 
needed will depend, in part, on the City Council’s determination/interpretation of the 
date of expiration of the Master Plan, and of the implications of the expiration of the 
Master Plan. Responses to the second and third questions are incorporated in other 
responses below.  

3. What happens if we don’t come to an agreement with OSU about the timing 
of their application and they submit an application in the middle of the 
legislative process we’ve initiated? 

State law would require the City to process the application based on the rules in place 
at the time of application.  Assuming that the application is a Campus Master Plan 
update, the application could include a number of components, including a proposed 
Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code Text Amendment and a Major 
Adjustment, which would be evaluated using the compatibility criteria and following the 
process that would be applied to a Major Planned Development Modification.   Because 
the Campus Master Plan is a supporting document to the Comprehensive Plan, the 
Council should also review the updated CMP for consistency with Comprehensive Plan 
policies in existence at the time of the application. 

4. The November 13 legal memo identifies a number of ambiguities for the 
Council to consider addressing and explains that the “timing of these 
interpretations may affect the process or decisions that the Council or 
Planning Commission make.”  What are the options/timing for addressing 
each of these? 

Subsequent memoranda have addressed the sequence of Council decision-making to 
initiate this process.  The City Attorney’s Office has recommended making these 
interpretations earlier in the process, but that is a Council decision. 

5. Is there an opportunity here to strengthen the foundation/scope of our  
“Comprehensive” review? What happens if the planning period expires?   

Yes.  See the answer to the additional question, below. 

5a. I also have an interest in knowing what would be involved in making a 
finding that there are changed conditions in relation to triggering an update 
of the CMP before the end of the planning period - however the planning 
period is ultimately defined.  And, if that finding were to be made, what it 
would/could mean for how/if land use decisions would proceed under the 
plan.  Here's the language I'm referencing for this...   

  Section 3.36.40.05- Campus Master Plan Update 
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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 3.36.40.02.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. 

The language you’ve highlighted from LDC 3.36.40.05 clearly allows the Council to 
conduct a review and update of the CMP (and therefore LDC 3.36 itself) at any time 
during the planning period, once the Council determines unexpected events have 
occurred.   Adopting a finding that unanticipated events have occurred would require a 
motion.  The Council has already decided to undertake a review and update, but the 
motion to initiate the legislative process did not expressly state that it was due to 
changed conditions.  The Council could reasonably adopt a finding that these have 
occurred. 

Similarly, although the Council initiated the legislative process to begin with a review of 
the Comprehensive Plan, the Council could expressly state its intention to follow a 
process that reviews the Comprehensive Plan findings and policies, the implementing 
regulations in LDC Chapter 3.36, and the text of the Campus Master Plan as the natural 
outcome of the initial legislative review.   For the sake of clarity, a motion directing the 
work or providing the charge of the group conducting the review would be appropriate.    

6. Are there any possibilities that the legislative process we are setting out 
can be challenged before we are done with it? If so, could the process be 
delayed/ derailed? And then what? 

Legislative land use decisions could not be appealed until a final written decision was 
made by the Council. Once a final written decision is made, it can be appealed. If 
appealed, the City would need to address the appeal consistent with LDC requirements 
and State law.   

7. Can the process be challenged after we finish it? If so, what is the worst 
possible outcome of a challenge? 

Yes, it could be appealed. The City’s decision, presumably to amend certain Comp Plan 
findings and policies, and implementing regulations, could be reversed, meaning we 
would revert to using existing Comp Plan findings and policies. If there is no decision at 
the end of the legislative review process, it could not be appealed.  The appeal itself 
could go through several levels of review, and take a number of years (the last 
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Comprehensive Plan periodic review was under appeal at DLCD, LUBA and the Court 
of Appeals for years). 

8. Is there any precedent for our action that could help inform the structure of 
the legislative process? 

Prior City Councils have conducted legislative reviews of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Generally, those reviews would have been complete updates to the Comprehensive 
Plan, but it’s possible that more limited scale legislative reviews of the Comprehensive 
Plan have been conducted in the past. The OSU Master Plan and the associated 
implementing zone are unique within the context of Corvallis’ land use regulations, so 
there are no other precedents we can look to that are clearly comparable in all respects. 

9. Are we setting some type of precedent for other reviews the Council may 
do/need to do in the future? If so, what should we consider as we structure 
the legislative process? 

We are not necessarily setting a precedent for other reviews with this process because 
the OSU planning process is unique. 

10. Has there been a partial update of the Comp Plan before – any lessons to 
inform? 

The City Council has handled numerous partial updates to the Comp Plan in the past, 
some of which were initiated by the City Council, others that were initiated by private 
parties through the land use application process. That process is well known. The 
complexity comes with determining how this Comp Plan review will influence the OSU 
District Plan Update application, as well as potential future changes to the Land 
Development Code.  

11. Who will lead the process? A select group of 3 Planning Commissioners 
and 3 City Councilors as suggested at the Work session? Any problems for 
these particular folks if/when they then need to review the Master Plan 
quasi-judicially? Other ideas? 

The make-up of the task force is to be determined by the City Council. The City Attorney 
will advise participants regarding how to avoid conflict of interest and bias concerns. 
The City Attorney does not anticipate that this process will create any unusual 
challenges. 

12. The staff memo suggests two work sessions in January-early Feb. with a 
public comment opportunity in between. Given all the questions above, is it 
possible for us to jump into things this quickly? 
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Some revised scheduling options are presented in the January 9, 2015, Memorandum 
from the Community Development Director. Both schedules are viable, and other 
alternatives are possible, but will be subject to noticing requirements and other 
considerations.  

13. The staff memo suggests a minimum process that would be done by May. 
Is there a particular importance to being done in May? A recent timeline in 
the city council packet from OSU said they’d submit an application in April 
with final edits to app in June.   Does it have something to do with that?  
See related questions about timing of OSU application above. 

As noted in the January 9, 2015, Memorandum from the Community Development 
Director, the relationship between this Comprehensive Plan review process and OSU’s 
timeline for updating the Campus Master Plan (CMP) is a key consideration that will be 
informed, in part, by the City Council’s determination of the effective period of the 
current CMP approval. 

14. Is updating the LDC also factored into the timeline?  There is only a 
reference to Comp Plan findings and policies. If not, how much longer 
would it take to update the LDC? 

No, an update to the LDC is not factored into this timeline. Such a process would likely 
add many months (six or more) to the timeline, and would require a broad-based public 
involvement process.  

15. The staff memo notes: “We note that this process does not include 
community member/stakeholder participants…as has been past practice.” 
What have past processes looked like? What would be the possible public 
input scenarios and their corresponding effects on the timeline? 

Public input opportunities will be needed for the Comprehensive Plan review process. 
The Option 1 and 2 schedules provided in the January 9, 2015, Memorandum from the 
Community Development Director both include public comment opportunities hosted by 
the Task Force, in addition to the public hearing processes before the Planning 
Commission and City Council that would be required in association with consideration of 
any Comprehensive Plan Amendment. Option 2 would provide a number of such public 
comment opportunities, and would allow time for the use of an on-line public 
involvement tool.  

The engagement of stakeholders is a different question. Quite often, with efforts such as 
this, a working group would include the participation of community members and other 
stakeholders. In this case, a smaller task force, composed of Planning Commissioners 
and City Councilors, is contemplated. This is proposed in the interest of expediency, 
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since formation of a larger group entails identification and selection of stakeholders and 
community members to participate in the process, which requires additional time and 
complexity. One example of a recent work group that was formed along more traditional 
lines was the Neighborhood Planning Work Group, which was formed as part of the 
Corvallis/OSU Collaboration effort. That group contained current and former Planning 
Commissioners and City Councilors, neighborhood leaders, OSU Housing staff, an 
affordable housing advocate, and a member of the local development community. The 
group met for over a year and developed a number of recommendations related to 
neighborhood planning.   

16. Usually a Vision Statement informs the Comp Plan. We’d be using an old 
vision statement and/or in the process of updating it (and possibly creating 
a strategic/action plan along with it).  Similar situation with the Comp Plan. 
Is there any way to address this – maybe stair-step the processes/use one 
process to inform another?   

Yes, the Vision Statement informs the Comprehensive Plan. However, the Vision 
Statement is a broadly-worded, aspirational document which describes desired 
conditions in our community in the future. An updated Vision Statement could be useful 
to inform this Comprehensive Plan review process, but is not required. We do not 
anticipate that the City’s current 2020 Vision Statement would constrain considerations 
in this CP review process. A thorough and broadly-inclusive visioning process would 
require six months or more, which would significantly extend the proposed CP review.  

17.  How will the review of the Comp Plan (and LDC?) be conducted? “Broad 
policy discussions”? Topic by Topic? (e.g. housing, etc.) 

The process for this limited Comprehensive Plan review will be determined by the City 
Council and/or Task Force. Staff has provided some considerations in the January 9, 
2015, Memorandum from the Community Development Director. 

18. What are the data needs for the Comprehensive Plan Review? Using 
existing data could be a problem since Vision and Comp Plan are 
outdated? Any new studies/surveys that may need to be conducted? If so, 
what would be process, timing, and/or funding needs? 

Yes, there will likely be a desire for updated data regarding OSU, including enrollment 
numbers, on-campus housing, and parking information. The Corvallis/OSU 
Collaboration produced information that may be of use in this effort, but there may be a 
need for additional information. City staff has already begun assembling some of the 
information that is anticipated to be needed for this effort. Ultimately, the Task Force is 
expected to provide direction regarding necessary information.  
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Questions from Councilor York: 

19. If something appears in the CMP, but not in the LDC or Comp Plan, is it 
enforceable by the City?   

o Example: the CMP 5.1.b requires that a Campus Planning Committee 
(CPC) with a membership including the City and the Corvallis 
community will review building proposals, zoning regulations, and 
related issues.  In the development of the Linus Pauling Center no 
committee was formed and no review was done.  The University 
informed the City that it wasn’t necessary because the CPC wasn’t 
mentioned in LDC 3.36. 

The answer is complicated and depends on a variety of factors, including an 
interpretation of the relationship between the Land Development Code, the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Campus Master Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan is a 
policy document.   The Comprehensive Plan doesn’t contain express language 
regarding how the City enforces provisions of the Comprehensive Plan, outside of 
implementation through the Land Development Code.  The Campus Master Plan is a 
supporting document to the Comprehensive Plan, so one interpretation is anything in 
the CMP is in the Comp Plan.  LDC Chapter 3.36 states expressly that it implements the 
Comprehensive Plan and that it implements the Campus Master Plan.  Within Chapter 
3.36 are standards and monitoring requirements.  Throughout the Land Development 
Code a number of provisions, including LDC 3.36, refer back to the policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan as applicable review criteria for particular land use decisions.        

If the question is whether the City can undertake “enforcement” in terms of identifying 
violations, providing notice and seeking penalties, the mechanism the City Council 
enacted is Chapter 1.3 of the Land Development Code.  On its face, provisions of the 
Campus Master Plan that are not expressly incorporated within the Land Development 
Code do not seem to be enforced directly through Chapter 1.3.    

If the question is whether the City can undertake “enforcement” of provisions of the 
Campus Master Plan in terms of requiring OSU to comply with the provisions of the 
Campus Master Plan as part of review of a land use proposal, then the City may be able 
to do so, depending on the nature of the particular application.   For some development, 
only the standards in LDC 3.36 may be applicable (although it might be possible for the 
Council to adopt a plausible interpretation of some portions of LDC 3.36 incorporating 
the Comprehensive Plan or Campus Master Plan into those proposals).   For other 
development, following the express language of Chapter 3.36, review requires 
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evaluation against the criteria found in LDC 2.5.60.03.  This section then incorporates 
the criteria from LDC 2.5.50.04, which, in turn, requires review against criteria from LDC 
2.5.40.04, which expressly includes review “to ensure consistency with the policies and 
density requirements of the Comprehensive Plan and any other applicable policies and 
standards adopted by the City Council.”   The Campus Master Plan is a supporting 
document to the Comprehensive Plan, adopted by the City Council.  Land Development 
Code Chapter 3.36 states that the purpose for Chapter 3.36 is to implement both the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Campus Master Plan.  In circumstances like these, the 
City Council could plausibly require a demonstration that the application complied with 
terms from the Campus Master Plan that are not expressly incorporated in Chapter 
3.36.  

20. What are the potential negative consequences for the City if we interpret 
the maximum possible expiration date (12 years)? 

[For this question and the following two, a short list of possible negative consequences, 
or disadvantages and advantages, are included.  These are not intended to be 
exhaustive, and are clearly subjective (one person’s negative consequence could be a 
positive consequence to someone else).]   

a. Unintended and unknown consequences  
b. Possible building boom under current standards with additional parking 

and transportation system impacts on adjoining neighborhoods (status 
quo for 2 more years if Council doesn’t act prior to that timeframe) 

c. Possible that at end of 12 year period, no new plan adopted, so status quo 
continues until new CMP is finalized 

d. Political (dissatisfied citizens) 
e.  Unresolved what happens if expires without new CMP 
f. Litigation, extended delay, and costs (see a, b, c, d)  City loses jurisdiction 

over decisions while it is under appeal.    

21. What are the potential negative consequences for the City if we interpret 
the minimum possible expiration date (10 years)? 

a. Unintended and unknown consequences 
b. Possible building boom under current standards with additional parking 

and transportation system impacts, etc.  (Rush to get applications filed in 
short time period). 

c. Abbreviated public process for review/pressure to complete review and 
approve CMP update 

d. Unknowns regarding campus development process once plan expires 
i. Goal post rules (does expiration mean no standards are in place?  

Or do current standards in LDC continue?) 
ii. Public hearing on all OSU development (time/public cost)?   
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e. Political (could OSU look for legislative support to limit its obligation to 
follow local land use regulations?)   

f. Litigation, extended delay and costs (see a, b, c, d,e)  City loses 
jurisdiction over decisions while under appeal. 

 
22. What are the options for the status of land use changes at the University if 

there is a gap between when the current CMP expires and a new one is 
adopted?  And what are the advantages/disadvantages of each?  (Given the 
apparent supremacy of the LDC, does this matter?) Possibilities: 

A. Council chooses to continue existing CMP to date certain  
 

 Probably requires a public hearing and an “update” or “adjustment” 
under LDC3.36, depending on when the Council sees the planning 
period and the plan expiring. 

 Same potential disadvantages as outlined in response to Questions 
20 and 21 
 

B. Council imposes a moratorium on building  
 

The legal requirements to put in place a moratorium are as follows: 

 Provide notice to LCDC 45 days before final public hearing on 
moratorium; 

 Adopt written findings justifying need for moratorium in the manner 
set out in ORS 197.520; 

 Hold a public hearing on adoption of the moratorium and the 
findings; 

 Demonstrate need to prevent a shortage of public facilities that 
would otherwise occur during the effective period of the moratorium 
(must be facilities for which a public facility plan is required under 
ORS 197.712); 

 Must include demonstration of extent of need beyond 
estimated capacity of existing facilities resulting from new 
land use development and identification of public facilities 
currently operating beyond capacity and portions of capacity 
already committed to development; 

 Demonstrate moratorium is reasonably limited to areas 
where shortage would occur; 

 Demonstrate that housing and economic development needs 
of area affected have been accommodated as much as 
possible in allocating any remaining public facility capacity; 

 If not based on a shortage of public facilities, then demonstration of 
compelling need: 
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 Application of existing development ordinances or 
regulations is inadequate to prevent irrevocable harm from 
development in affected geographic area; 

 Moratorium is sufficiently limited to ensure needed housing 
supply and types and commercial and industrial facilities 
within or in proximity to city are not unreasonably restricted; 

 Statement of the reasons that alternative methods of 
achieving the objectives of the moratorium are not 
satisfactory; 

 Finding of City Council that it has determined that public 
harm caused by failure to impose a moratorium outweighs 
adverse affects on other affected local governments;  

 Finding that City has determined it has sufficient resources 
to complete the development of needed changes in plans, 
regulations or procedures within the period the moratorium is 
in effect; 

 No moratorium may be effective for longer than 120 days, unless 
public hearing to extend with findings, etc.  Only one extension may 
be granted, no greater than six months. 

 Goal post rule still applies to any applications filed during 
moratorium. 

 Challenges with making findings that conflict with findings in 
comprehensive plan. 
 

C. OSU follows normal city LDC policies (not protected by LDC 3.36) 
 

 LDC 3.36 is the zone. So there would be challenges in determining 
what other zone standards would apply, given there is not express 
expiration language in LDC 3.36.  

 City Council might plausibly make interpretation that LDC 3.36 zone 
requires major adjustment once CMP expires, so normal city LDC 
policy could mean review under LDC 3.36 major adjustment 
criteria. 
  

D. OSU and City reach agreement on modification of current CMP in 
place during gap 

  
 Require a public hearing process 

 
E. Other? 
 

 Staff has not identified any other process options at this time. 
 

23. Can the Council direct the CM to ensure all monitoring and mitigation 
specified in the LDC, CMP and Comp Plan are done by the City and OSU? 
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o 11.12.2 The University shall develop and implement a transportation 
plan that reduces the negative traffic and parking impacts on 
existing residential areas. 

o 11.4.3 All traffic generators shall provide adequate parking. 
o 3.36.90 Campus Master Plan Monitoring – this has not been followed 

(see above example re: Linus Pauling Center.  

Yes.  The Charter gives the City Manager the duty to enforce all ordinances. The LDC 
provides the process for the City to enforce its local land use planning regulations. The 
Comprehensive Plan does not include similar enforcement processes. In order to 
provide clear authority for the City to enforce a local land use regulation, Council can 
give the clearest direction by incorporating the provisions it wants enforced in the LDC.    

24. Some other areas of concern  

o 3.36.40 Procedures and determination of compliance 
o 3.36.20 – “the development area definition supersedes the 

development site definition” 

(Staff assumes this item is a placeholder for further City Council discussion.) 

 

Questions from Councilor Bull: 

25. I understand from a conversation with Kevin following a recent 
meeting that the OSU Master Plan was initiated as a Planned 
Development process.  Is this correct? 

The OSU zone and related Campus Master Plan (CMP) are not planned developments.  
The City reviewed the OSU Physical Development Plan (the predecessor to the 
Campus Master Plan) and the amendments to it, i.e. the CMP, using the Planned 
Development compatibility review criteria. In addition, there was a Comprehensive Plan 
amendment and LDC text amendment and zone change that resulted in creation of the 
OSU zone. LDC Chapter 3.36 is the current OSU zone and it cross references with the 
PD compatibility criteria in LDC 2.50. 

26.  I understand that planned developments typically last 2 or 3 years.  Is this 
correct? 

Per the current LDC, a detailed Development Plan approval is effective for 4 years. If 
none of the activities enumerated in LDC 2.5.50.09 are initiated, e.g. construction 
permits issued, within that 4 year period, the PD approval expires. Planned 
Developments do not expire once development within the PD has begun. 
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27.   What is the final form of a typical planned development?  Is it simply an 
overlay with specified development plans?  (I understand there are 
typically a couple of versions of the intended development, the general 
followed by something more specific.) 

 The final form is a detailed development plan and actual development consistent with 
that plan. An overlay zone may be applied in advance of any conceptual or detailed 
development plans (for non-residential zoned areas only per state law) or as part of an 
application for residential development. Sometimes PDs are approved in 2 phases, i.e. 
a conceptual development plan first followed by a detailed development plan. Other 
times an applicant will apply for conceptual and detailed development plan concurrently. 
Regardless, detailed development plan approval must be in place in order to commence 
construction. 

28.  I understand there is a table in the code that relates to the amount of 
development expected to occur within the specified OSU boundary by 
area.  How does this table relate to the planned development process? 

Table 3.36-2 in the LDC allocates approved building square footage within each sector 
identified within the OSU campus master plan area. When the CMP and LDC text 
amendments were approved, OSU was allowed to construct additional building square 
footage within these sectors, up to the LDC specified amounts, so long as the proposed 
development otherwise complied with other applicable LDC requirements. This table 
doesn’t have a specific relationship to the planned development process other than that 
the initial square footages by sector were part of the CMP that was approved by using 
the PD review process and a proposal to change a sector’s square footage allotment is 
a major adjustment (which also uses the PD review process).  For example, the recently 
constructed residence hall project would have exceeded Sector D’s square footage 
allotment. A major adjustment application was required along with a LDC text 
amendment application because the LDC text needed to be changed to reflect added 
Sector D square footage and compensating reduction in Sector C square footage 
(71,000 square feet respectively). Both applications were reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Commission and City Council. 

29.  Finally, please provide a complete list of the planning files that relate to 
development (past, current, and what is known about the future) within the 
OSU master plan area since the relevant decision was made. 

 Here is information that is based on the assumption that the relevant decision means 
the 2004 approval of the CMP and the OSU zone that implements the CMP. 
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�        Attached (Attachment A) is a spreadsheet that lists 15 approved land use 
applications within the OSU zone since 2004. This includes all non-historic 
preservation permit (HPP) land use applications. Acronyms are as follows: LDT = 
Land Development Code text amendment, LDO = Lot Development Option, 
PCR= Planned Compatibility Review, PLD=Planned Development process, 
SUB= subdivision, MIS= miscellaneous application.  

There have been several dozen HPP applications since the OSU Historic 
District was approved in early 2008. These range in scope from review by 
the Historic Resource Commission related to new building construction to 
staff level review of bike rack placement within the historic district. 

�        Most projects on campus over the past 10 years have not required 
land use approval (other than those that are subject to historic review) 
because they meet the requirements of the OSU zone as determined 
through the review of building permits. There have been hundreds of 
permits issued since 2004 ranging in scope from plumbing permits for a 
redo of an existing lab to construction of new buildings. 

Here are some resources for you to obtain an inventory of both land use and 
building permit activity on the OSU campus: 

             City’s Accela Citizen Access webpage:   http://corvallisoregon.gov/eplans 

 Tips: 

1.      choose the Development Services tab if looking for building permit 
applications (can search by address, case #, project name, and by date) 

2.      choose the Planning tab if looking for land use applications (can search 
by address, parcel, project name, case type, case #, and by date) 

3.      use wildcards in the project name field to narrow results (example:  
%OSU% will return all projects where ‘OSU’ is identified somewhere in the 
project name) 

If you are interested in learning more about accessing this and other 
planning and development related information through the City’s 
various tools, I would be happy to set up a time for you to meet with 
Senior Planner Jason Yaich who is the Planning Division’s best 
resource on these matters. Just let me know. 

�        We don’t maintain files per se regarding potential future 
projects. Similar to other customers, Development Services 
and/or Planning staff will respond to inquiries from OSU staff or 

Electronic Packet Page 15



Responses to City Council Questions Regarding Legislative Review of OSU-Related Comprehensive Plan Policies 
 
Page 14 of 17 

project representatives and/or participate in pre-application 
meetings to discuss the City’s development requirements.  

 Councilor Bull’s December 29th follow-up questions: 

30.  Where is the reference to an expiration date or timeframe, if any? 

31. I would like a complete list of development activities that contribute in any 
way to the square footage allowed in the plan and/or table you mention.  I 
assume there is some running accounting of that.  I would like just the list 
of permit files for that new construction or reconstruction or whatever else 
might relate to that table. 

32.  The additional item I would like to have which may not already exist is a 
table showing how much square footage is approved under each of these 
permits, the use of the structure, the ownership, the applicant, and typical 
associated parking requirement for that use and size, and any associated 
parking spaces either created or removed. 

Staff’s December 30th response: 

Hi Barbara: Several staff are out of the office this week including those who can help me 
assess the ready availability of this information (and time associated with putting it 
together in the form requested ) and we are currently concentrating on information for 
the January 5 Council meeting packet and January 13 CC/PC work session. So I will 
need to get back to you on this next week. There will be a memorandum in tomorrow’s 
CC meeting agenda packet related to question #1, i.e. the expiration date and options 
for the Council to make a determination regarding that timeframe. 

Outstanding Questions from Councilor Bull 

I would like a complete list of development activities that contribute in any way to 
the square footage allowed in the plan and/or table you mention.  I assume there 
is some running accounting of that.  I would like just the list of permit files for 
that new construction or reconstruction or whatever else might relate to that 
table. 

(See response below.) 

The additional item I would like to have which may not already exist is a table 
showing how much square footage is approved under each of these permits, the 
use of the structure, the ownership, the applicant, and typical associated parking 
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requirement for that use and size, and any associated parking spaces either 
created or removed. 

As part of the review of development permits, OSU submits a checklist to address each 
project’s compliance with the OSU zone. This 24 item list is reviewed by City staff prior 
to permit issuance. Information includes building square footage and open space 
tabulations in order to determine a project’s compliance with caps established by LDC 
Table 3.36-2 and LDC Table 3.36-3. Running tabulations by sector are also regularly 
provided by OSU. Attachment B provides the current status of building square footage 
allocation and minimum open space requirements by sector. This information is based 
on staff audits of the ongoing information provided by OSU since the current OSU zone 
was established at the end of 2004 (in conjunction with the approval of the CMP). 

In summary, LDC Table 3.36-2 established a total additional building square footage 
across all sectors in the amount of 3,155,000 square feet. From 2004 through 2014, a 
total of 873,143 square feet have been constructed, approximately 28% of the 
maximum amount of new building development allowed by LDC 3.36. None of the 
sectors have exceeded their maximum allocation. As noted in an earlier response, the 
Planning Commission and City Council approved a major adjustment for Sector D in 
order to accommodate the construction of a student residence hall. As part of that 
process, Sector D square footage was increased in conjunction with a compensating 
reduction in Sector C square footage (71,000 square feet respectively). 

Attachment B also summarizes the status of open space within each sector. As 
indicated, each sector is within LDC requirements set forth in LDC Table 3.36-3. 

Regarding parking, the LDC”s OSU Zone established a system whereby on-campus 
parking utilization would be tracked and if usage exceeded 90%, a major adjustment 
process and CMP update would be required before a building project could be 
approved. The fall 2013 parking utilization report submitted by OSU can be accessed 
via the following link:   

http://archive.corvallisoregon.gov/0/doc/410284/Electronic.aspx 

The study indicated that the campus-wide utilization rate was 75% between the peak 
demand hours of 10 a.m. and 2 p.m. OSU anticipates submitting the fall 2014 parking 
utilization study by the end of this month. 

In the December 28th response to Councilor Bull, staff noted that there are hundreds 
(more likely thousands) of permits issued for activities at OSU which range from simple 
permits for plumbing and electrical work to construction of large buildings. It was also 
noted that all of these permits and associated information are available online through 
the City’s Accela Citizen Access webpage:   

 http://corvallisoregon.gov/eplans.  
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Information available through this source includes the applicant, proposed new building 
square footage (summarized in Attachment B) along with a host of other information 
related to building and LDC compliance, building and site plans etc. 

Ownership of the buildings to be constructed is not necessarily included in permit 
records as it is not a LDC or building code related requirement. Similarly, vehicular 
parking created or removed is not identified on a project by project basis because of the 
LDC parking improvement standards established in LDC 3.36.60.08 d., that are based 
on actual use of available parking spaces as determined by parking usage inventories.  
However, OSU does track this information and their summary of parking space status is 
provided in Attachment C. 

Regarding the request that typical associated parking requirements for the use and size 
of new OSU buildings be provided, we note the following: 

1. The LDC provides parking requirements for various use types, many of which are 
found on campus, e.g. offices, commercial spaces, spectator sports, data 
centers, warehouse space, classrooms.  
 

2. Like the OSU Zone, the LDC establishes parking requirements for the Central 
Business District and Riverfront Zones (CBD and RF) that are different than most 
areas in Corvallis. CBD/RF parking space requirements are generally less in part 
because of the City’s recognition that downtown has a more pedestrian oriented 
environment with multiple destinations in close proximity and that this results in 
less parking demand than a stand- alone office or retail building on 9th Street.  
The pedestrian environment and multiple destinations with one vehicle trip 
characteristics of downtown are somewhat similar to a campus environment. 

To respond to this request, we would first need to establish what represents a typical 
parking requirement in Corvallis, e.g. 1 or 2 above.  Staff would then need to review the 
approved building plans for all OSU construction from 2004-2014 that resulted in 
additional square footage. It would be a time intensive effort in order to break down this 
square footage by use.  For example, a single building might have a mix of classrooms, 
offices, data center and storage space with each use potentially having a different 
parking calculation. It is difficult to estimate the amount of time involved but it would 
likely be well in excess of 80 hours. 

If the City Council/Planning Commission is interested in reviewing individual OSU 
building permit records (for new projects that add square footage) in addition to the 
summary information included in this report,  City staff can “batch” this information from 
our permit tracking system. This is relatively easy for construction of new buildings. It is 
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more difficult to pull out information for additions to existing buildings and staff can look 
into ways to do this most efficiently. 

Council direction is requested as to whether staff should conduct the parking 
calculations and individual building permit consolidation work described above and if so, 
the desired timeline. Staff notes that the upcoming process to review findings 
associated with OSU related Comprehensive Plan policies will involve research of past 
trends and other pertinent information. It may be most efficient to identify and prioritize 
research such as this through the Task Force formed to work on this project. 
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OSU Land Use Applications (Since 2004 ‐ Excludes Historic Preservation Permit applications)
Case # Project Name Description

LDO06‐00015 OSU PROPERTY SERVICES BLDG
Lot development option to eliminate boundary area setback requirements for addition to building. WR # 
309254

LDT12‐00002/PLD13‐00001 OSU SECTOR D MAJOR ADJUSTMENT (RESIDENCE HALL)
LDT13‐00001 OSU STREET STDS

MIS11‐00047 OSU ALLEY VACATION ‐ SECTOR C
Vacation of public right‐of‐way within Sector "C" of the Oregon State University campus that was formerly

developed as an alley.

MIS11‐00048 OSU ALLEY VACATION ‐ SECTOR D
Vacation of public right‐of‐way within Sector "D" of the Oregon State University campus that is currently
developed as an alley.

PCR05‐00007 PCR to approve exception to height limitation in the OSU district for Apperson Hall Remode

PCR07‐00001 GILL ANNEX PCR PCR to reduce front setback from min. 20' to 18' for a portion of Gill Annex. Project 1227‐06

PCR07‐00006 APPERSON HALL
Request a Director‐level approval of a minor adjustment to the Campus Master Plan (roof exceeds building
height limitation)

PCR11‐00001 OSU STUDENT SUCCESS CENTER Minor Adjustment to deviate from window requirements (PCR)

PCR11‐00004 OSU BOOKSTORE

Minor Adjustment to vary setbacks from the proposed building to lot lines/pedestrian paths.  The request
includes a 10% deviation from the required 20' setback along the west facade of the buidling to the face of the 
curb along 26th Street.  Additionally, a 10% reduction is also proposed from the north and south pedestrian 
paths to the proposed building wall.

PCR14‐00003
Request to reduce the required amount of glazing on the north side of the Goss Stadium addition by less than
10%

PCR14‐00006

The applicant requests approval to construct a 66‐foot high building within the Sector C ‐ Secondary Transition 
Area of the OSU Campus Master Plan, whereas 60 feet is the maximum building height. In accordance with 
Section 3.36.40.03,  a proposal to deviate from dimensional standards of the OSU zone by 10 percent or less 
shall be considered a Minor Adjustment, and processed as a Plan Compatibility Review.

PLD05‐00010 RESER STADIUM EXPANSION Modification to the landscaping described in the PDP PLD03‐00016

SUB09‐00001

Request that the City vacate 2.27 acres of public right‐of‐way along 16th Street, 17th Street, A Avenue, and
Stadium Avenue and approve a Major Replat to consolidate 37 lots between Washington Way, Western 
Boulevard, 26th Street, and 15th Street into a single lot.

SUB11‐00002/SUB11‐00003 OSU REPLAT ‐ SECTORS C AND D Replat of multiple parcels located within Sectors "C" and "D" of the Oregon State University campus.

ATTACHMENT A ‐ 1
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OSU Parking Changes Since 2004

Project 

Status
Year Project Name

Lot 

Number
Location Sector

Spaces 

Removed

Spaces 

Replaced

OSU 

Parking 

Capacity

Net Change 

from 2004
Notes

2004 7,511 2004 Parking Utilization Report Capacity (Table 5)

2012 Parking Utilization Study - Adjustment 3214 Madison Ave D (33) 7,478 City Street - Capacity Reduction through Methodology Refinement (Table 11)

2012 Parking Utilization Study - Adjustment 3215 N 11th Street D (20) 7,458 City Street - Capacity Reduction through Methodology Refinement (Table 11)

2012 Parking Utilization Study - Adjustment 3213 Madison Ave Co-op Lot D (45) 7,413 Non-Public Lot - Capacity Reduction through Methodology Refinement (Table 11)

2012 Parking Utilization Study - Adjustment 3223 N 16th ST West Lot C (157) 7,256 Non-Public Lot - Capacity Reduction through Methodology Refinement (Table 11)

2012 Parking Utilization Study - Adjustment 3224 N 16th ST East Lot C (34) 7,222 Non-Public Lot - Capacity Reduction through Methodology Refinement (Table 11)

2012 Parking Utilization Study - Adjustment 3322 Orchard Court Lot C (97) 7,125 Non-Public Lot - Capacity Reduction through Methodology Refinement (Table 11)

2012 Parking Utilization Study - Adjustment 3351 Housing and Dining Maintenance Center Lot E (68) 7,057 Non-Public Lot - Capacity Reduction through Methodology Refinement (Table 11)

2012 Parking Area not Included in 2004 3901 Campus Way and 35th Street Lot B 37 7,094 Parking area not included in 2004 capacity count

2012 Parking Area not Included in 2004 3231 Campus Way - Central Campus C 8 7,102 Parking area not included in 2004 capacity count

2012 Parking Area not Included in 2004 3244 Valley Library West Lot C 2 7,104 Parking area not included in 2004 capacity count

2012 Parking Area not Included in 2004 3253 Jefferson Way - Central Campus C 9 7,113 Parking area not included in 2004 capacity count

2012 Parking Area not Included in 2004 3254 LANGTON PL LOT C 6 7,119 Parking area not included in 2004 capacity count

2012 Parking Area not Included in 2004 3305 Reed Lodge South Lot C 3 7,122 Parking area not included in 2004 capacity count

2012 Parking Area not Included in 2004 3308 Cordley Hall North Lot C 3 7,125 Parking area not included in 2004 capacity count

2012 Parking Area not Included in 2004 3319 Withycombe Hall Lot C 5 7,130 Parking area not included in 2004 capacity count

2012 Loading Zones not Included in 2004 Campus wide 20 7,150 Parking area not included in 2004 capacity count

2012 Conversion of spaces to ADA spaces Campus wide (43) 7,107 Parking area not included in 2004 capacity count

2004 Adjusted OSU Parking Capacity^ (497) 93 7,107 n/a

2004 Softball Stadium 3286 Sports Complex West Lot H 6 7,113 

2005 Parking Structure J 26th/Washington Way G (290) 6,823 Spaces included the area south of the Parking Structure which had to be reconfigured for the new drive lane.

2005 Parking Structure 0205 26th/Washington Way G 992 7,815 

2005 Parking Structure 3273 Bloss Hall West Lot G 48 7,863 Lot is north of CH2M Hill Alumni Center

2005 Magruder Hall Expansion 3360 Magruder Northeast Lot E 15 7,878 

2007 15th Street Reconstruction 3212 15th Street C (26) 7,852 

2008 Magruder Hall Expansion 3363 Magruder South Lot E 13 7,865 

2009 Linus Pauling Science Center 3303 Scakett Hall North Lot, Campus Way/30th St C (166) 7,699 283 original spaces - 117 remaining spaces = 166 displaced spaces

2009 Linus Pauling Science Center 3201 Washington Ave Southwest Lot (expansion) D 63 7,762 

2009 Linus Pauling Science Center 3227 Washington Ave and 11th ST Southeast Lot D 90 7,852 

2009 Hallie Ford Center 3314 Campus Way/26th C (42) 7,810 

2009 McAlexander Field House 3268 Benton Place C (6) 7,804 

2010 Energy Center 3340 Energy Center East Lot B 21 7,825 

2010 Student Legacy Park 3293 Student Legacy Park South Lot C (58) 7,767 

2011 Weatherford Place Lot Decommission 3291 Weatherford Place Lot C (5) 7,762 Displaced due to fire lane 

2011 Cauthorn and Poling Halls ADA Parking 3294 Intramural Lane Lot C 4 7,766 Expanded with decommission of Weatherford Place Lot

2011 Whyte Track and Field Center 3286 Sports Complex West Lot H (266) 7,500 

2011 International Living Learning Center 3270 Bloss South Lot (expansion) G 72 7,572 

2011 International Living Learning Center 3289 S 17th ST and A Ave Lot G 23 7,595 Capacity does not include the twenty-six (26) free spaces OSU was required to provide due to closure of portion of 17th Street; total lot capacity is forty-nine (49) spaces.

2011 International Living Learning Center 3288 International Living Learning Center East Lot G 4 7,599  

2011 Forest Science Laboratory 3902 Forest Science Lab Lot B 2 7,601 

Last count prior to adoption of Campus Master Plan
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OSU Parking Changes Since 2004

Project 

Status
Year Project Name

Lot 

Number
Location Sector

Spaces 

Removed

Spaces 

Replaced

OSU 

Parking 

Capacity

Net Change 

from 2004
Notes

2011 Student Success Center 3273 Bloss Hall West Lot G (48) 7,553 Lot is north of CH2M Hill Alumni Center

2012 Oldfield Animal Teaching Facility 3324 Oldfield Animal Teaching Facility West Lot A 30 7,583 

2012 Native American Cultural Center 3264 Moreland Hall Lot C (14) 7,569 

2012 Jefferson Street Building 3103 Jefferson Street Building West Lot A 93 7,662 

2012 Basketball Practice Facility 3282  Gill Coliseum West Lot F (11) 7,651 Eleven (11) spaces removed from the northwest side of the lot

2013 Withycombe ADA ramp/parking 3316 Orchard Ave. South Lot C (4) 7,647 Two service, three reserved and five student visitor spaces will be converted to six ADA

2013 Plageman ADA ramp/parking 3233 Park Terrace St East Lot C (2) 7,645 Six (6) general use spaces will be converted to four (4) ADA spaces

2013 Student Experience Center 3254 LANGTON PL LOT C (2) 7 7,650 Two (2) service spaces removed during construction of seven (7) ADA spaces

2013 Austin Hall 3302 W Jefferson Way C (54) 7,596 

2013 Austin Hall 3301 Fairbanks West Lot C (4) 7,592 Thirteen (13) general use spaces will be converted into nine (9) ADA spaces

2013 New Residence Hall 3203 Washington Ave Northeast Lot D (202) 7,390 

2013 New Residence Hall 3204 Adams Ave North Lot D 3 7,393 Three (3) spaces added adjacent to lot

2013 New Residence Hall 3217 Adams Ave D (4) 7,389 

2013 New Residence Hall - alternate plaza 3217 Adams Ave D (16) 7,373 

2013 New Residence Hall 3202 Washington Ave Northeast Lot D (3) 7,370 Nine (9) general use spaces will be converted to six (6) ADA spaces

2014 Samaritan Sports Medicine Facility 3281 Reser Stadium Lot F (82) 7,288 

(1305) 1,486 7,288 181 

2013 Student Experience Center 3251 Central Campus Meter Lot C (83) 7,205 

2014 Student Experience Center TBD Student Experience Center East Lot C 3 7,208 

2014 Black Cultural Center 3233 Park Terrace St East Lot C (33) 7,175 One (1) new ADA van space will be created in the Park Terrace East lot #3233 (Includes loss of space for access lane for ADA space)

2013 Classroom Building 3310 Women's Building West Lot C (118) 22 7,079 12 ADA Space, 5 ADA Van, 4 Service spaces, 1 paratransit

(234) 25 7,079 (28)
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^During the preparation of the 2011-2012 Parking Utilization Study, OSU staff conducted a review of the parking facilities on campus (reference OSU Parking Utilization Study Fall Term 2004 – Attachment A and 

Utilization and OSU Parking Utilization Study Spring Term 2011-2012 – Attachment A).  This assessment revealed the 2004 parking capacity number had included on-street parking along two city-owned streets within the 

OSU Boundary, as well as non-public parking lots.  The non-public lots are not open to the general public and serve as short-term loading areas, over-night parking for vehicles restricted to campus or university 

residential areas.  Furthermore, the 2004 parking capacity count did not include several small parking facilities and loading zones across campus.  Thus, OSU adjusted the 2004 capacity from 7,511 to 7,107 to properly 

reflect the available parking spaces.  Please refer to pages 5-7 and 11 of the OSU Parking Utilization Study Spring Term 2011-2012 for a detailed explanation of these changes.

  

In addition to these changes, the conversion of standard parking stalls to ADA compliant spaces between 2004 and 2012 resulted in a reduction of parking capacity by 43 parking spaces.  An ADA compliant space requires 

an access isle and is typically wider than a standard parking stall.
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

MEMORANDUM 

Mayor, City Council, and Planning Commission 

Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 

Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager 

January 9, 2015 

Subject: Process and Schedule Considerations for Review of OSU-Related 
Comprehensive Plan Findings and Policies 

I. ISSUE/BACKGROUND 
At the December 1, 2014, City Council meeting, the City Council voted to initiate a 
legislative review of the Comprehensive Plan as it relates to activities and development 
at Oregon State University. Prior to that decision, on December 15

\ a joint work session 
was held with the Planning Commission and City Council to discuss this potential 
legislative review. A number of issues were discussed, but no decisions were made 
during the work session. This memorandum outlines staff-identified process options and 
other considerations for moving forward with this Comprehensive Plan review. 

Additionally, background information regarding the function and components of a 
Comprehensive Plan is provided in Attachments B, C, and D to this memorandum. 
Attachment B contains a staff overview of this information, along with an excerpt from 
the International City/County Management Association's (ICMA's) Principles and 
Practice of Urban Planning regarding comprehensive plans. Attachments C and D 
contain excerpts from more recent ICMA planning texts regarding comprehensive plans 
as well. 

II. DISCUSSION 
This memorandum discusses a number of elements for the OSU-Related 
Comprehensive Plan review, including the constitution 9f a task force, scheduling and 
process options, and background information on the function and components of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Additionally, OSU-Related Findings and Policies from the current 
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Comprehensive Plan, which were previously provided to the City Council, are provided 
for your convenience in Attachment E. 

Task Force Formation 

Although decisions were not reached at the December 1, 2014, joint City Council
Planning Commission work session, there seemed to be support for the suggestion that 
a small task force be charged with working on this Comprehensive Plan review, up to 
the point at which the Planning Commission and City Council would formally consider 
any associated amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. The task force might consist 
of members of the Planning Commission and City Council. The Planning Commission 
will discuss potential participation on the task force at their January 7, 2015, meeting, 
and will identify those members of the Planning Commission who are willing and able to 
serve at that meeting. Staff recommend using a smaller task force, perhaps composed 
of three members of the Planning Commission and three City Councilors. Generally, a 
working group of seven or fewer members has been found to be a good size to 
efficiently make progress on a task such as this. Task force members would be 
appointed by the Mayor. 

Schedule Options 

In general, the consensus from the December 151 work session seemed to be that an 
aggressive schedule is needed in order to accomplish the desired review prior to the 
potential expiration of the OSU Master Plan at the end of 2015 (to be determined by the 
City Council at the January 20, 2015, Council meeting). OSU has been developing a 
proposed District Plan, with a tentative date for formal application submittal in April of 
2015. One of the issues to be considered is how the Comprehensive Plan review 
process schedule would relate to OSU's current District Plan schedule (Attachment A). 
The following schedule presents two potential timetables for the Comprehensive Plan 
review. The first is a very abbreviated schedule, the second allows more time for public 
participation, meetings, and task force/staff work. Of course, these are not the only two 
possible scheduling and process scenarios available. Other schedules may be 
developed, as determined by the Planning Commission and City Council. 

February - March 

Option 1: 

Two - three task force meetings, with a dedicated public 
comment session in between the meetings: 

First meeting - review current Comprehensive Plan Findings 
and Policies, as well as Statewide Planning Goals. Identify 
areas where more information is needed, existing policies 
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May 6th 

May 20th 

June 15th 

July 6th 

July 20th 

February- June 

that might be considered for revision or elimination, and 
potential new policies that might be needed. 

Public Comment Opportunity 

Second/third meeting -develop recommendations for 
revised findings and policies, as well as new findings and 
policies. 

Planning Commission public hearing to consider 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) (Post
Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) notice must be 
sent by April 1st) 

Planning Commission deliberations 

City Council public hearing to consider CPA 

City Council deliberations 

City Council adopts Formal Findings for CPA 

Option 2: 

Three - five or more task force meetings, with one or more 
dedicated public comment session(s) in between the 
meetings: 

First/second meetings - Discuss and come to agreement on 
specific scope of task force review process. Review current 
Comprehensive Plan Findings and Policies, as well as 
Statewide Planning Goals. Identify areas where more 
information is needed, existing policies that might be 
considered for revision or elimination, and potential new 
policies that might be needed. 

Public Comment Opportunity, as well as employment of on
line public involvement tool to solicit broad-based public 
input. 

Subsequent meetings- begin development of 
recommendations for revised findings and policies, as well 
as new findings and policies. 
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August 5th 

August 19th 

September 21st 

October 5th 

October 19th 

Additional meetings, as needed. The recommendation would 
need to be finalized prior to July 1st so that the full range of 
proposed changes could be reflected in the PAPA notice that 
would be sent to the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD). 

Planning Commission public hearing to consider 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) (PAPA notice must 
be sent by July 1st) 

Planning Commission deliberations 

City Council public hearing to consider CPA 

City Council deliberations 

City Council adopts Formal Findings for CPA 

Process for Review 

A proposed general scope and process for the Comprehensive Plan review is as 
follows: 

1. Review existing findings and identify areas where existing findings need to be 
updated or where additional findings would be warranted. 

2. Review existing policies and identify where policy revisions or updates are 
needed. 

3. Identify new policies that should be considered and existing policies that might be 
deleted. 

4. Provide means for public input regarding existing and potential Comprehensive 
Plan Findings and Policies, to include public meetings and potential use of on
line techniques (e.g. Survey Monkey, on-line public engagement tools, etc.- the 
Option 2 schedule would allow for use of on-line tools, Option 1 would likely not) 

5. Identify next steps, including potential: 
• Revised Comprehensive Plan language 

• Revised Land Development Code provisions 

• Other? 

Other Considerations 

• Given the short timeline for completion of this project, Staff assumes that the 
current format for the Comprehensive Plan, with findings and policies organized 
by topic area, will be maintained. A full update of the Comprehensive Plan is 
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anticipated in the near future and would be the appropriate time to consider more 
substantial revisions to the structure and organization of the document. 

• The role of Oregon State University as a stakeholder in this process. 
• The Comprehensive Plan is a tool that is intended to guide development in a 

community, but is not a policy document intended to provide direction to all 
aspects of city governance and community values. Consequently, there may be 
concerns identified through this review process that would be effectively 
addressed through other means, such as law enforcement or neighborhood code 
compliance. Those issues will need to be sorted out through the process. 

• Staff recommends that, in addition to public meetings, there be efforts made to 
gauge community feedback through on-line public engagement tools. 

• This comprehensive plan review process was not anticipated by OSU when they 
developed the master plan schedule included in Attachment A. As a result, OSU 
is likely going to need more time to complete their master plan update that could 
comply with any changes to comprehensive plan policy revisions that may come 
from this process. The City Attorney's memo dated December 31, 2014, that sets 
forth a number of ambiguities in current language about the expiration date for 
the OSU master plan, will need to be addressed by motion at the January 20 
meeting. That motion should take into consideration the timeline for the 
comprehensive plan review. 

Requested Action 

No decisions may be made during a work session. The purpose of this work session is 
to allow the Planning Commission and City Council to discuss these issues and develop 
recommendations to the City Council for action at their meeting on January 20, 2015. 
Specific decisions the City Council will need to make, and that this joint work session 
can inform, include: 

• The timeline and process for the comprehensive plan review; 
• The task force make-up for Mayoral appointment; and 
• Concepts for addressing the ambiguities identified by the City Attorney so that 

preliminary language for a motion for the City Council to consider on January 20 
can be crafted 

Review and Concur: 
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III. ATTACHMENTS: 

A. OSU District Plan Schedule 
B. Staff Overview and Excerpt from ICMA's Principles and Practice of Urban 

Planning (1968) 
C. Excerpt from ICMA's The Practice of Local Government Planning (1979) 
D. Excerpt from ICMA's Local Planning: Contemporary Principles and Practice 

(2009) 
E. OSU-Related Comprehensive Plan Findings and Policies 
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)> 

DATE 

Apr 2014 

May 2014 

May 2014 

Aug 2014 

Oct 2014 

Nov 2014 

Dec 2014 

Feb 2015 

Feb 2015 

2015 OSU District Plan 

Schedule 
Updated October 31, 2014 

TASK OR ACTION ITEM 

City Council work session with Planning Commission and OSU 

Transportation workshop 

Campus outreach and engagement meetings 

Check in with Planning Commission and City Council 

Campus & community workshop/open house 

Check in with Planning Commission and City Council 

Campus & community public meetings 

Public outreach meeting #1 with campus & community to solicit feedback on first half of District Plan 

Hold joint work session #1 with Planning Commission and City Council 

Mar 2015 Public outreach meeting #2 with campus & community to solicit feedback on second half of District Plan 

Mar 2015 Hold Joint work session #2 with Planning Commission and City Council 

Apr 2015 1 Submit land use application(s) to City 
-·-· -· 

June 2015 r Submitfinaf edits to application .. ~ 

Aug2015 Planning Commission hearing #1 
~------,...~--~·-

Sept2015 Planning Commission hearing #2 

Oct 2015 City Council.hearing #1 - ---------i Nov 2015 City Council hearing #2 
~ ~--'- ,._=J _!?~c 201S,_L District Plan adopted by City Council 

-~.~.------"'-- -· ~---

c:::=J Outreach & Engagement 

L_] Application Submittal & Public Hearings 
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

MEMORANDUM 

Mayor, City Council, and Planning Commission 

Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager 

January 9, 2015 

Subject: A Brief Overview of the Function and Components of a 
Comprehensive Plan, including Discussion of the Requirements of 
Oregon's Statewide Planning Program 

Community Development staff have identified background information for decision
makers regarding the function and typical components of a comprehensive plan. The 
best source of information found thus far comes from a series of land use planning 
textbooks developed by the International City/County Management Association (ICMA), 
including Principles and Practice of Urban Planning (1968), The Practice of Local 
Government Planning (1979), and Local Planning: Contemporary Principles and 
Practices (2009). Excerpts from these three sources regarding the comprehensive plan 
have been included as Attachments 8, C, and D to this memorandum. It should be · 
noted that these textbooks describe the comprehensive plan and comprehensive 
planning process in broad terms that would be applicable for local jurisdictions 
throughout the United States. Within the context of land use planning in Oregon, the 
statewide planning program, and associated enabling legislation, attach certain 
requirements and expectations for local comprehensive plans that are more specific 
than those elucidated in these materials. Nonetheless, the discussion and analysis of 
comprehensive planning found in these excerpts provide a good introduction and 
overview of the form and function of a comprehensive plan. Although these excerpts 
may seem somewhat redundant, considered together, they help to demonstrate how the 
concept of the comprehensive plan has evolved and adapted over time as a tool to 
guide development in a community. 

Perhaps the most concise description of a comprehensive plan is attributed to T.J. Kent, 
Jr., in the 1968 Principles and Practice of Urban Planning (Attachment 8): 

"The general plan (aka comprehensive plan) is the official statement of a 
municipal legislative body which sets forth its major policies concerning desirable 
future physical development." 
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Some of the essential characteristics of a comprehensive plan are described as follows: 

"It is often said that the essential characteristics of the (comprehensive) plan are 
that it is comprehensive, general, and long range. "Comprehensive" means that 
the plan encompasses all geographical parts of the community and all functional 
elements which bear on physical development. "General" means that the plan 
summarizes policies and proposals and does not indicate specific locations or 
detailed regulations. "Long Range" means that the plan looks beyond the 
foreground of pressing current issues to the perspective of problems and 
possibilities 20 to 30 years in the future." 

You will note, as you review these source materials, that the terms "general plan", "city 
plan", and even "master plan" are sometimes used synonymously with the term 
"comprehensive plan." 

The Practice of Local Government Planning (1979) {Attachment C), elaborates on the 
description provided in the 1968 text, and emphasizes the different functions that can be 
performed by a comprehensive plan: 

"The functions performed by a city plan are many and complex, but they can be 
grouped under three principal categories: 

1. First, the plan is an expression of what a community wants. It is a 
statement of goals, a listing of objectives, and a vision of what might be. 

2. Second, the plan, once prepared, serves as a guide to decision making. It 
provides the means for guiding and influencing the many public and 
private decisions that create the future city. 

3. Third, the plan in some cases may represent the fulfillment of a legal 
requirement. It may be a necessary obligation. Such a mandated plan can, 
of course, still fulfill the first two functions, but the fact that it is required 
adds a distinctive dimension to the planning process. 

How, one might ask, can a single document fulfill such broad and complex 
functions. The answer, or course, is that the plan document by itself does not 
do the job. The value is de~ived from the process of preparing the plan and 
the use of the plan after its preparation." 

Lastly, the discussion of comprehensive planning in Local Planning: Contemporary 
Principles and Practice (2009) (Attachment D) is set in the context of the broad variety 
of planning documents that may be utilized by local governments. In this excerpt, the 
comprehensive plan is distinguished from other land use plans such as the vision 
document, system plans, area plans, and capital improvement plans, among others. 
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Table 5-1 within Attachment D provides an excellent overview of this variety of plans 
and their distinguishing characteristics. 

One of the key points from this analysis is that the Comprehensive Plan is a general, 
policy-level plan, but does not contain specific regulations. Comprehensive Plan 
Policies are necessarily general in nature, and sometimes may even conflict with one 
another. This is why the development of regulations to implement the comprehensive 
plan can be challenging, with the need to balance sometimes conflicting policies and 
considerations. For example, the current Comprehensive Plan contains policy direction 
that supports compact development and the efficient use of land, but to what extent 
should implementing regulations facilitate compact development in light of other 
considerations, such as the desire to preserve historic buildings, maintain and enhance 
livability, and protect significant natural resources within the City? 

The following example of the difference between a Comprehensive Plan Policy and an 
implementing regulation helps to illustrate the difference between the two. In relation to 
the issue of wetlands protection, Comprehensive Plan Policy 4.11.1 states, 

Consistent with State and Federal policy, the City adopts the goal of no net loss of 
significant wetlands in terms of both acreage and function. The City shall comply with at 
least the minimum protection requirements of applicable State and Federal wetland laws 
as interpreted by the State and Federal agencies charged with enforcing these laws. 

"No net loss" is a concept that is embedded in State and Federal law regarding 
wetlands, and the City's adoption of that goal is necessary to remain in compliance with 
these regulations. However, what is not encoded in state and federal law is the extent to 
which a jurisdiction should prohibit development within a significant wetland, and the 
extent to which development may be allowed in a wetland area, so long as mitigation for 
that loss of wetland area is provided elsewhere. The City's Natural Features Project 
tackled this very complicated issue and developed Land Development Code provisions 
(Chapter 4.13), based on natural resources inventory information assembled by a team 
of experts, which designates locally protected and non-locally protected wetlands within 
the City. Locally protected wetlands are wetlands where development is not allowed 
(unless certain extenuating circumstances exist), and non-locally protected wetlands are 
wetlands where development is allowed, so long as state and federal wetland mitigation 
requirements are met. In this case, the community determined that it was appropriate to 
preserve significant wetland areas in the community to a greater extent than state or 
federal law requires. Thus, the statement in Comprehensive Plan Policy 4.11.1 that 
"The City shall comply with at least the miniml,lm protection requirements of applicable 
State and Federal Wetland laws .... " was implemented through regulations that provided 
much greater specificity regarding wetland protections. 
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As noted previously, the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan is also a product of the 
requirements of the Statewide Planning Program. Per Oregon Revised Statute 197.175, 
cities and counties in Oregon are required to, "Prepare, adopt, amend, and revise 
comprehensive plans in compliance with goals approved by the (Land Conservation and 
Development) commission." These goals are commonly referred to as the "Statewide 
Planning Goals." The current Corvallis Comprehensive Plan is generally divided into 
categories, or "Articles," that coincide with the Statewide Planning Goals, although the 
numbering is not the same. Additionally, because Goals 16- 19 only apply to coastal 
communities in Oregon, they are not reflected in the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan. 

Figure 1.1 on the following page, from the City's current Comprehensive Plan, illustrates 
the role of the comprehensive plan as a document developed from the community's 
vision for the future and informed by statewide planning goals and guidelines. The 
graphic also shows how the Comprehensive Plan is used to guide the development of 
numerous implementation tools (including the Land Development Code and Zoning 
Map), as well as public investments. 
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Figure 1.1 Planning Process 
State Planning Context Local Planning Context 

• !.Arid DWc!optnent : ; 
Cofe tmd Dir;;trict Map · · · 

• . City Charter 

• City F'oliciee; 
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To ensure consistency with the Statewide Planning Goals, the Oregon Department of 
Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) reviews any changes to comprehensive 
plans and related plans. When a comprehensive plan is completely updated, often in 
response to a "Periodic Review" requirement from DLCD, DLCD will review the revised 
plan and, if found consistent, will "acknowledge" the plan. Only after a plan is 
acknowledged by DLCD may a jurisdiction implement the plan. For incremental (non
comprehensive) changes to the Comprehensive Plan, the Post Acknowledgement Plan 
Amendment (PAPA) process is used. In this process, local jurisdictions are required to 
provide notice to OLCD at least 35 days prior to the first evidentiary hearing to consider 
a comprehensive plan amendment. This gives DLCD staff time to review and comment 
on any proposed changes. In unusual circumstances, if changes to a plan are found to 
conflict with Statewide Planning Goals, DLCD may appeal a local decision to amend a 
comprehensive plan, or may take other action. 

Following is a brief summary of the Statewide Planning Goals: 

Goal1 - Citizen Involvement- Calls for "the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all 
phases of the planning process." It requires each City and County to have a citizen 
involvement program with six components specified in the goal. It also requires local 
governments to have a Committee for Citizen Involvement (CCI) to monitor and 
encourage public participation in planning. 

Goal 2- Land Use Planning - Outlines the basic procedures of Oregon's Statewide 
Planning Program. It says that land use decisions are to be made in accordance with a 
Comprehensive Plan, and that suitable "implementation ordinances" to put the Plan's 
policies into effect must be adopted. It requires that plans be based on "factual 
information"; that local plans and ordinances be coordinated with those of other 
jurisdictions and agencies; and that plans be reviewed periodically and amended as 
needed. Goal 2 also contains standards for taking exceptions to Statewide Planning 
Goals and Guidelines. An exception may be taken when a Statewide Planning Goal 
cannot or should not be applied to a particular area or situation. 

Goal 3 • Agricultural Lands - Defines "agricultural lands." It then requires counties to 
inventory such lands and to ''preserve and maintain" them through exclusive farm use 
(EFU) zoning (per Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 215). 

Goal 4 • Forest Lands- Defines "forest lands" and requires counties to inventory them 
and adopt policies and ordinances that will "conserve forest lands for forest uses." 

Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic, and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources -
Encompasses 12 different types of resources, including wildlife habitats, mineral 
resources, wetlands, and waterways. It establishes a process through which resources 
must be inventoried and evaluated. If a resource or site is found to be important, the 
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local government has three policy choices: to preserve the resource, to allow the 
proposed uses that conflict with it, or to establish some sort of a balance between the 
resource and those uses that would conflict with it. 

Goal 6 ~Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality - Requires local Comprehensive 
Plans and implementing measures to be consistent with State and Federal regulations 
on matters such as ground water pollution. 

Goal 7 ~ Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards -Addresses development 
in places subject to natural hazards such as floods or landslides. It requires that 
jurisdictions apply "appropriate safeguards" (flood plain zoning, for example) when 
planning for development there. 

Goal 8 • Recreation Needs - Calls for each community to evaluate its areas and 
facilities for recreation and develop plans to address the projected demand for them. It 
also sets forth detailed standards for expedited siting of destination resorts. 

Goal 9 • Economy of the State - Calls for diversification and improvement of the 
economy. It asks communities to inventory commercial and industria/lands, project 
future needs for such lands, and plan and zone enough land to meet those needs. 

Goal10 ·Housing- Specifies that each City must plan for and accommodate needed 
housing types (typically, multi-family and manufactured housing). It requires each City 
to inventory its buildable residential lands, project future needs for such lands, and plan 
and zone enough buildable land to meet those needs. It also prohibits local plans from 
discriminating against needed housing types. 

Goal 11 - Public Facilities and Services - Calls for efficient planning of public services 
such as sewers, water, law enforcement, and fire protection. The Goal's central 
concept is that public services should to be planned in accordance with a community's 
needs and capacities rather than be forced to respond to development as it occurs. 

Goa/12 - Transportation - Aims to provide "a safe, convenient and economic 
transportation system." It asks for communities to address the needs of the 
"transportation disadvantaged." 

Goal 13 - Energy- Declares that "land and uses developed on the land shall be 
managed and controlled so as to maximize the conservation of all forms of energy, 
based upon sound economic principles." 

Goa/14- Urbanization- Requires all cities to estimate future growth and needs for 
land and then plan and zone enough land to meet those needs. It calls for each City to 
establish an "Urban Growth Boundary" (UGB) to "identify and separate urbanizable land 
from rural/and." It specifies seven factors that must be considered in drawing up a 
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UGB. It also lists four criteria to be applied when undeveloped land within a UGB is to 
be converted to urban uses. 

Goal 15 • Wi/lamette Greenway- Sets forth procedures for administering the 300 miles 
of greenway that protect the Willamette River. 

Goa/16 ·Estuarine Resources, Goal 17- Coastal Shorelands, Goa/18- Beaches 
and Dunes, and Goa/19 ·Ocean Resources -Address resources not found in the 
Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary; therefore, this Comprehensive Plan does not 
address these Goals. 
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The Comprehensive Plan 

THis ~PTER D~~ what ~ comprehen
sive plan is and ho\J it is to be used, but it does 
not tell how to make a plan (i.e., what analyses 
and techniques to use in formulating the poli
cies and design proposals contained· in the 
·plan). For guidance in the required planriing 
methods, the reader should consult the other 
chapters of this book dealing with population, 
land use, transportation, etc. The preceding 
chapter discusses the detertnination of develop
ment objectives basic to the comprehensive 
plan; succeeding chapters explain the .means 
for implementing the plan. -~ 

This chapter principally concerns the com
prehensive plan for a municipality, rather than 
for a county or metropolitan govepunent. A 
municipality usually has regulatory powers. 
over the Use of all private land within its terri. 
tory and responsibility for most of the public 
activities. A county or metropolitan govern
ment often has a more limited jurisdiction be
cause there are autonomous municipalities 
within its boundaries. Consequently, plans for 
these broader units of government tend to rely 
more on predictions of what will happen than 
decisions as to what should happen. To date 
there has been more experience with munici
pal plans, and in discussing their functions, con
tents, and procedures, one can cite a large .body 
0~ professional materials and case examples. 

What Is a Comprehensive Plan? 

A comprehensive plan is an official public doc
ument adopted by a local government as a 
policy guide to decisions about the physical 

developme~H of the community. It indicates in 
a general way how the leaders of the govern
ment want the coinmunity to develop in the 
r;text 20 to 30 years. Because it is general and 
agencies devote more of their time to charting 
approximate, it is not a piece of legislation. 
T. J. Kent, Jr., one of the leading proponents 
of the comprehensive plan concept, has given 
this definition: "The general plan is the official 
statement of a municipal legislative body 
which sets forth its major policies concerning 
desirable future physical development."1 

Notice that Kent speaks of the "general 
plan"; this term is used interchangeably with 
~·comprehensive plan." Anot;Jler synonym, 
"master plan," is probably the most familiar to 

the ear. This phrase has fallen into disrespect 
among planners because of its ririsuse in the 
past to describe plans which were not general 
and comprehensive (such as "master street 
plan!' or "master park plan'') . The term "city 
pi~" is also used. · 

It is often said that the essential characteris
tics of the plan are that it is comprehensive, 
general, and long range. "Comprehensive" 
means that the plan encompasses all geographi· 
cal parts of the community and all functional 
elements which bear <?n physical development. 
"General" means .that the plan s~mmarizes · 
policies and proposals and does not indicate 
specific locations or detailed regulations. 
"Long range" means that the plan looks be
yond the foreground of pressing current issues 
to the perspective of problems and possibilities 
20 to 30 years in the future: 

t T. J. Kent, Jr., THE URBAN GENl!.R.AL PLAN .(San 
Francisco: Chandler Publishing Co., 1964-) , p. 18. 
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350 PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICE OF URBAN PLANNING 

Although there is some variation in the con
. tent of comprehensive plans;· three technical 
elements are commonly included: the private 
uses of land, community facilities, and circula
tion. The first of the three is sometime.s called 
the "land use plan," but this is a misnomer 
because community facilities and streets are 
also uses ot land. Kent labels this part the 
"working. and living areas section." Compre
hensive plans may cover other subjectS, such as 
utilities, ciVic design, and special uses of land 
unique to the locality. Usually there is back
ground information on the population, econ
omy, existing land use, assumptions, and com
munity goals. Every plan includes a drawing of 
.the conimunity on which the major design pro
posals are brought together to $ow their in
terrelationships. 

Among most city planners, the preparation, 
adoption, and use of a comprehensive plan are 
considered to ·be pmnary objectives of the 
planniri.g program. Most qf the other plans and · 
procedures applied m the course· of local pl;p- . 
ning are theoretically based upon the coxn~
hensive phin. Many planners have chafed 
under the pressure of day-to-day activities 
which denied them the time. to tak~ a more 
thoughtful look at the long-range development . 
of the eommunity. In "the pa~t. dozen years, 
though, .the federal government has increas
ingly conditioned financial ass~stance upon 
conformance to a local comprehemjve plan, a 
spur which h;u; caused hundreds of local gov· 
emments to prepare plans. 

RELA'IlONSHIP OF THE PLAN 
TO Onai. DOCUMENTS 

Several other documents used in local planning 
are often confused with the comprehensive 
p4n-in p~tiO:Uar, the zoning ordinance, 
official map, and subdivision regulations. 
These are specific and detailed pieces of legisla
tion whjcb, are intended to ~ out the gen
eral proposals of the comprehensive plan. The 
confusion is understandable becilise these doc· 
uments are often adopted prior to a compre· 
hensive plan, and many commUnities which do 
not have a plan do have one or more of these. 
Such a sequence is contrary to good plaDbing 
practice, and in some stateS the . existence of 

these tools in the absence of a plan may cast 
doubt upon the legality of this legislation . 

Particularly troublesOme ha:s been confusion 
between the zoning ordinance and the section 
of the comprehensive plan dealing with the 
private uses- of land. Both deal with the ways in 
which privately-owned land will be used, but 
the plan indicates only J>road categories for 
general areas of the. city, whereas the zoning 
ordinance delineates the exact boundaries of 
districts and specifies the detailed regul~tions 
which shall apply within them. Furthermore~ 
the plim has a long-range perspective, while the· 
zoning ordinance is generally meant to provide 
for a time span of only ~ve to ten years~ 

Other tools of the trade which are meant to· 

effectuate the comprehensive plan Include the 
capital impr~lVements program and its accom
panying budget ~d special'-purpose regula
pons, such as a sign ordinance. A diffurent level 
of plan, sometimes called a "middle-range de-

. velopment plan,"2 is supposed, to impleinent 
the comprehensive plan by concentrating on a 
particular area of the city or a particular func
tional. element. Such plans are more $pecific 
and have a lesser time perspective, say five to 
ten years. . 

The growth" of urban renewal. programs 
since 1949 has crel:lted some confusion with the 
comprehensive plan; particul~ly when these 
;,tctivities are cond~cted by an agency distinct 
from the regular planning ·staff. More than one 
hundred cities have, had community renewal 
programs prepared. To some professionals this 
work has seem~ to overlap the preparation of 
a comprehensive plan. The relationships 
among these phlnning . efforts have not really 
been clarified, but they probably will ~olve. 
gradually. Urban renewal tends to emphasize 
resideritial land and the older parts of the city; 
geographically and £w1ctionally, it is not truly 
compreh~sive. Community renewal progr3Dls, 
while considering long-range policies, tend, to 
recommend specific improvements to be made 
in the near future. It seems logical to number 
urban renewal and community renewal pro-

~See Martin Meyenon, "Building the Middle-Range :. 
Bndge for Comprehensive Planning," JoURNAL OF THE ' 
·.AMWCAN ~STml'l'E OF PLANNERs, XXfi (Spring, 19&6).;. ·. 
PP· 5144. · . : 
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i grams among the activities designed to imple

ment the comprehensive plan. 

WHY Is A PLAN NEEDED?· 

Local government has a great deal of influence 
on the way in which a community develops. 
The buildings, facilities, arid improvements 
proVided by local government affect the daily 
lives of most citizens, give form to the commu
nity, and stimulate or retard the development 
of privately owned land. Typically about half 
of the land iii a municipality is fu public own
ership. It is true that the workings of the real 
esta,te market. help determine the uses of pri
vate land, but these uses are regulated by the 
local government. The local government is the 
only body with an opportunity to coordinate 
the overall pattern of physical development of 
the community. This is as it should be, since the 
decisions of the local· government are made by 
a legislative body which represents the citizenry 
at large. 

The local government is inescapably in· 
volved in questions of physical development. 

· At every meeting of the legislative body, devel
. opment decisions must be made concerning re

.::: zoning, street improvements, sites for public 
· :/.;buildings, and 5o on. This has been especially 

. /·true since World War II because of extensive 
:.;::}·.population movements, suburban ·growth, and 
. \~:·increased public expenditures on capital im-
,,~ <.: ·provements. . 

·;.·:< • .. The local goverilment-and particularly the 
· >)~lative body made up of lay citizens-needs 

· techni.cal guidance in-making these phrsi-
development decisions. This guidance can 

nrc,vic1Pc1 by professional city planners, but 
{orm in which .they give it is important. If 

. give their advice on the basis of expe
'o,·t'l•·"'·,, .... , of ad hoc "quickie" studii!:s, theh . there 

guaiantee that ri:ext month's decision will . 
· negate the one made today. The local gov

J~Il'Jnent needs an instrument which establishes 
~rla-"""''"rP general policies for the physical de-
• .. V(i~Qt»ml~t of the community in a coordinated, 
i';·~~c~ manner, and which can be. continually 
·~~:ed to in deciding upon the development 

which come up every week. The compre-
~mv-e·plan is such an iJ:lStrument. . 

true that it is possible to govern a munic-

THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 351 

ipality without a comprehensive plan; ·many 
cities have done so, and a few plann.ers even 
recommend it. It has also been true, especially 
be~ore World War II, that tlle plans of many 
communities have been ignored an<f:.. forgotten. 
Probably the incentives offered by.·the federal 
government, rather than a spontaneous interest 
in city planning, have caused many Communi
ties to prepare comprehensive plans. Neverthe
less, the fact that more and more communities 
are preparing plans, and are making use of 
them,· clearly points to the success of the com
prehensive plan. No one has suggested remov
ing the federal requirements, and the federal 
planning assistance program (which requires 
tnatdiing funds from. the locality) is very well 
subscribed. Expenditures for planning are in· 
creasing at a rapid rate, and much of this 
money is going toward the preparation of com· 
prehensive plans. P,ublic·•interest in plarining 
matters has increased greatly, as a scanniilg of 
newspapers arid popular magazines will show. 
In many citi~ there:: has been clamor for a plan 
and criticism.Yover flelays in preparing a plan.' 
It appears that many painful years of experi
~ce have produced a comprehensive plan that 
has become a workable, useful, llf!d acq:pted 
tool for cities . 

. Development. of the Plan. Concept 
There is not.h.ing novel or recent about· city 
plans. The earliest known ·city planner was 
Hippodamus of· Miletus who pr.epyed Plans 
for several Greek cities in the fifth cmtury"'B.c. 
Throughout history, plans ha:ve · been drawn 
for cities iii Europe, Asia, and America, and 
many of them have been carried out. Famous 
early American plans include L'Enfant's for 
Washington, William Penn's for Philadelphia, 
and General Oglethorpe's for Savannah.8 All of 
these plans were in the nattn:e of. architectural 
blueprints. They usually started with a bare 
site and were commissioned by a central au
thority which had power to execute them uni-
la~erally. · 

a Far an exc:eilent history of these early plans, see 
John W. Reps, THE MAluNG oi; UltllAN AMmuCA: A 
Hls'rollY oF· Crn' PLANNING IN ~· UNITED STATES 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965) . 
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164 ~.Practice of Local Govemme1 

Devdope:rs can city plan outmoded-stops new investment. 

City loses federal doDars for Jack of develOpment plan. 

State coestal zone planning to be turned badr: to ~ and counties. 

Utility announces site for nuclear power plant-viDage boaid calls for impact · 
assessmcmt. 

These are some of the~ that might appear in the local press indicating 
a city's need fOr a city plan. We can see from the_ list 1hat cities are likely to 
undertake plans in JeSPODSe to a combination of local circumscances or to the 
requirements of state and federal laws or reauJat;ions.. · 

As indicirted in these fictitious headJines, conditions wiibin a municipality it· 
self are an important genera1ing fon:e for a comprehensive platming effort. Bur
geoning growth or rapid decline may ipite ~concern of bOth private citizens 
8nd public servants. . . . 

A riuVof new faciJity such as an oil refineiy may require a ~e plan 
for the future of a city or town. The booiD. towns of~ West have initiated city 
p~ as they sttugle to defiJie the short- and loog-tenn impacts of coal mining 
on their communities. . 

A local JeSOun:e such-. an attractive coastal location, a lake, or abistoric site 
may generate·~t pressures that requiJ:e a plan. It may become ap
parent that new growth is destroying the resource that atlladed development in 
the first place. Pressures may arise to ·restrict new growth in order to preserve 
the resource. A general plan becomes a useful tool for sorting O!lt wbat ~com
·munity wants, whether limits should be imposed, and what interests are being 
served by sU.ch action. 

The courts incteasiDgly have looked for a mtioDa1e behind a city's ZODiiig or
din8nce that can be Used to weigh the relative merits of .zoriiDg chaD&es or tO 
juStify the Costs that cOmpliance with a zoning ozdinance may require~ The: gen
eral'plan artlcuJates loog-range development .goals for the community, against 
which shorter-term zoning administration can be measured. 

Federal requirements for ~e plans have varied over the years, 
but there bas been a consistent intetest at the_ federal. level in. en<:otJraging or 
requiring municipalities to cooi"dinate public and priv8te investment. A compre
hensive development plan for a municipality,~ as part of a workable pro
gram, aCOIDIDlinityrenewalprogram, a ''701'' ~ planoinggrant, or 
an mban Sttategy ,. was and is considered a basic COORiinat:io8 tool. n.e a~ 
bility of federal niOney to pay for a comprehensive plan has been'pemaps the 
most important mQtivatiog fort:e for uitdert.aking the actMty • 
. ·The functions pedonned by a city plan are many and complex, but they can 

be grOuped under three principal categories: . . 

1. First, the plan is aD. expression of what a community wailts. It is a· 
statement of goals, a listing of objectives, and a vision of wbat might be. 

2. Second, the plan, once prepared, serves as a guide to decision making. It 
proVides the mean.s for guidiDg and inftuenciDg the many pubJic and 
private decisions'that create the future city. · 

3; 'lbird., the plan in SOD)e cases may reptaent the fuifil'lmt.nt of a legal 
requirement. It Jlla.Y be a necessary obligation. Such a mandated plan 

· can, of course, still fulfill the firit two functions, but the faCt that it .is 
required adds a distinctive dimension to the planning process. 

How, one might ask, can a single document fulfill sucli broad and compl~x 
functions. the answer, of course, is that the plan document by itself does not do 
the job. The valUe is derived from the process Of'preparing the plan and the use 
of the pJan after its preparation. 

Planilers like to point out that plaiming is a process. By that tJ;leY mean it is : 
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~ to a.ssUme that you can pubJish a single document that answers an the 
questions or solves all the problems. CondiDons change, resources are shifted, 
and goals are altered, making it~ to revise, adapt, and update the plan. 
The point of a .plan is to focus attention on the process-to Ctalte a basis for 
debate, discussion, aDd conflict resolution. Pla.uDins must be a c:ontiDuous and 
continuirig activity ~ to produce the best posSible decisions about the 
future of the city. The plan represents ~ periodk bringing together of the activi
ties of planning. The essence of a plan is t1)at it is a statement of policy, an 
eXpression of commuuity intentions aud alSpinWons. Wlleii recognized as a 
statement of policy the plan can have ·tremeDdous ~.but that iDfluence 
is only realized within the context of a total pJannjng program. 

TIN p/1111 tu II fll.llnMIIt of po1iey 

Central to an· JiotioDs of the city plan is that the plan is a statement of what the 
community wants. It is a Statement of goals, a liSting of desires, an expression of' 
~s. A good plan should be an these tbillgs. However, wbile there is wide
spread agreement as to the importance of goal setting, actual practice often falls 
short of ideal expectations. 1bis is not surprising when one considers the im
mense difficulty of setting "goals for sometbing as large aud diverse as a city. 
How can CODflicts between the goals of competing interest groups be resolved? 
Is it poSsible to define goals that are specific enough to be useful? Can long-term 
plaDning goals be made compatible with short-term poJitical goals? 

The problems of goal setting are many and complex, .but since ~there has 
been continuing and substantialimprovement ui the ability of local governments 
to prepare plans that embody nieaningful smtements of.policy. Part of this im
provement is the result of the changing context of city planning. l'raditiODal 
planning me1hodS ~being replaced in ~ponse to~ demands. 

To a considerab1e degree the tradition8l m«hods of pJanning were bonowed 
from wOrk. done in.architects' offices, single function govemlnent ageBcies, or 
private cmporations. These methods were wen suttee~ to the siDgle site and the 
unitary setting, bUt they haVe not been as wen~ to the complex and mercu
rial city. Traditional planning method was predicated on such factors as basic 
agreement on goals, ability to predict the future with precision, and: centmtized 
control over the :resoun:es needed to achieve tbe goals. 13arl.y city planning, Of 
course, was privately supported and was under the control of respected com
munity leaders who shared a ~ visipa of. the f'utlw of their city. In this 
Consensus, enviromnental goals were DnpJied rather than slated," since the lead
ership ~and evecyone else either did not care or did itot have the power to 
;be beald. . . ' . 

Today we plan in a· different political and social. enviromneilt. Decision
making procesSes are more open_and more democrati.c. A lllOI'6 sophisticated 
citizenry" wants to know what the city~ "pJaus .. to do, and wants 
to be part of t4e plan-making proceSS. . 

Tradftional·planuing was eslientially a technical exemse. Modem pJamDng 
practice is both normative and tecbnical, concerned with both ends and means. 
Noimative planning develops the broad, genend basis for acliQn, whereaS tech
Dical planning is concemed with specific, established purposes. and the proce
dures employed in achieving those purposes. One is concerned. with values, the 
other with methods.. . 

An effective plaJi should deal equ8lly with the .normative and the technical, 
since a planning dep8rt,o;lent has a dUal role in the affairs of gOvernment. A pJan
ner ShoUld function in a middle zone between the politician (a llOl'IDative plan
ner) and the bureaucmt (a tec~cal phmner). The planner· bas ~ compe-
tence and tmiiiing in both areas and bis or her plans ~d reflect both. . 

The policies or~ that are contained in a plan niay already exist in various 
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forms or places within a community and may simply be brought together and 
otganized. Or they may be the result of a long and sophisticated goal-setting 
process. In either case they must be sufficiently unified to express clear 
direction and purpose so that the citizen has little doubt as to what the commu
nity believes in and stands for. 

Some will resist using a plan as a statement of policy. El~ officials may be 
reluctant to commit themselves too far into the future, preferriDg instead to keep 
their options open. Special interest groups may also see some danger in using 
the plan as an expression of policy. If the adopted policies are antithetical to 
their perceived interests they would prefer to have no plan at aD. It shOuld be 
kept in mind, however, that a good plan does not foreclose future decision 
making by prescribing the future in detail. The policies of the plan say, in effect, 
"When we encounter this situation we will probably act this way for these 
reasons." This approach has the advantage of stating a position in advance of 
heated controversy. To deviate from a policy in the plan will require an argu
m~nt and a rationale as convincing as the one in the. plan. Departing from the 
precepts of a plan should always be posSible although not necessarily easy. 

The advantages of reviewing the plan as an instrument of policy include the 
following: · 

1. The essential and uncluttered statements of policy fucilitate public 
papticipation in and understanding of the planning process 

2. A plan that is a statement of policy encoumges or even demands 
involvement on the part of public officials 

3. The plan as policy provides stability and a consistency in that it is less 
likely to be made obsOlete by changing conditions 

4. Finally, the plan is a guide to the legislative bodies responSible for 
. adopting land use controls, the commissions or boards that administer 

them, and the courts which must judge their fairness and reasonableness. 

The plan. as a guUle to decision IIUddng 

If the first function of a plan is to express community goals and. objectives, then 
the second is to serve as a guide to decision making. A plan needs to make a 
difference. Those who make decisions about ~ city need to take account of 
what the plan says. 

The ways in which a plan can make a difference are many and complex. 
Sometimes the relatio~ between a plan and the community decision is clear, 
direct, and formal. At other times the relationship is ambiguous and indirect. 
And, unfortunately, there are too many cases in wbich the decisions are made 
without any reference to the plan. The most common way in which the plan is 
used as a guide to decision making is in the zoning process. Certainly, the enact
ment and amendment of a zoning ordinance should be guided by the contents of 
the plan. In addition, the week-to-week. administmtion of the zoning process is 
best done through reference to the policies and principles set forth in a compre
hensive plan. As will be indicated later in this chapter, this relationship between 
the plan and the zoning ordinance is being defined by law rather than by conven
tion. Some state legislatures are requiring that the zoning ordinance be consis
tent with the city or county plan, and some courts are hesitant to uphold a land 
use control measure that is not supported by a plaii. 

Subdivision regulations, like the zoning ordinance, should also be designed 
and administered in accordance with the recommendations of a plan. In the 
same way, the official map is another tool of community development that is 
designed to reflect the goals set forth in the plan. 

The capital improvements prograrit ~d budget have traditionally been 
thought of as implementation devices that were guided by the contents of a plan. 
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The worth of the comprehensive plan 
Ever since I was awarded a degree in 
city planning from a school1f:lat stressed, 
I thought, the worthiness of comprehen
sive, long-range physical planning for 
urban areas, I have heard that whole 
notion criticized. Rep~edly, I have 
heard the quality, content, usefulness, 
and effectiveness of the comprehensive 
plan challenged, as-often as not by 
those who teach city planning. The 
critics say that the comprehensive plan 
is too vague, too subjective, tocY biased, 
too specific. It is elitist and divorced 
from the people, . . . full of end-state 
visions that are unrelated to the real 
issues of a dynamic wortd. . . . 

There are certainly .elements of truth in 
these assertions. But, in general, they 
coincide neither with my sense of reality 
nor with the centrality of the idea · 
Comprehensive plans have always been 
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policy documents, even if they have not 
been read that way. They have become 
less and less end-state, static pictures of 
the future. They regularly deal with 
pressing clirrent issues: housing, trans
portation, jobs, public services, open 
space, urban design. . . . Any planning 
efforts are remarkable in. a society that 
could never be accused of having a bias 
toward city planning in the first place, a 
society that has tended to look at land 

. and urban environments as little rriore 
than high-priced consumable commodi
ties. And isn't it grand that planS are 
visionary! Wly shouldn't a community 
have a view, a vision of what it wants to 
be, and then try to achieve it? 

. Source: Excerpted from Allan B. Jacobs, 
Making City Planning Work (Qlicago: 
·:A.merican Society of Planning Officials, 
1978), p. 307. 

Planning departments ~freQuently responsible forputtiDg together the capital 
improvements program and setting priorities among the competing demands for 
a share of the capital budget. .. 

A rather dl'amatic illustration of the plan a8 a guide to decision making as re
fleCted in budgeting exists in Atlanta, Georgia. In 1974 a new city charter inte
grated the planning and budgeting process in a new department of budget and 
planning. The city's plan, known as t.hf: Comprehensive Development Plan, is 
the cornerstone of an elaborate and continuing process that relates the City's 
goals t;o ·its budgets. According to the 1974 charter amendment, the operating 
and capital bu~ts must be based on the Comprehensive Development Plan. 
(CDP). Public hearings ~ required for both tJ.1e CompreJF:sive Developinent 
Plan and the budgets, and the city council must formaBy adopt each of these 
each year. 1be introduction to the 1978 Comprehensive Development Plan 
states that the plan "is . . . mandated by the city charter and published an
nually for frequent use ·by citizens, city o:fficials and organizations interested in 
the development and improvement of Atlanta. •tto · . 

The Comprehensive Development Plan includes ''plans'' for one, five; and 
fifteen years in a program format. S1immary information on ~nt or proposed 
~ and programs to achieve those plans, and cost figUres, are also included 
in the documetit. The nu:Yor sections of the 1979 Atlanta CDP are as follows: 

1. Issues and General Goals is a statement of the most important cumm.t 
issues, problems, and opportunities confronting the city of Atlanta. 
Citywide goals, which would establish what kiD.d of city its people are 
attempting to build; are set forth in this section. 

2. Major Directions indicates the focus of the Comprehensive Development 
Plan. The 1979 CDP identifies six major directions toward which city 
resoW"Ces will be diJ:ected during 1979 and over the next five years. 

3. Development Policies translates the COP's Major Direction statements 
into recommended city policies for seven of the eight functional areas. 

4. Program Areas lists reeommended programs and projects, by functional 
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area and by goal, objective, and action. The one, five, and fifteen year 
funding priority and Neighborhood Planning Unit (NPU) location of each 
action are also indicated. 

5. Official Maps are included. There are two kinds of maps: those that are 
citywide, which include narmtive notations drawing from the material 
in the main body of the document; and those that caver a single 
Neighborhood Planning Unit and show proposed land Use patterns, 
together with one and five year actions for the :NPU. 

Few, if any, cities are as advanced in this process as is Atlanta, but Atlanta's 
experience is indicative of a trend, a trend toward making the plan a significant · 
document that will be used to guide the many decisions controlling city develop
ment. It is clear that by integrating planning and budgeting, and by requiring that 
no budget be adopted without reference to an adopted city plan, a city ptan 
takes on major significance in Atlanta. In shOrt, it does indeed fimction as a 
guide to decision making. 

A city plan can and should be used to guide or influence a variety of ~i
sions. Allan Jacobs illustrates the importance of the plan as he reviews his expe
riences as the former planning director of the city of San Francisco: 

As time passed and with a growing and more solidly based set of plans to rely upon, 
individual short-range proposals . . . could be viewed in the 1igbt of long-range 

How to uee development plans The 
good planning agency does not keep its 
plans on dusty shelves but u8es plans in 
day-to-day decision making. This exam
ple shows how planning agencies use 
plans. 

Let us say that a private developer wants 
to build a 150 acre development that is 
predominantly residential (135 acres) 
and partly commercial (15 acres~ Let us 
assume that a mixture of housi'ng types 
-single family homes, rental apart
ments, and condominium apartments:_ 
is proposed. How does the planning 
agency use plans in reviewing such a 
develoi>ment? 

The agency would first check the land 
use plan to determine whether the 
general area is designated residential, 
then examine the proposed densities to 
see how well they fit with the plan's 
proposals and projections. The planning 

- staff would also check to determine any 
phySiographic characteristics-soil 
conditions, stream profiles, and 
important stands of trees-to see the 
environmental constraints that will influ
ence site planning. The staff wi-ll also 
determine the land use plan policies 
concerning the amount and location of 
commercial space in the center of the 
community. 

On the basis of the land uses and antici
~ated population to be served, the staff · 
will, in tum, check oltler plans for sani
tary sewers, storm runoff, major and 
minor streets, and public facilities to 
determine how well the proposed 
development "fits into" the community's 
plans. For example, the parks and recre
ation plan may call for a neighbortlood 
pari< site within this general area Or the 
school plan may have. identified the area 
as being served by an existing school; 
therefore, no additional school facilities 
are anticipated. The staff will also exam
ine the capital improvements program to 
determine how public facilities that are 
or are npt programmed in the future will 
serve the new development 

There will be times W1en the dev~ 
ment raises major policy issues not 
covered by general plans. Perhaps the 
plan is out-Qf.{jate, or perhaps it was not 
detailed enough to make a judgment In 
these cases planning staffs will carry out 
supplemental studies that amplify or 
update a plan element. 

Finally, the planning staff will prepare a 
staff report that will be presented to vari
ous decision makers in government, 
such as the planning commission, the 
mayor, the city manager, and the city 
council. 

·' l 
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considerations. . . . We could review the location of a subsidized housing 
development in the conten of the housing plan element. We could measure a 
neighborhood re--zoning proposal against the housing and urban design elements. 
When a piece of public land was to be sold or leased, we could ched it against a 
policy of the plan, as we could the vacation or widening of a street. We could relate 
a small renewal project in Chinatown to both the city-wide and fteisbborhood plans 
that we had prepan:d and we could advocate such a project. City planning was 
especially pleasing when the projects and programs were c:learly the Outcome of 
our plans. We were exhilatated when all our ~. m&tinp, presentations, 
reconsiderations, confrontations and responses to demands led to concrete·actions, 
or even when all we knew was that the ideas had a fighting chance of becoming 
reality,Sl 

Jacobs goes on to say that the functions of coordination, zoning administra
tion, subdivision regulation, design review, and the design of renewal and rede
velopment projects are extremely important activities; but an require some 
ftamework. within which· to function and make recommendations. 

That frameworlc is the general or master plan. Wrthout it, city plannen~ have a much 
harder time explaining why their ideas and fheir proposals are preferable to anyone 
else's. There were timeS when I might have &rgued otherwise, most notably in the 
early San Francisco months when I was impatient to get on with the action, to 
respond to the burning issues. . • • Taking the time to decide wbat we want our 
communities to be and then acting to acbieve those goals seemed more and more 
worthwhile in San Francisco as time passed. It was a route that proved more 
ptaCt!ca1 as wen. a .• 

Most often a plan is used to guide the decisioD.s of the planning department 
itself, the planning conuriission, the city council, and the mayor or manager. 
However, there are others who use.ithe plan as a guide. Other departments of 
city government, for example, migl:it haVe nee4 for the guidance offered by a 

· plan. A fire department might use it in desisnfuB its service areas. And state 
government and metropolitan planning conunissions may have occasion to use 
the plan. What is peihaps most important is that a weJl..dc:signed plan should 
influence the deciSions of the private sector. Builders, land developers, and 
businesses can 1eam of tbe city's intentions as indicate!1 by the plan and be 
guided aca>rdingly. 

Obviou8ly, a plan that is used to guide decision making must be well pre
pared. It must be specific, tnUSt outline clear programs and priorities, and must 
avoid the trap of vague generalities. 

Increasingly, cities .are preparing plaJ1s because they have to, not necessarily 
because they want to. This is a:· fairly recent phenomenon that bas resulted from 
states mandatiog their local governments to plan, or courts insisting that some 
foHn of planning document be presented as the basis for land use controls. 

This trend toward the required plan gained ~siderable momentum during 
the decade of the 1970s and promises to have a profound and lasting effect on 
our views of planning and plans. The trend reflects; more tban anything else, a 
coming of age of planning and a recognitiori that a plan can aD.d sbonld really 
mean something. It reflects a change in attitudes toward the plan. The plan is no · 
longer a "formality, to be prepared and forgotten. It is fapid1y becoming a re
quirement-and one that must contain certain elements; it is becoming are
quirement that bas for all practical purposes the force of law, or a requirement 
that must be fulfiUed if the city is to receive federal or state ~s or other 
benefits. · .. 

This trend appears to result primarily from a shifting attitude on the part of the 
courts as they review laDd use regulations. The Standard State Zoning Enabling 
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Act of the 1920s stated that zoning ''shall be in acco~ce with a comprehen
sive plan." For decades this language has been the subject of intensive debate, 
but for decades the courts rendered their opinions on zoning matters without 
requiring that a city have a plan, or requiring the zoning to be consistent with a 
plan if there should be one. 

This judicial attitude was not surprising considering the rather static nature of 
the early zoning practice. It was in those days assumed that a city would pre
pare a zoning map which outlined areas of residential, commercial, or industrial 
use and that any amendments to or variances from the zonfug map would be few 
and far between. Property owners needed only to look at the map and the zon
ing text to determine what they could or could not do with their property. In 
short, the zoning map and text became the plan and the courts needed to look 
no further to determine what the city wanted. 

Two major changes have occurred in land use control practices which have 
eroded the willingness of the courts to accept a zoning ordinance without refer
ence to a city plan. The first change was the increasing use of fleXIble land use 
controls. cities are no longer willing to specify in advance where everything will 
be or what it will look like. They have adopted a "wait and see" attitude toward 
development by using such devices as floating zones, planned unit develop
ments, large lot zoning, special Use permits, and wholesale amendments or vari
ances. Property owners can no longer know in advance exactly what they can 
do with their property. They expect to go before the city authorities and negoti
ate an agreement. 

This trend toward negotiated agreements is in part a result. of an appreciation 
of our inability tO predict the future. It seemed that no matter bow carefully a 
city would prepare its zoning ordinance something unanticipated would happen 
to make it inappropriate or out~f-date. The other reason for negotiated agree.. 

. . ments was that cities wanted to be able to attract the right kind of use and pro
lubit the wrong kind. The flexible controls allowed them to say yes to elec
tronics factories, and stately homes on two acre lots, and no to smelting plants 
and low income apartment buildings. While this may have suited a city's need to 
control its own destiny, the- courts began to doubt the fundamental fairness of 
the system. The zoning Oidinance was no longer prescriptive on its face but was 

' merely a set of procedures one bad to go through to find out what might be done _....
with one's property. It was. a system that could be subject to abuse. 

The second change in land use control practice has been the increasing adop
tion of growth management programs. Traditionaily, planning and land use con
trol systems have been concem,ed with the location and chai'acter of growth. In 
the 1970s planners added a third dimension: timing. !twas no longer assumed 
that all growth was good. Growth bad its negative consequences and some cities 
went so far as to adopt a no growth policy. Most, however, were satisfied to 
control the rate of growth (for example. x number of housing units per year). 

Again, the coUrts have begun to say that if a city wan~ to control the rate of 
growth it will have to show some evidence of a coordinated approach in order to 
avoid charges of arbitrary and capricious enforcement. In short, they would like 
to see a plan. 

When vast acres of land were zoned for all manner of uses far in advance of 
need, it did not matter that much whether there was a plan. Now that la'nd use 
.control bas become a finely tuned fiextble tool for controlling the most minute 
detail of development, including timing, a plan has become increasingly more 
important. . 

One of the best-known cases in which the judiciary bas recognized a plan as a 
·valid defense of a local growth program is Golden v. Planning Board of the 
Township ofROJTUlpo. 23 Ramapo Township amended its zoningon:linance to im
plement a permit system for all new residential development. A permit would be 
granted only if the development were adequately served by p9blic facilities; ad-
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equacy was determined by a point system based on the proximity of the de-
velopment to available services such as sewage treatment or water supply. IIi 
upholding the timing control system, the court relied heavily on the fact that the 
challenged ordinance was implementing a well-designed general plan for the 
community. In the absence of the plan, it is unlikely the court would have ruled 
in favor of the township. 

Two Oregon cases further illustra.te the judicial interest in the plan. In Fasano 
v. Board of County CommissioMrs the Oregon Supreme Court rejected the no
tion that amendments to the zoning ordinance are legislative and instead deter
mined that they were quasi-judicial, thus completely shifting the presumption of 
validity usually applied to all legislative acts. The court's opinion placed heavy 
weight on the comprehensive plan as a justification for zoning amendments; and 
noted that "the more drastic the change, the greater will be the burden of show
ing that it is in conformance With the comprehensive plan as implemented by the 
ordinance.' '14 • 

· InBaker v. City of Milwaukie the Oregon Supreme Court unequivocally gave 
the city plan a centDl role in local zoning: · 

We conclude that a comprehensive plan is the controlling 1and use p1auning 
instrument for a city. Upon· passage of a COJD.pl'ehensive plan, a city assumes a 
responsibility to effectuate that plan and conform prior conffictiog zoning ordinances 
to it. We further hold that the zoning decisions of a city must be in accord with 
that pian.• 

The is sties that are being raised in the courtl concerning the status of the city 
plan are also being debated in state capitols. A number· of states have begun to 
require local governments to prepare plans, or require zoning and other land use 
control measures-to be consistent with lpcal plans, or both. State legislatures are 
being pushed and pulled into this postUre. They are being .pushed by the courts 
and pulled by their own desire to gain greater control over the development 
process. 

California was one of the first states to.enact legislation requiring local gov
ernments to adopt a plan. California also requites local zoning to be consistent 
with the adopted plan. The Florida Local Government Com.prehensive'Planning 

· Act of 1975 mandates planning by counties, municipalities, and special districts. 
It further. requires that all land development regUlations enacted or am~ded be 
consistent with these comprehensive plans. Kentucky, Nebraska, Colorado, 
and Oregon also have ,some ·form of nwidatory planning or "consistency" 
requirements. 

Not everyone agrees with this movement to require cities to plan. Some argue 
that the only meaningful plan is one that is generated from locd needs and de
sires, not one imposed by some higher level of government. ~ debate on this 
issue will dou~ess continue, but it is probable that the decade· of the 1980s will 
see the plan emerge as an "impermanent constitution," a teon coined a quarter 

· of a century ago by Charles M. Haar. Haar argued as follows in 1955: 
( 

If the plan is regarded not a8 the vestpocket tool of the planning commission, but as 
a broad s!afement to be adopted by the most representative municipal body-the 
local legislature--then the plan becomes a Jaw through such adoption. A unique 
type of law, it should be··noted, in' that it pwports to bind future legislatures when 
they enact implementary materials.• · 

The implications of the mandated plan and the rulings that the control of land 
use be consistent with the plan are far-reaching. The plan ceases to be an exer
cise in platitudes. It must do more than be for mothemood and against sin. It 
mw;t be carefully and accurately crafted, for it will have the force of law. This is 
not to suggest that the traditional functions of a plan, those of education, infor
mation, persuasion, and coordination, .are lost. On the contrary, these functions 
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will always be a central purpose of the plan. However, as the status of the plan 
changes increasingly toward that of the impermanent constitution, it will be
come more important, it will be taken more seriously, and it will have a greater 
effect on people's lives. 

Preparing a city plan 

Who initUJtes? 

The development of a local city plan is most often initiated by the local public 
authority-the city council, mayor, city plan commission, city manager, or city 
plamier (not necessarily in that order). The reason for undertaking the plan in 
theory, and perhaps in best practice, is local concern over the future orderly 
growth and development of the city. Concern may stem from Jagging growth, 
burgeoning growth, or stagnation. · 

In fa(:t, federal and state requirements for and funding of comprehensive 
plans may be the m9st important motivating force for undertaking a plan. Fed
eral ~ents for comprehensive plans have varied over the years, but some 
coordinative plan has been a requirement for federal city development monies, 
and federal monies have been available in greater and lesser amounts to pay for 
plans. . 

We have already discussed the trend in state enabling legislation to require 
plans for cities. While there is increasing national concern about rational use of 
land and protection of farmJand and natural resources (such as.~ zones), 
there is a continuing political pressure to maintain the "local" na.tyre ofiand use 
decisions. The result is state planning efforts that delegate comprehensive plan
ning responsibility to local municipalities. One of many examples is the coastal 
zone planning program in Oregon, where coastal cities were required to prepare 

. master plans that included provisions for use of the coastal area. Massachusetts 
has recently pioposed growth policy requirements for localities that tie local and 
regional growth plans to statewide capital investment programming. 

It is important to note that there is also a long American tradition of initiation 
of comprehensive. planning efforts by concerned citizens as wen as public ser
vants. The Burnham plan is the best-known historical example. 1bere are 
many recent instances. For example, in Rockport, Massachusetts; a compre
hensive plan was undertaken by a· group called Otizens for Rockport who 
''met . . . to map out plans for documenting the consequence of rapid and un
planned growth, to design more effective recommendations for shaping new de
velopment and to involve as many people as possible in the forinulation of an 
overall growth strategy for the town of Rockport, Massachusetts. "Z'T 

There may be a combination of public and private effort, such as the startl
ingly determined new growth plan for La Jolla. California. This is a joint effort 
of a nonprofit corporation of La Jolla citizens (La JoDans, Inc.) and the city of 
San Diego. Z8 • 

The initiation of a comprehensive planning effort in response to public 
concern over the future of the municipality is, in many ways, the ideal circum
stance for the undertaking. One of the aims of the planning effort is to generate 
widespread discussion of the future development of the municipality. A5 many 
planners have discovered, it is ·often difficult to gain the attention of any b.ut a 
few of the public. This is particularly true of plans generated by a planning de
partment or commission simply in response to federal or state requirements. 

Who directs the work? 
And who else thould be involvetJ? 

While a comprehensive planning effort may be financed and directed wholly 
outside the public sector, this is the exception and not the rule. The majority of 
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-ans that fit the purpose 

plans address a vast array of topics, have extraordinarily diverse intentions, and 
geographic areas that range from a single paicel to an entjre metropolis." Their 

conim.cm trait iS that t;hey guide change through a coordinated set of dehberate action.S. 
lead us. from the way things are today to the way we'd like things to be in the 

while taking into consideration all the uricertainties that the future holds. 
For the purposes of this article, the word pl.art refers to the printed or digital pre-

. or representations that urban and regional planners use to shape the built 
$d natural environments. Over the past century, and especially since the 1960s, the 
r~e of such plans has expanded as the challenges of managing cities, to~. and 

'natural resources have become more complex. 
· Most ·plans share a few common elements. For instance, they typically 

Require some assessment of existing conditions ("where we are"), trends 
("where we're .... eaded"), and goals ("where we'd like to be") 

Reconcile individual needs with broader community needs 

Require trade-offs to achieve goals . 

· • Result in a commitment of resources, such as capital dollars or staff time 

• Are vetted through a public process, from a single public hearing to an elaborate 
series of community workshops 

• Result in a tangible work product-usually a document or map-that sets a 
course for decision-makers to follow 

• Are adopted or endorsed by an elected body (such as-a city council), an 
appointed body (such as a planning commission), or a stakeholder organization 
(such as a board of directors). ~ 
Beyond these shared qualities, plans differ in scope, format, structure, scale, 

;intent, time horizon, level of detail, and legal status (see Th.ble 5-1). There are also 
:'Significant regional differences: in many cases, state laws preempt the question of 
.·which plan best "fits the purpose." 

·:,_ Flndfnv the rlvht fit 
·The following factors influence the type of plan used in ·a given setting: 

• Desired outcome. The desired outcome is what the plan is sU.pposed to accomplish. 

• Size and. complexity of the geographic area covered. Larger geographic areas tend to 
require less prescriptive and more flex:~.ble. plans than smaller geographic areas. 

• Time lwrlZon. Plans With shorter horizons tend to be more detailed and task
oriented than those with more distant horizons. 

• Regulatory parameters. Many states have legal statutes that prescribe the 
contents of a plan or require particula,r planning tools to be used in specific 
situations. --• Local planning context. As noted in Chapter 2, the local planning context is 
determined by a range of factors. inclUding cultural norms, local politics, the state 
of the economy (including the real estate market), and the natural environment. 

• Resources. Plans must refl,ect the financial and staffing resources of the 
jurisdiction or entity doing the planning. 

• Audience. Plans should be designed and written for the people who will 
ultimately use them. Characteristics such as writing style, layout, length, and the 
balance between text and graphics should all vary with the audience. 

I, .• -· 
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214 Making Plans 

Table 5·1 Plan types and characteristics 

Characteristics 

Time Prepara- I.Miof l.eQif 
Plan type horizon tton time detail status 

Vision Varies 20to 6 months Low Advisory 
50 years to 1 year 

Framework State or 20+ years 1 to2 years Low Advisory 
plans region 

Comprehensive Municipality tOto 2 to 3 years Moderate Regulatory, 
plans or county 25 years though 

general in 
intent 

System plans Municipality 5 to lto 2 years High Advisory or 
or county 20 years regulatory 

Area plans Sub-area 5to 6months High Advisory 
(including 10 years to 1 year 
neighborhood 
plans) 

Downtown Sub-area tOto 1to 2 years High Advisory 
plans, water- ZOyears 
front plans.· 
corridor 

. Reuse plans Site 20to 2 to3 years Very high Advisory 
for large sites, 50 years 

Specific plans Sub-area tOto 1 to 2 years· Very high Regulatory 
and redevelop- 20 years 
ment plans 

Strategic plans Municipality 4to 3 months Moderate Advisory 
or county 6 tot year 

Capital Municipality 4to 3to Very high Regulatory 
improvement or county 6 years 6 months 

Private sector Site 5to Ho 2 years High Advisory or 
or institutional 15 years regulatory 
plans 

land develop- Site 5 years 3+months High Advisory 
ment plans (until 

codified) 

Note: This table reflects common practice; the characteristics of plans from particular communities may differ 
those shown here. 

A similar set of ~oiS mUst: be addressed when designing the planning process
particularly when it comes to determining the level and type of public involvement 
input can substantially improve the quality of decision making. build trust between 

· ners and the ~unities they represent, and ensure that plans are responsive to local 
concerns. Plans that proceed without public trust may be perceived as arrogan4 out·of 
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:~;~ U.. ~C. .toundatlen tor pl•ntnv 
·~ ~r-· ' ' . . . . • 

~;-Every plat:!, regardless of scope, shoutd be groul'lded in. data: ·goop p'lans ·take stock of 
!~:.~ exi~tin"Q conditiollS', analyze ~rends, develop projedibns ·tQr t~ f~tu~e. anci ~st the 
~-- . •. . . . . . 
,; ~:.impact$ of decisions cmd chqices:on the community. Th!!S~ Ulsks· requi~ a variety · 
i:'.-~ot quantitaUve·flletho·ds and -mapJ)ing tflcymlqut?s,·rattqirtg' ftontsimple wiii'dShield ·' . 
r~: •. st:Ji:veys: ~0 e'i~Or:~te ge'ogr.aphk'lntormatiori:svstem·.lfh'aiVses· a~ stenario-testin~ _. . 
~h:rt-uh;0Uec1i?f{ar.,d-~ri~lysls Of.spatiai: at)d Sb~e~r\<?frttC.d,afa;~_r~<~:f,uq:~t~T!S ·: .. 
;t;/of. mo~ :la~g·e·PJant!ing .O.ffices·· arid a·retypi~a!IY. ·iJi~b~pj~_be,d,.t~~QuQ~;_tO~~~a~e~ or: .. · 
~~- 'Stra~~t;~laAJling divisions. To proVid~ 'th~ ,r.ation~te tpt loc~ poli(:~ :and P.r:6,grams;.' ·: . 
~':~;tiies@ diy~ions: undert,a.ke land s·iittabilitv aoiliy~es>~~f(I09f.aPhicAUdki~/aiid·. e~i-' ... 
::~;ronment~l: impact'tevje.W$: 'toey also inventory :vacitflt.·tand-anii.fri!ck:ifeVeiOP.~t>-· :,-: .. ·- ' 
~ .. , - ,. ' .. . ' . _- . ' . . . . . . .. . ·,. ... --. \ -... '.' 

P;activtty.'tn tfle~bsenee .. ofq~antifra.bre· data;.the p~nc·inavvie:w.:·p~as'~-~tttrfmote': _. .. · 
.<than wish USts. . .' . . · ' . . ·_ . : . · ... : .. .•• ·.• · · . ·:. . . ·_ :;_·. ·:· :'.: :::,· 

touch. or undemO<tilic. On the other hand, plans that strive for complete agreement run 
the risk of getting watered down or being rendered meaningless. The challenge for every 
planner is to find the right baJance between "top-down" principles and "bottom-up" input. 

The family of plans 
Prior to 1900, most city plans were two-dimensional drawings showing the locations 
of streets, parks, and public buildings (see "From Town to Metropolis" in Chapter 1). 
Over the course of tke twentieth centwy, these plans evolved in several important 
ways. Hybrid plans emerged that recognized social; economic, and environmental 
factors as integral parts of land use and physical design. Policy plans.were created, 
supplementing maps and illustrations with narrative policies to guide daily decisions. 
Regulatory plans were developed to proviqe a legal foundation for controlling land use 
and development. And strategic plans, which are action-oriented 'and short term in 
focus, were widely adopted. 1bday's comprehensive plans incorporate all four of these 
approaches to varying degrees. The ,accompanying sidebar uses the metaphor of a tree 
to explain the origins and evolution ~f the modem comprehensive plan. 

: ·:·The .• lif .. ;~~·~··,_·,.·· .. · . : :· ·- . >. _.:-. 

' ,'' -~ ,. ' :~ ,:. • ,'' : I ' •, ·: ,· •' '.;'•' ,·.,.·,~, ' .·'_,·,:~ ' "'•· ', ', :.~ ~ .• ' ' 

ltr a 1995 aft!cte)n .ttie JP.urnat oftti'e Am,er.~ PJa.'tmlfrg A$~illti.t;)l'l; t:dtvatri ~aj~·- · 
. ' ... \ ' ' ' ·.· . . : ' . ' . . . ' " ·~. . ., . ··. ' .. ...-: . ·,·,)' . . 

anci'Davict Godschalk, use the anategy· ota ttee...,Witfl;rJlUiflpkr·ttuJiks-t1odiionkfe::the .' . · 
evolutiOn of:ttii oo.rnpr,~ns:we:pf~n.i;.TJje, .tninkS' .Corr~~ond tq·. . :. .. .. : . . ' '· '. ··.: ·.: '.:.. .. 

, . . . .. : . . . . :: , • . . . --~ ·: • : • . . • • : .. , .. A • - . , ... 
• ··Land·u~e design plans; wbt¢h':ar~pf~sq'lpt)VeM!d maP.-fo.cuse<t · ·. · ··.: .. ·:;.: · ·\ · . 
• Larid.cl8ssl~tion :J)farls; whtcti a~e ~r~ itr,~ep~ai::~IJd bri~tid;iti~i~tcf1;;~. ; . · · 
·form·· :· .. ·. · -,, · · ·::· · ·.·_ .. : '.·:· \'. ·. '.'',;_:-,. .. ·-:. :· .. ·::·;'·:- ··-:.- ::::·:'''<>·· 

·• ··VerbalpOlky pl~ns, Which.;;.e·n~rative·anci-iess sJ,a~~~:~i~nt~ ·.·' .. · ·. 
• Develop~ent m~riag~ent plan$, which. are regulatory and foc~$f!d.,on growth· . 
. manageme.nt and st!Ort-range actions.. . . · · 

Kaiser qn~ Qodscttatk de~cribe the 1Jl_o.i:letn.c~~~~nen~w; ptajras_the cilnQpy ()Hhls . · . 
tree; in essence:;· it is a ·hybrid that incOrporates a.ttribOi:!!,S ot each pfctq type. Jhey . .· 
also note. t~.f in most jijri$tjiction:s, ~l'le. comprel:len5iye.pfan is )u~t o~ ~petfcia . · 
dynamic, lon,g~ge plahfl!flg p(Qgiam that lnduaes. tf:ie capitalJmprovem~nt:J?.~ 
gram.Iand.·use controls, sffial.rarja·pfans, an(f functional (Qr·syste(TI> planS· •. : ... . . ,• ' . ' .. . .. 
1 Edward Jiltai~r and b:Wid R. Godscna!k, '"tWentieth century' Land'·llse'Planning; A Stalwart. f'amlty_T.:ee: 
Journal of tile American PIBTining Association ·61'<Sommer·1995): 365'-385. · 
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Ffqure 5·1 Washing
ton, D.C.'s Vision for 
Growing an Inclusive 
City (2004) combines 
renderings, photos, site 
plans, and aspirational 
text challenging 
residents to visualize a 
new future for the city. 

Making Plans 

A model based on family relationships is useful for understanding the corme~~"'
tions between plans. State and regional plans, visions, and other broad policy 
ments are the grandparents, providing the conceptual framework and wisdom 
sometimes the requirements) that underpin the comprehensive plan. The compre· ·. 
hensive plan is the parent, providing jurisdiction-wide land use maps and a policy. 

·and action framework for an ever-expandjng array of topics. A host of sibHngs-
system plans-address topics such as parks, transportation, housing, and u . ., ............. -

management. Area plans, neighborhood plans, and other plans coverilig sut•coinpc••·, 
nents of the jurisdiction are the children. Figure 5-1, an excerpt -from Washington, . 
D.C:s comprehensive plan update, A Vision for Growing an Inclusive City, uses the -
"family" metaphor to show $e relationship ainong uiban plans.1 

Laying the foundation throUf)b visioniniJ 
Visioning is planning at its boldest. As Lewis Hopkins has explained, "A vision is an:. 
image of what could be. Visions compel action. VISions work by changing beliefs ' 
about how the world wor~. "2 Visioning provides a tool for "identifying and articu· _: 
lating what matters most to a community. It is a good way to establish a sense of : ... 
direction, define shared values, and pinpoint desired outcomes before _proceeding too 
far down a particular path. I.t also provides an opportunity to identify issues that will: 
require greater focus later on. Vision plans allow creative, "'outside the box" think- . 
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that may be missing from the more measured, analytic, and rigorously structured 
planning process. 

In some respects, today's vision plans are a throwback to the City Beautiful 
of a century ago. They are highly visual and may be accompanied by elaborate 

·renaenngs and maps. They often have a strong physical emphasis, and may depict 
desired development patterns in illustrative form. Vision plans are seldom imple-

·;m1:u""~ directly; instead, they provide the foundation for more detailed planning. 
Vision plans typically have long time horizons and are less focused on con-

. 5traints than other types of plans. A vision might feature watercolor renderings of a 
magnificent new waterfront park, or it might describe a day in the life of a resident 
in a new community built on the site of an abandoned factory. However, such plans 
probably would not address in any detail the logistics of obtaining easements from 
waterfront property owners, the plan for financing the new park, or the program 

, for cleaning up hazardous materials on the factory site. The intent of the vision is 
Simply to show a possible future and gain general agreement about a concept before 
proceeding to the details. 

'-"'! . . . ' ., ........ ' .. · .. .;.·\ .. ·: .. ·.,:/:, .... ·: ....... . .. '· •• _I" •• ~ ..... -~' • :'' 

VIsioning provides a tool for Identifying and articulating 
what matters most to a community. 

,•·,·.! 

Not all visions focus on reshaping the physical environment. A vision may be a 
statement of a community's values or an expression of an ideal future. Washington, 
D.C.'s Vision for Growing an Inclusive City, for example, identifies the social and 
economic challenges facing the District of Columbia and describes a future in which 
these challef'.ges have been resolved through thoughtful, effective planning. Such 
products are not really plans per se, but they do articulate the values of a commu
nity and define the priority issues to be addressed in the future. Getting there is a 
subject for another day. 

A vision can be an effective way to generate widespread interest in the planning 
process. Visions are short; they often take the form of stories; and they are designed 
to capture the attention and imagination of citizens and other stakeholders. Their 
tone is engaging and emotional. They can spark the dialogue needed to create effec
tive and responsive policies in the detailed planning efforts that follow. 

Framework plans 
A framework plan presents guiding policies for a large geographic area such as a 
state or a region. Such plans may cover thousands of square miles and typically 
emphasize broad issues and principles-such as environmental quality, farmland 
preservation, and transportation-rather than specific actions. The vast geographic 
scope of these plans necessitates this approach. The best examples of framework 
plans are the many state and regional policy plans that have been prepared to pro
mote smart growth across the country. 

The advantage of framework plans is their ability to address issues that span 
jurisdictional lines. An individual town or city may find it difficult to assess prob
lems like water pollution and traffic congestion, but a regional council of govern
ments Gail analyze an entire watershed or transportation network. Similarly, -a state 
can provide overarching policy direction on issues such as historic preservation, 
coastal management, and habitat management more effectively than can a village 
or small city. As they prepare comprehensive plans, local governments may look to 
state and regional plans for gUidance to ensure that place-specific policies also reflect 
a state or regional perspective. 
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218 Making Plans 

Comprehensive plans 

Municipalities and counties use comprehensive plans (which are also called 
plans or master plans) to manage physical development, typically over a ten
twenty-five-year time horizon. The word comprehensive applies to both geo1graphv 
and subject matter: a comprehensive plan covers an entire municipality or conn~ 
not just a part of it, and it addresses all issues that touch the physical emrnc•nnteill 
Although its main focus is land use, the plan also addresses transportation, 
natural resol.rrces, community facilities, and other topics. With the recognition 
the strong relationship between the physical environment and social and ecc•no:mte 
conditions, the scope of comprehensive plans has expanded to include issues 
as public health, culture and the arts, and sustainability. , 

Preparing a comprehensive plan usually takes at least two to three years and· 
often requires two years or more. The process begins with an assessment of 
and the development of broad goals for the community's future. This is 
an inventory of existing conditions, which involves data collection, the pre!pa.Jraw)Jl 
of maps, and qmsultation with major stakeholders. On the basis of the data and·. 
identified trends, various scenarios for the community's future may be develope¢· 
public vetting process is used to select the alternative that best fits the cornmuni1[f' 
goals. Plan policies and maps are then drafted, and the document is put forward 
public review and adoption. · 

Content of comprehensive plans 

Most comprehensive plaiiS' are organized by topic into a series of chapters called 
elements. The core elements address land use, transportation, housing, and 
mental resources. Plan elements may also cover natural hazards, parks and re~: 
ation, open space, infrastructure, community facilities, historic preservation, 
design, and other topics relating to the community's physical setting. In some 
issues such as governance and intergovernmental coordination are addressed.· 
is also a growing trend toward including "implementation .. chapters in cornprehE~ 
sive plans to highlight the administrative, regulatory, programmatic, and un;mciar.~ 
measures necessary to carry out the plan. . 

Each plan element usually includes narrative text that descn'bes existing condi-:;· 
tions, trends, issues, and recommendations. The text is accompanied by some 
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f'On2..S 
Land Use Dfegram. 
CllJ 
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.. nation of goals, objectives, policies, actions, and standards that are intended to guide 
day-to-day decisions by elected officials and local government staff. Maps may be used 
to convey information visually, and data tables may be included for reference. 

Most comprehensive plans in(?lude a future land use map in which different colors 
or patterns represent the types of land uses envisioned for the community by the 

· horizon year. The map may also show the general location of public improvements 
· such as roads, parks, and schoo).s. Such maps-often presented in a large-scale, poster

sized format-provide a graphic interpretation of the plan's recommendations and 
offer a compelling visual image of how the community intends to grow. More than any 
other part of a plan, the future land use map provides a tool to help residents grasp 
the significance of the plan to their community, neighborhood, and home. The map 
is especially critical to plan implementation: it provides the benchmark for evaluating 
proposed development and serves as the foundation for the local zoning map. 

Adapting the plan to the community 

Even where state requirements dictate what a plan must address, both the approach 
to planning and the plan itself should reflect the size of the community, its antici
pated growth rate, its physical setting and character, its ability to annex land, the 
values of its residents, and other factors that create the context for land use deci
sions. Table S-2 on page 220 identifies the typical array of issues that are likely to be 
addressed in comprehensive plans, depending on the community setting. 

The contents of comprehensive plans also reflect regional differences-in politi
cal beliefs, social customs, growth rates, real estate dynamics, planning laws, and 
especially natural hazards. In California, for example, ·local general plans must 
include a safety element addressing earthquakes, wildfires, and landslides; Florida 
requires its coastal communities to develop coastal management elements that 
include policies on hurricane evacuation, beach erosion, and shoreline access. 

219 

Flvure s-2 Graphic 
patterns in the compre
hensive plan future 
land use map for San · 
Juan Bautista, a city of 
abou~ 2,000 people in 
Central California, are 
used to show allowable 
land uses in different 
parts of the city. 

Historically, states with a strong tradition of self-reliance and self-determination 
have had less stringent planning requirements than those with a reputation for social 
advocacy and progressive politics. But it would be oversimplifying to assume that 
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Table 5-2 TYpical issues addressed in a comprehensive plan 

Setting Lind use pattern Issues 

Central city Stable to evolving Downtown revitalization, neighborhood improvement, 
development. housing affordability. social equity, urban 
reuse of catalytic sites, historic preservation 

Inner-ring suburb Stable Renewal of older commercial corridors, conservation of aqing 
housing stock, strengthening of community identity, changing 
demographics. sustainability 

Outer-ring suburb Evolving Growth management location of schools and parks, 
infrastructure to keep pace with development preservation of 
space, community character 

Small towns/rural Stable to evolving Agriculture, management of resource-based industries, 
communities development Oncluding small-business growth), tourism, 

character. management. housing 

Urban and suburban Evolvinq Intergovernmental coordination, transportation management 
counties growth. of open space, service 

Rural counties Stable to evolving Economic development resource production, hazard mitigation, ... 
tourism, agriculture. conservation 

comprehensive planning requirements are determined primarily by a state's 
political leanings. Since the 1990s, such states as Thnnessee and Georgia have 
requiring local comprehensive plans •. while others, such as Arizona and Utah, 
moved to increase the power of local comprehensive plans as a tool for .shaping 
growth} . . 

New approaches 

The essential form of the comprehensive plan, particularly its organization into , 
topic-based elements, has persisted since the 1950s. While this structure is logical 
and predictable, it does have drawbacks. For one thing, as new elements have \ 
added, plans have become unwieldy: in some communities, plans may include 
elements devoted to topics such as agriculture, educational facilities, geothermal} 
energy, local tourism, and even the siting of electric transmission lines. The inclu~ 
sion of sub-area plans within the comprehensive plan has had a siniila.r effect, · 
ing many plans into multivolume documents. As comprehensive plans have 
longer (some are more than 1,000 pages), their basic purpose-which is to or01nae 
generol framework for future -growth-has become obscured. · 

The element-based format has also been criticized for having a "silo" enf~CI--"'.' 
that is, for yielding plans that treat topics in parallel, without recognizing the 
crosscutting, integrated nature of urban and regional issues. Lack of integration · 
particular risk for land use and transportation, which are typically treated in 
rate elements of a comprehensive plan. Emerging issues such as climate -change, : · 
sustainability, and enVironmental justice may also be difficult to address in the . 
context of an element-based plan. Some communities have tackled this challenge 
by creating "super-elements" that span multiple topics. Others have reinvented · 
plans entirely, grouping plan elements around larger themes: Baltimore's coiJo.or,e
hensive plan, for example, is organized into chapters titled "Live," "Work," 
and "Learn." 

New approaches to the content of comprehensive plans also are being ext)}Ol\~ 
In response to criticism that comprehensive plans are too vague, some iurisd:ictiiOn~:if 
have introduced objective benchmarks and performance standards. For examiJtle,.~~ 
state of Florida requires local comprehensive plans to include CQncurrency .. 
ments to ensure that infrastructure and services are in place as new development · ~ 
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on line. A growing number of plans include standards such as fire-response 
tiiDe, park acreage per capita, and number of affordable-housing units to be pro
duced over a given time period. Such standards make it possible to evaluate plan 

. nnplementation, allow for corrective measures in the event that targets are not being 

. achieved, and provide a clear basis for regulatory controls. 

Communities are made up of natural systems, such as watersheds and air basins, 
and man-made systems, such as utilities, highways, transit systems. and park 
networks. Comprehensive plans provide general direction for these systems, but 
cannot-and should not-address each topic in detail: that is the function of sys-

. tern plans. System plans may be specifically called for by the comprehensive plan, 
may be required to obtain a grant or public funding, or may be ad hocl-designed to 
respond to a particular issue and prepared at the request of elected officials. They 
typically contain background data, analyses of needs and opportunities, and action 

· programs. Although they may include policies, system plans are more likely to focus 
on design and~iting issues, operations, management, and capital projects. 

The concept of systems planning has expanded to include dozens of issues 
addressed by the comprehensive plan. Today, cities have public arts plans, pedes
trian safety plans, child care facility plans, historic preservation plans, street tree 
plans, and more. In many large planning departments, the preparation of system 
plans is the principal activity of the long-range planning division during the years 
between comprehensive plan updates. 

Area plans 
For all the benefits that comprehensive plans and system plans provide, they usually 
cannot provide place-specific prescriptions for each neighborhood, business district, 
or corridor in a community. In large cities with diverse neighborhoods, a citywide 
plan may be too general to strike a chord with residents and businesses. The same 
could be said of countywide plans that cover dozens of small, unincorporated com
munities. Plan users will search the document for references to their neighborhoods 
or townships, but will instead find only general statements about the city or county. 
Area plans-also known as district plans, small-area plans, or sector plans-refine 
the comprehensive plan and establish policies that are grounded by geography and 
the issues that are unique to smaller sub-areas. 

The process of preparing an area plan is similar to that of preparillg a compre
hensive plan:·issues are identified, data are collected and analyzed, alternatives 
are evaluated, policies and maps are developed, and a plan is created. This process 
can be a highly effective way to address localized land use and design conflicts and 
to engage people who might not participate in a citywide or countywide planning 
process. However, the immediacy and small scale of area planning can also lead to a 
loss of objectivity and to a myopic perspective on what is best for the wider commu
nity. It is therefore important when developing area plans to help stakeholders keep 
the broader context in mind. 

NeiCJhhrhood plans 

Neighborhood plans are among the most common type of area plan. The neighbor
hood provides a geographic scale that almost everyone can relate to, and it evokes 
a sense of ownership that is conducive to public iri.volvement. In fact, many larger 
planning departments have neighborhood planning divisions charged with preparing 
and implementing plans for areas ranging in size from a few blocks to several square 
miles. The neighborhood plan can become a tool for resolving neighborhood land 
use conflicts, reinforcing neighborhood identity, and empowering the cominunityAtt h 
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OSU-Related Comprehensive Plan Findings 
and Policies (1998 Comprehensive Plan) 

·. :.·: -.. 

Article3. Land Use Guidelines 

3.2 General Land Use 

Findings 

3.2.c Contimied cooperation ·among Corvallis, Benton County, Linn County; an4 Oregon State 
University is important in the review of development. This should help to ensure 
compatibility between uses on private and public lands. 

3.2.i Land within the Urban Fringe contains larie contiguous Oregon State University 
agricultUral and forestry land areas. The ability of these areas in support of instruction I 
research and extension activities requires that these large areas must be maintained free 
from division into smalllandparcels. 

Article 5. Urban Amenities 

5.2 Community Character 

Findings 

5.2.c Natura/features, such as rivers, streams, and hills, or manmade features, such as · 
highways, lnjljor streets, and activity centers (downtown and Oregon State University), 

' act as either boundaries qr as internal features for several distinct neighborhoods within 
th:e Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary. · 

5.4 Historic and Cultural Resources 

Findings 

5.4.a There are a number of inventories ofbuildings with historic sigrifficance located within 
the Corvailis Urban Growth Boundary, including those developed by the State Historic 
Pr{!Servation Office and the State Board ofHigher Education~ 4s of 1998,375 
inventories of historic sites and structures had been conducted in Corvallis. They identifY 
the 26 Corvallis structures on the National Historic Register, 12 structures on the 
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Oregon State University campus, and marry other buildings as having historic 
significance. In 1989, the City created the Corvallis Register ofHistoric Landmarks and 
Districts w,_hich containS 85 properties. the ,City will be adding properties to this listing 
on an ongoing basis. 

5.4.b Structures of historical significance in Corvallis include: commercial buildings generally 
found within the central business district.core; residences located throughout older 
·neighborhoods; industrial and religious buildings; and public buildings generally 
located on the Oregon State University campus and downtown. · 

#"' 

5.4.g The region's cultural needs are served by Oregon State University, Linn - Benton 
Community College, the Corvallis Arts Center, Corvallis SchoolDistrict 509J. the 
Majestic Theater, the City of Corvallis, and other cultural groups. There is currently no. 
designated "agency or organization" to coordinate cultural events and activities in · 
Corvallis. 

Policies 

5.4.8 The first priority for historic inventory and preservation work shall be older 
neighborhoo~, especially those bordering the dowiitmvn and the Oregon State 
University canipus. · · ' · 

5.6 ParkS and Recreation 

Policies 
. . 

S.6.6 The City shall continue to use cooperative aw:-eenumts with the Corvallis School District 
509J, Benton and Linn Counties, Linn- Benton Community College, Oregon State 
.University, and other leisure service providers to enSure that adequate recreation and 
open space lands and facilities will be provided. 

Article 8. Economy· 

8.2 Employment and ~conomic Developntent 

Findings 

8.2.d The stability of Corvallis and Benton County's economy is dependent on a few major 
employers ina few economic sectors, i.e., Oregon State University and Hewlett
Packard,· other local, State, andFederal government employers; firms engaged in 
electronics, forest and agricultural products; consulting and mediCal services; (l1J.d retail 
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businesses. In 1996, the twelve largest employers in Benton County were located in 
Corvallis, representing nearly half of the total employment in the County. 

8.4 Education 

~dings 

8.4.a State and local education represents the most significant sector of Benton County's 
economy,· with approximately one-fourth of all Countj jobs in this sector. This sector 
provides a stable economic and employment base for Corvallis and is three times the 
State average. .· 

8.4.b Oregon State University is consistently rated among the top Universities in the nation in 
the areas of forestry, agriculture, computer science, engineering and pharmacy. A 
sign'ificant portion of the nation is research in the fields of forestry, agriculture, 
engineering, education, a'nd.the sciences takes place at Oregon State University. 
ClUznges in Oregon State University employment will he affected mainly by research 
activities. 

8.4.c Oregon State University will continue .to develop new technolOgy in both · "high:..te_ch, "and 
"bio-tech, renewable resource based industries. . 

8.4.d Oregon State Univers.ity undergraduate students are attracted. to the university for its 
programs tind its location. Support for students' convenient retail shopping and 
entertainment needs will he one key to improving on OSU's attractiveness to new 
Undergraduate students. Undergraduate students, per person, contribute as much as 
$11,000 each year to the local economy through the 'employment ofUniversity faculty 
·and staff who live in the localareiz and the purchase of goods, food, ·and serviceS from 
· local businesses. · · · 

Policies. 

8.4•1 The City shall encourage and sUppOrt Oregon State University as a major education and · 
research center. 

8.4.2 The City shall support Oregon State ·university to (acilitate the transfer from research to 
business of new technologies developed at the University. 

8.4..4 The City shall encourage collaboration betWeen the Corvailis School District 509J, · 
. Oregon State University, Linn - Benton Community College, and local employers to 
address emerging ~ucation and workforCe needs of the community. 

8.6 Visitor and Conference Activities 

·Findings 
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8.6.a In 1996, there were an estimated 200,000 overnight visitors to Corvallis, representing the 
following market segments: business travel and Oregon State University (approximately 
54%); visiting friends and relatives (35%); conference and sports (8%);fairs and 
festivals (2%); and leisure vacationers (1%). The fastest growing visitor market segment 
is conferences and sports. 

8.6.d Most Of the conference activity attracted to Corvallis·is generated by local groups, most 
notably Oregon State University, and to a lesser degree by local governments and 

. businesses. The University's activities are capitalized on to support the Corvallis motel, 
restaurant, and retail businesses. · · 

8.6;e People attending Oregon State University athletic events make a significant contribution 
to the Corvallis economy. · · · · · · · · · 

8.6f The Oregon State University conferencef~cilitiesandtidditionalprlvate co~ference 
facilities, satisfy some of the demand for conference space· in Corvallis. 

8. 6. h The Oregon State University LaS ells Stewart Center has a theater-type auditorium 
se(lting 1,200, a 200-seat lecture room, and seven conference areas ·ranging in size from 
3 7 5 to 1' 800 square feet. The priorities of the center are to provide facilities for: 1) 
Oregon. State University conferences,~ 2) the Oregon State University Office of 
Continuing Education; and 3) .the general Corvallis community. 

8.6.i The Oregon State University Alu,;,_ni Center was completed in .1997 ana has .a ballroom 
which can accommodate 700 people, and eight conference FOOmS ranging in ~ize from 
254 to 1, 600 square jeet . . The prioritieS of the Center are to provide facilities for: 1) 
Oregon State University alumni to come home to and host events,· 2) Oregon State .. ·· 
University meetings and conferences; and 3) the local and re'gioruil community. Oregon 
State University is currently interested in having a 150+ room hotel constrUcted near 
these conference facilities. · . 

8.9 Indus~l Lan4 Development and Land Use 

Findings 
. . . . . . . . . . 

8.9 j Corvallis has a large existing research base and a comparative advantage i1'!: the 
research-technology field due to Oregon State University (O$U), the Forest Ecosystem 
Research Laboratory, Environmental Protection-Agency; Hewlett-Packard, CH2M lllLL, 
regional medica/facilities, and other major employers. · · · 

8.9.k The Linn- Benton Regional Economic Development Strategy states that technology 
transfer, primarily from Oregon State University, will be.a major factor in starting or 
expanding businesses that.bring new products and processes into the marketplace. (See 
Section 8.4 -Education.) 
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8.9.1 The economic base of Corvallis would be strengthened by additional employment 
opportunities in the research-technology area which in turn would benefit from proximity 
to Oregon State University, a mdjor research institution. 

Article 9~ 

9.4 Housing Needs . 

Findings 

9.4.a The need for new housi~g is influenced by job generation and in-migration, the 
. availability and cost of transportation, and seasonal factors in such areas as employment 
.and student enrollment at Oregon State University. 

Policies 
. . 

9 .4.1 To meet Statewide and Loeru Planning goals, the City shall continue to identify housing 
needs and. en co mage the community, university, and housing industry t6 meet those 
needs. . · 

9. 7 Oregon State University Housing 

Findings 

9;7.a Oregon.State University enrolled 14,127studentsfor the 1997 fall term. The number of 
stUdents living within a)/2 mile of the main cainptzy area was approximately 7,000, while 
roughly 25% of the studentslive on campus. · · 

. . 
9. 7.b Ai:cording to information collected by ·osu University Housing and Dining Services, 

during the 199 7 fall term, student occupancy in residence halls, cooperative houses, 
· studentfamily housing, the College Inn, fraternities and sororities totaled 4,430. Total · 

housing capacity in these units was just ov'er 6,100, and thus exceeded occupancy by over 
1,600unitS. · 

9.7.c If the percentage ofOSUstudents who live-within 114-mile of the main-campus could be 
increased from the currentestinutted 5()0/0 to 600/0. there is a potential savings of at least 
5, 000 vehicle trips per day in 4 very congested pa_rt of tbe City. 

9. 7.d Tlie student population is not expectetito increase significantly during the planning 
period The percentage of the total population who are stUdents will decrease as the non
student population increases. · · 
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9. 7.e There are approximately 140 acres of land zoned medium density residential and 85 
acres of land zoned medium-high residential within a 112 mile of the main OSU campus, 
all of which has some potential for rezoning to a higher density. 

9. 7 f A 1993 OSU survey found that 17% of OSU students commute to campus in single 
occupancy vehicles. Fifty-six percent of faculty and. staff commute to campus in single 
occupancy vehicles. · · 

9. 7.g Some of the Oregon State University residence halls are not protected with built-in fire 
sprinkler systems, which creates ·nsk for the residents and a higher reliimce on the fire 
department for rescue services using aerial apparatus. 

Policies 

9. 7.1 The City shall encourage the rehabilitation of old fraternity, sorority, and other group 
buildings near OSU for continued residential uses. · 

9. 7.2 The City shall encourage OSU to establish policies and procedures to encourage resident 
students to live on Galllpus. 

9.7 .3 The City and OSU shall work towaid the go8I of housing 50% of the students who attend 
regular clas~es on campus in unitS on campus or within a 112 mile of campus. 

9.7.4 The City shall evaluate cooperativeprograins and investments withOSU to provide 
alternative transportation senrices specifically targeted towards students, faculty, and 
staff. . 

9.7.5 The City shall enoourage Oregon State University and its fraternities, sororities, and 
oooperative housing owners to pursue opportunities for retrofitting residential. units with 
:fire.sprinlder·systems, and to provide fire sprinkler systems for. all new.residential units~ 

11.6 . Pedestrian 

Fin din .gs 

Article 11. Transportation' . 

11. 6.d The 1990 Census identifies the pedestrian mode as. the second highest mode ilsed ln 
.Corvallis to get to work_ while Oregon State University has identified it as the most 
common mqde for students accessing the campus. 

11.12 Oregon State University Transportation Issues. 
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Findings 

11.12.a The existing traffic pattern sen~ing Oregon State University has an impact on the 
community. These impacts include additional through traffic in neighborhoods and 
higher-speed traffic in residential areas. · 

ll.l2;b Existing non-universitY traffic patterns include traffic flow through the campus which 
has an impact on the campus community. 

11.12.c Off campus on-street parkfng of university-related vehicles has a significant impact on 
the availability of on-street parking near campus. The University and the City are 
working together by encouraging increased use of tJ,e free transit pass program, 
increaSed bicycle and pedestrian trave~ and by developing and implementing a parking 
plan. · . 

Policies 

11.12.1 The University and the City shall work together to itilprove·1raffic patterns through and 
around Oregon State University which will reduce negative impacts on eJtisting 
residential areas· and the campus. · 

11.12.2 The University shall develop and implement a transportation and parking plan that 
reduces the negative traffic and parklng impacts on existing residential areas. 

11.U.3 All-day parking of University-related vehicles on streets in proximitY to the University 
shall be discouraged. , 

11.12.4 The City shall work with the University. to minimize· Oregon State University-related 
off-campus parking problems. . · 

11.12.5 The City shall work With OSU to develop a plan to decrease traffic and park:lng impacts 
in and around the University during major eve.qts. · · 

. Article 13. Special Areas of Concern 

13.2 Oregon State University 

Findings 

J3.2.a Oregon Stat~ University is the major employer, landowner, and traffic generator in the 
Urban Growth Boundary. 

J3.2.b The location andfunction ofUniversity land us~ have a major impact on the community. 
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13.2.c Oregon State University contributes to the economic vitality of the community by 
attractingstudents who provide the employment base for teachingfaculty and support 
staff at OSUand secondarily by drawing conferences and conventions among its faculty 
peer groups and alumni I donor base. Oregon State University invests considerably each 
year to attract new and returning students, alumni, donors, and other groups to come to 
its Corvallis campus. The University aiso contributes to the economic vitality of the · 
community by attracting Federal, State, and corporate research funds which support its 
locally-based research faculty and facilities development. 

13 .2.d The location and function of private land uses surrounding the University can have a 
major impact on the campus and. University agriculturlillands. 

13.2.e Changes of land u.Se on the campus and on surrounding private and public lands are 
expected to occur. These changes include the locatipn of new structures, changes to. 
existing structures arid their uses, and changes to traffic patterns. 

13 .2.[ In 1986, the City adopted the Oregon State University Plan which updated the Physical 
Development Plan for the main campus .• This made the Oregon State University Plan 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan in accordance with State law. · 

13.2.g The City and the University periodically revise and update their land use plans. 

13.2.h The OSU Campus Way agricultural serVice road I pedestrian traii impacts the adjacent 
agricultural uses and the.use ofthe road by farm service equipment. 

Policies 
. . . . .. 

13.2.1 The ·university and city should work cooperatively to develop and recognize means and 
methods to allow the University to provide the mission ~vities; 

13.2.2 The City and the University shall cont;inue to work together to assure compatibility 
between lan4 uses on pnvate and public lands surrotindiri.g and within the main campus. 

13.2.3 The City shall continue to work with Oregon State University on future updates of and 
amendments tO the 1986 Oregon State University Plan. Coordination shall continue 
between the City and Oregon State University on land use poli~es and decisions. 

13.2.4 The City and Oregon State University shall jointly participate in activities to "market"· 
Oregon State University as a resource for members of the community and to draw people 
to the community. 

13.2.5 Development on the Oiegon State University main campus. s}lall 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. U:niversity. · · 
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13.4 Oregon State University Open Space and Resource Lands 

Findings 

13.4.a Oregon State University open space lands are a valuable 'asset to the co.,;,munity as they: 
1) provide a good transitional,zone between intensive agricultural uses at the University 
and community land uses; 2) contribUte to community open space,· and · 3) provide 
gateways to tlie community. · 

13.4.b Oregon State University has four types of open space: 1) Wwuilt areas on the main 
campus; 2) Comprehensive Plan tksiinated Open Space- AgriCulture; 3) 
Comprehensive Plan designated Open Space - Conservation; and 4) Oregon State 
University forest resource land. · · 

13.4.c Some Oregon State University lands are cu"ently made available to the public on a 
limited basis. 

13.4.d Oregon State University agricultural a1Ufforest open space proVide important viewsheds. 
. . 

13. 4. e The University agricultural lands are necessary to the University and beneficial to the 
State and local community. 

13.4./ Adequate buffers help prevent conflict between University agricultural/ forest uses and 
urban uies. · · 

13.4.g There is no jointly-adopted plan between the City and Oregon State University for 
University agricultural and forest uses. the lack of alternate plans ·requires land use 

· decisions to a.Ssume that agricul'(Ural.land uses will continue in place into the fUture 
without change. This intent has been substantiated with confirming lettersfrom oSu. 

. . 

I 3.4.h 'Oregon State University agricultural runoff and agricultural Qf:tivities.cauld degrade the 
water quality of Oak Creek and Squaw Creek and negatively impact stream system · 
integrity.· ·. . · . 

J3.4.i Citizen use of agricultural, conservation and forest open spaee can impact t~e operation 
oft/rose areas and the ability of the University in providing its State, mission. 

13.4j Due to proximity to urban development, some OSU resowce lands could be easily served· 
by City services and are capable of accommodating urban development. At the s~ 
time, some lands within the Urban Growth Boundary could provide for the agriCultural 
land needs of OSU. · 

PoHcies· 
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13.4.1 If Oregon State University agricultural and conservation open space lands change to more 
intensive uses, provisions shall be made to ensure that a transitional zone separates 
university and community Uses, as appropriate. 

13.4.2 Designated open space in the OSUPhysical 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. 

13.4.3 The University should develop and mamtain a plan for its ~ 8pace, agricultural, 
conservation, and forest lands within the Urban Growth Boundary. 

13.4.4 The City and the University shall work together to ensure plans for the University lands 
· are consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan. · 

. . . 

13.4.5 The City shall adapt land use policies, such as maintaining adequate buffers, to protect 
· University agricultural and forest land from the negative impacts ofulban development 

and protect urban development :from the negative il:Q.pacts of agricultural practices and 
forest lises. · 

13.4.6 OSU shall continue to pre\rent .haimful agricUltural nmoff from entering local streams 
· and avoid agricultural actiVitie8 that ecologically impair the Oak Creek and Squaw Creek 

systen1s. · 

13.4.7 The City shall recognize the ability of resource land exchangeS b~een OSU an4 public 
and private land owners to. provide enhanced agricultural opportunities and urban 
development or demonstrated public benefit tO the communitY by the exchange .. • 

13.6 Madison Avenue 

Findings 
. . 

13. 6.a Madison Av£m.ue is a centrally kJcated street which runs east and west through the 
downtown ·area. It also provides an important pedestrian connection betWeen the 
Univers#y and the Willamette River through the heart of the downtown area. 

13.6.b This street has a unique mixture of land uses abutting itand provides a street linkage, 
typified by low vehicular and high pedestrian traffic volumes, between Oregon Staie 
University and the. Willamette River. 

Policies 

13.6.1 Madison Avenue shall continue to be developed as a ped~an link between Oregon 
State University and the Willamette River. Development in this area: shall be compatible 
with and enhance the abutting land uses and allow for this area's continued use for 
cultural and ciVic purposes. · 
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Article 14. Urbanization I Annexation 

14.3 Urban Fringe Development 

Findings 

14.3.k Oregon State University agricultural and forestry land uses are critical to maintaining 
OSU's stated mission. 

Attachment E - 11 

Electronic Packet Page 70



To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Issue: 

CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 
MEMORANDUM 

Mayor and City Council 

Planning Commission /··/ " 

Jim Brewer, Deputy City Attorney r 
December 31, 20 14 

Requests for Interpretations 
OSU Campus Master Plan Comprehensive Legislative Review 

City Council interpretations of local land use regulations are given substantial deference by 
LUBA and the Courts. The standard for review of these interpretations is that the interpretations 
must be plausible. In a November 13, 2014 memorandum addressed to the City Council and 
Planning Commission (Legislative and Quasi-judicial land use Processes/ OSU Campus Master 
Planning Comprehensive Review), the City Attorney's Office made the following 
recommendation to the City Council: 

We recommend that the City Council make an express decision about what the expiration of 
the master plan "planning period" means in terms of proposals for development within the 
OSU Zone, and expressly determine, if review (and approval) of the OSU Campus Master 
Plan Update is not complete prior to that expiration, how development within the Zone will 
be reviewed until an update is approved. 

In order for the City Council, the Planning Commission, the public, the staff and OSU to have a 
common understanding of the timeline and the public process for the comprehensive review and 
update of the OSU Campus Master Plan as anticipated by LDC 3.36.40.05, the City Council 
should discuss and come to a conclusion on these issues. 

Background: 

Neither LDC Chapter 3.36 (the OSU Zone) nor the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2005 

City Council OSU CMP Review 
Request for interpretations 
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expressly state a termination or expiration date for the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015. 
Similarly, the Comprehensive Plan does not expressly state a termination or expiration date for 
the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015. While the City Attorney's Office and Community 
Development staff have not completed a thorough review of all of the application materials, staff 
reports, applicant presentations, written testimony, minutes, findings or the many and various 
attachments that constitute the complete legislative history of the December 2004 adoption of the 
Oregon State University Campus Master Plan 2004-2015, and the related Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment and Land Development Code text amendments, a cursory review of these materials 
leads us to the conclusion that there is considerable ambiguity as to the intent of the City Council 
in 2004 related to the duration of the Oregon State University Campus Master Plan 2004-2015 
and the consequences for development on the OSU main campus, if or when that Master Plan 
expires. On the other hand, we have also received a letter from Christe White, on behalf of OSU, 
concluding that there is no ambiguity, and that the current OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015 
extends to a twelve year period and no update is required until December 2016. If the Council 
adopts our opinion, then this ambiguity regarding the duration of the OSU Campus Master Plan 
should be resolved by the present City Council. Because there is a substantial amount of 
inconsistency in the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015 and within LDC 3.36, involving the 
duration of the planning period and/or the Campus Master Plan itself, the City Council will have 
considerable discretion in determining what these provisions mean. 

Attachments: 

LDC 3.36 
OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015. 
10/15 2014 Memorandum from City Attorney's Office to City Council Interpretive principles. 
12/23 2014 Letter from Christe White to Jim Brewer 

Questions for the Council: 

1) When does the "CMP planning period" expire for the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-
2015? 

a. LDC 3.36.10 states that "[t]he OSU Zone implements the provisions in OSU's 
2004-2015 Campus Master Plan, which is the blueprint for campus 
development over the next decade." Under LDC 1.6.10, because the word 
"decade" is not specifically defined in the code, "decade" should assume its 
dictionary definition. According to the Webster's Third New International 
Dictionary (unabridged) in the context of time "decade" means "a period of 
ten years". Based on this language from LDC 3.36.10, the Council could 
plausibly determine that the duration of the Campus Master Plan is precisely 
ten years from the date of its adoption. Weighing against this interpretation is 
the first sentence in LDC 3.36.40.05: "The CMP covers a 10- to 12- year 
planning period." If the duration of the Campus Master Plan is precisely ten 
years, the range in LDC 3.3.6.40.05 has no meaning. 

b. Equally plausibly, the Council could determine that "decade" in LDC 3.36.10 
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was not intended to mean a precise measurement of time, given that LDC 
3.36.10 is a purpose statement for the OSU Zone, and that LDC 3.36.40.05 
deals specifically with required updates to the plan. In addition to LDC 
3.36.40.05, the Council could support this interpretation with a number of 
places in the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015 itself which describe a 10-
to 12-year planning period (for example, pages 1-1, 1-2,7-3 and 8-8). 
Viewed in this context, the Council could plausibly determine that the 
duration of the planning period for the OSU Campus Master Plan was 
intended to be within a range of ten to twelve years, rather than a single 
expiration date. In this view, the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015 
planning period could extend at least until December 2016. 

c. Weighing against that interpretation, within the OSU Campus Master Plan 
2004-2015 there are a number of projections that extend through 2015, but 
that do not extend beyond that year. In addition to 2004-2015 being part of 
the title of the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015 and on cover sheets for 
each chapter of the CMP, and the references to a 2004-2015 planning period 
throughout the document, within the plan 2015 is consistently used as the last 
year of projections for OSU populations (enrollment and faculty and staff) and 
then, based on those population projections, other projections for facility, 
housing, parking, and transportation requirements also extend no further than 
2015 (for examples, see pages 3-1, 3-2, 3-8,6-3, 7-14, and 7-16). The 
Council could, plausibly, determine that the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-
2015 "planning period" extends only as long as the projections do, through 
2015, and then expires. 

2) Is there a distinction between "the CMP planning period" and the Campus Master Plan? 

a. Regardless of when the Council determines the "planning period" expires, the 
Council could plausibly interpret LDC 3.36.40.05.d (which requires an 
update of the OSU Campus Master, when "[t]he CMP planning period has 
expired[.]") in a manner that draws a distinction between "the CMP planning 
period" and the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015, itself. Supporting this 
view is the lack of language in LDC 3.36 or the OSU Campus Master Plan 
2004-2015 that discusses what happens to development within the OSU Zone, 
should "the planning period" expire. Similarly, LDC 3.36 and the 
Comprehensive Plan do not place an expiration date on the development 
standards or review criteria that are set out in LDC 3.36 and the OSU Campus 
Master Plan. Under this interpretation, the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-
2015 and LDC 3.36 simply continue as the development standards for the 
OSU Zone until an update is adopted by the City Council. 

b. On the other hand, the Council could plausibly read LDC 3.36.40.05 as 
meaning that when the "planning period" expires, the OSU Campus Master 
Plan 2004-2015 also expires. The Council could base this interpretation in 
part on the name of the Campus Master Plan, which includes the 2004-2015 
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dates, and at least in part on the content of the Campus Master Plan, which 
includes a large number of references to the timeframe from 2004-2015. 
While titles and headings of statutes typically are not given import except for 
the convenience of the users, the repeated references to 2004-2015 could be 
considered convincing evidence of the intention of the City Council in 2004 to 
limit the duration of the plan itself. 

3) If the Campus Master Plan has expired, what is the effect on development proposals 
within the OSU Zone? 

a. As mentioned above, nothing in the LDC or the Comprehensive Plan, or the 
OSU Campus Master Plan expressly states what happens to development 
proposals if the Campus Master Plan expires. One plausible interpretation is 
that development simply continues under the current plan and standards until 
an updated plan is adopted. Weighing in favor of this interpretation would be 
ORS 227.178 (the so-called "goal post rule") which requires that applications 
for land use permits be reviewed under the standards in place at the time the 
application is filed. Weighing against this interpretation is that if the Campus 
Master Plan has expired, the Council could plausibly find that the standard is 
that the Campus Master Plan has expired. 

b. Because the OSU Campus Master Plan adopts review processes (and 
presumably compatibility criteria) from the Planned Development chapter, 
one interpretation is that like a Planned Development that has expired, no 
development could occur within the Master Plan area until a new master plan 
is adopted. Weighing against this interpretation is language in the LDC that 
keeps the adopted standards in a Planned Development in place once 
development has occurred under an approved detailed development plan. On 
the other hand, the OSU Campus Master Plan is not a Planned Development, 
so drawing a conclusion from the Planned Development processes, while 
perhaps plausible, certainly isn't the only interpretation. Finally, the Council 
should consider whether this interpretation amounts to a moratorium, which 
would involve different statutory public processes, adoption of findings on the 
inadequacy of City facilities, and timelines limiting the duration of the 
moratorium and requiring the City to address the inadequacy. 

c. The Council could plausibly determine that if the Campus Master Plan has 
expired, any new development proposals for the OSU Zone can only be 
approved through individual reviews for compatibility under the processes set 
out in LDC 3.36 for development that requires an adjustment to the Campus 
Master Plan. Under this interpretation, because the Campus Master Plan has 
expired, all new development is an adjustment to the plan. 

Staff and the City Attorney's Office are prepared to answer Council or Planning Commission 
questions regarding these interpretations, and the possible practical, or legal consequences. 

City Council OS U CMP Review 
Request for interpretations 

Page 4 of 5 
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Recommendation: 

After discussion and deliberation, the City Council should interpret the relevant local land use 
regulation and determine the answers to the following questions: 

1) When does the "CMP planning period" expire for the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004 -
2015? 

2) Is there a distinction between "the CMP planning period" and the OSU Campus Master 
Plan 2004- 2015? 

3) If the OSU Campus Master Plan 2004-2015 has expired, what is the effect on 
development proposals within the OSU Zone? 

City Council OSU CMP Review 
Request for interpretations 

Page 5 of 5 
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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 3.36.1 0 - 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. 
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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 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 3.36.30 - PERMITTED USES 

3.36.30.01- 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 

-
Ur::v~r::;;ty (OSU) /one 
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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 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. 

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 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 

12503AC001 00 1820 Stadium Ave G Single-Family Residential 

115340000200 200-51 0 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 3.36.80, below. 

3.36.30.02- 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 60ft. in height, subject to 
the standards in Chapter 4.9- Additional Provisions; 
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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 25ft. 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 25ft., including mounting, or by more 
than 10ft. for all other antennas, subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 -Additional 
Provisions. 

Section 3.36.40- PROCEDURES AND DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE 

Section 3.36.40.01 - 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 3.36.40.02. 
Development proposals identified in Section 3.36.30.02 may also be approved through the 

Conditional Development process identified in Chapter 2.3 - Conditional Development. 

Section 3.36.40.02- 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 3.36.40.03- 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 3.36.40.04- Major adjustments, shall be 
reviewed as follows: 

1. All proposals that meet or exceed the thresholds identified in Section 3.36.40.04 "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 3.36.40.04 "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 3.36.40.04 "h" shall be reviewed as a Zone 
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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 3.36.40.03- 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 3.36.60, by 10 percent or less. 

Section 3.36.40.04- 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 3.36.60; 

b. Modifies any of the dimensional standards in Section 3.36.60 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; 

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.; 

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 campus and northwest neighborhoods, any proposed building 
subject to this Section shall be subject to the following criteria: 

Chapter 

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 60 ft. along the 
boundary; 
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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 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 3.36.60.06.c; 

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 3.36.60.14. 

Section 3.36.40.05- 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 3.36.40.02.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. 
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Section 3.36.50- 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 
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Section 3.36.50.01- 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 SWWashington 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 Total 
Allocation 

A 281,551 250,000 531,551 

8 831,426 500,000 1,331,426 

c 4,685,510 679,000 5,364,510 

0 325,506 106,000 431,506 

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 

fTotal 8,141,683 3,155,000 11,296,683 
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Section 3.36.50.02- 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: Minirnum 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 3.36.50.03- 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: 

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" . 

./cnc 
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Section 3.36.60- DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Section 3.36.60.01- 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 Band C, a Secondary Neighborhood Transition Area shall extend 
for another 300ft. 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 

Maximum Building Heights 

Sector 
Sector Interior 

50-ft. Wide Primary 100-ft. Wide Primary 
Secondary Transition Area 

Transition Transition 

A 50 ft. NA 35ft. NA 

B 75ft. NA 35ft. 60ft. 

c 112 ft. NA 
35 ft.' 50 ft., 55 

60ft. ft.2 

D 75ft. NA 35ft. NA 

E 50 ft. NA 35ft. NA 

F 150ft. NA 35ft. 75ft. 3 NA 

G 75ft. 75ft. NA NA 

H 75ft. 50 ft. NA NA 

J 75ft. NA 35ft. 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"' Street 
to 15" 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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Section 3.36.60.02- 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 3.36.60.03- Minimum Building Setbacks 
a. Structures within 100 ft. 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 3.36.60.09. 

c. For structures abutting an OSU Street, the minimum setback shall be 20 ft. from the edge of 
the curb or 10 ft. from the sidewalk. 

Section 3.36.60.04- Building Entrances 
a. Buildings designed for human occupancy with facades facing a public street or an 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 3.36.60.05- 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. 

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. 
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Section 3.36.60.06- Landscaping, Natural Resources, and Natural Hazards 
a. General Landscaping Provisions 

1. landscaping shall be provided in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Ughting, and shall be provided for parking areas adjacent to 
public streets arid OSU Streets in accordance with Chapter 4.1 -Parking, loading, and 
Access Requirements, except as modified by the provisions of this chapter. 

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 Jetter 
of commitment from OSU shall be provided. The tetter of commitment shalf include the 
following: 

a) A copy of the approved landscaping and irrigation plan; 

b) A commitment that the landscaping and irrigation will be installed prior to 
issuance of a final occupancy permit; and 

c) A commitment that the landscaping and irrigation wilt achieve 90 percent 
coverage.within three years and be maintained by OSU 

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, mufti-use paths, and parking 
lots for four or more cars. 

a) Street Trees 
L 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 LOC Section 3.36.60.18, street trees 
shall be planted in yard areas adjacent to the street, except as allowed 
elsewhere by "Ill," below; 

ll. 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. 

JU. 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 shalt 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. 

Chapter 3.36 • Oregon State University (OSU} Zone Page 14 of32 

Electronic Packet Page 87



c, " Land ' • ;! C' .:.~ s arne _ ) 

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. 

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, 8 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, chain link 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 3.36.60.07, 
below. 

Section 3.36.60.07 - 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 4.13.1 0 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. 
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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, tore
establish the PFC of Oak Creek. 

c) An implementation plan for the recommended actions determined in the PFC 
report. 

Section 3.36.60.08- 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 3.36.40.02. 

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 3.36.40.02. 

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 1 0 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. 

j. On-street parking facilities are permitted subject to the provisions of Section 3.36.60.18. 

Section 3.36.60.09- Transporlation 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 
improvements consistent with functions identified with the street's functional classification. 
This includes street and pedestrian improvements, designated 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. 

Electronic Packet Page 89



CorvalliS !..and UevelGfYnent Code (as atnendcfl) 

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 3.36.60.10- 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 walkways shall provide a minimum of five ft. in width of unobstructed 
passage and must be constructed of a permanent hard surface including, but not limited to, 
pavers, brick, 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 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 3.36.60.09, 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. 

Unvcrsrt'y' 
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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, bolfards, 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 $ite inspection· in conformance with 
LOC Section 4.0.30.f. 

4. Natural Hazards and Natural Resources shalf be addressed in accordance with 
Chapter 2.11 - FJoodptain 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 LOC Section 3,36.60.06 - Landscaping, Natural 
Resources, and Natural Hazards. 

Section 3.36.60.11- Site Fumishinp 
Site-furnishings shall not block or impede pedestrian circulation or reduce the required sidewalk or 
walkway width. 

Section 3.36.60.12- 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 shalf be provided as required by OSU Parking Services. 

c. An application that includes the mstallation of1ransit 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 3.36.60.13- 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 shalf be near, but shall not block or impede building entrances. 

c. At least 50 percent of the required bicycle parking shall be covered. 
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d. All bicycle parking shall comply with the standards in Section 4.1. 70 of Chapter 4.1 -
Improvements Required with Development. 

Section 3.36.60.14- 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 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 3.36.60.15- Public, Private, and Franchise Utilities 

Ct 

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 1 003. 

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 
3.36.60.07, 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 Areas. 

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. 
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Section 3.36.60.16- 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. 

b. OSU historic style light fixtures with shielded luminaires that minimize uplighting and glare 
shall be used along sidewalks 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. 

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. 

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. 

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 1 0 hours of 
illuminance, or burn time. 

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. 

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 3.36.60.17- 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. 
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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 aeas 
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, Chapter4.5- 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. 
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Section 3.36.80 - 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 3.36.30.01.c, shall be reviewed based on the standards in 
Table 3.36-6- Residential Use Zoning Standards, below. 

Table 3.36·6: Residential Use Zoning Standards 

Current Use Development Zoning Standards 

Single-family Residential RS-5 

Multi-family Residential RS-12(U) 

Section 3.36.90 - 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. 

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. 
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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 pet 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 351t1 Street. City staff 
shall provide OSU and the neighborhood association With the most recent 
baseline traffic volume measurements made within the last five years. 

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 C()Unt of Jocal.streets identified by neighborhood associations as 
problems in the areas bordering Sectors A, B, and C, and south of Harrison Boulevard; 
and 

2. OSU shalf participate as a futl partnerin 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. 

[Chapter 3.36 amended by Ordinance 2014-01, effective February 28, 2014] 
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Young, Kevin 

From: Dodson, David [David.Dodson@oregonstate.edu] 
Friday, January 09, 2015 2:12 PM Sent: 

To: Young, Kevin 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Christe White; Gibb, Ken; City Attorney Brewer 
OSU's Responses to Councilor York's Questions 

Kevin: 

Commissioner York had a number of inquiries at the January sth work session. She also sent a copy of her 

questions directly to OSU which we very much appreciate. We thought it would be helpful to the process by 

providing our responses to her inquiries. Commissioner York's inquiries are followed by our comments. 
Thanks and let us know if you have any questions. 

1. If something appears in the CMP, but not in the LDC or Comp Plan, is it enforceable by the City? 

o Example: the CMP 5.1.b requires that a Campus Planning Committee (CPC) with a membership 

including the City and the Corvallis community will review building proposals, zoning 

regulations, and related issues. In the development of the Linus Pauling Center no committee 

was formed and no review was done. The University informed the City that it wasn't necessary 

because the CPC wasn't mentioned in LDC 3.36. 

This is a very good question. The code itself has no standards that specifically address a "Campus Master 

Plan." Instead in the past the City has reviewed the CMP through the lens of adopting a new zone for the 
campus, the OSU zone. Thus, the regulatory standards that apply to the campus are born out of the 

zoning code amendment approval standards and none of those refer to a CMP. Having said that, there are 

definitely elements of the CMP that were directly adopted into the zoning code through the OSU zone 

approval in 2004. For example, the CMP lays out the Sector Development Allocation that now appears as a 
relevant approval standard under 3.36.50.01. There are many more provisions of the proposed 2004 CMP 

that are also now contained in the OSU zone and therefore have regulatory authority over OSU 

development activities. The Campus Planning Committee provisions of the CMP cited above in 

Commissioner York's inquiry did not make it from the CMP into the zoning code for whatever reason, so 

that section of the CM P does not have regulatory application under the current zone. OSU has had a 

Campus Planning Committee (CPC) with a city staff liaison in place since adoption of the CMP in 2004. The 
CPC reviewed the Linus Pauling Science Center building proposal in July of 2007. 

The Comprehensive Plan has several policies related to OSU but none directly call for the implementation 
of the Campus Planning Committee. Comprehensive Plan policies are generally more aspirational and do 

not typically operate as approval criteria themselves. Instead the zoning code provisions are intended to 

implement the more broadly worded principles or objectives of the Comprehensive Plan. 

2. What are the potential negative consequences for the City if we interpret the maximum possible 

expiration date (12 years)? 

OSU does not see any negative consequences of acknowledging the 10 to 12 year planning period 

reflected in the CMP and OSU zone. First, the planning period expiration means that a CMP update is due. 
So under this reading a CMP update would be due by 2016. The work for that update can start now and 
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may not take until 2016. In fact we intend to complete this work in the next 12 to 18 months and in 
conjunction with any Comprehensive Plan policy amendment process. What is that work? The last update 
was in 2004. OSU has experienced unexpected enrollment growth during that time but has stayed within 
all of the development parameters from the 2004 plan. As an example, all sectors are within their 2004 
development allocations (with the exception of Sector D, which was amended by the Council in 2013) with 
room to spare and we are within all of the allowed open space calculations. Parking utilization is within the 
allowed percentages. Does this mean we have nothing to amend? No. For example, we would like the 
opportunity to look at new options for managing parking and transportation including the development of 
a Transportation Demand Management Plan. This Plan would be aimed at studying options for reducing 
the SOV rate to campus while increasing multi-modal trips and thereby reducing parking impacts. The 
2016 timeframe will give all stakeholders the opportunity to review our past compliance reports under the 
current zone, will allow OSU to do some of this internal analysis that reflects the most accurate 
development and enrollment projections and incorporate those projections into revised or new 
methodologies. 

3. What are the potential negative consequences for the City if we interpret the minimum possible 

expiration date {10 years)? 

The negative consequences to the 10-year approach are at least the following: (1) Under this 
interpretation the CMP would have already expired and that was no one's common understanding; (2) The 
ten year time frame is not consistent with the repeated definition of the planning period which is 10-12 
years; (3) the 10-year approach would rush what needs to be a thoughtful, productive and citizen-involved 
planning exercise and replace it with a process fueled by rushed data and unstudied results; and (4) the 
code itself does not expire. Even this 10-12 year planning period refers to the CMP, not the OSU zone. By 
law, a zoning code does not expire until it is amended by a revised code. Thus, even if the CMP expired it 
would not trigger expiration of the Land Development Code. 

4. What are the options for the status of land use changes at the University if there is a gap between 

when the current CMP expires and a new one is adopted? And what are the advantages/disadvantages 

of each? {Given the apparent supremacy of the LDC, does this matter?) Possibilities: 

o Council chooses to continue the existing CMP to a date certain. 

o Council imposes a moratorium on building and/or reduction of parking. 

o OSU follows normal city LDC policies (i.e. not protected by 3.36}. 

o Council and OSU reach an agreement on a modification of the current CMP to be in place during 

the gap. 

o Others? 

Perhaps this is the same answer as above. There is no provision of the zoning code or state law that would 
operate to expire the OSU zone with the CMP expiration so the OSU zone would continue to apply. We 
are not sure this is even an issue if we hold 2016 as the expiration of the planning period and simply 
amend the OSU zone by that time. We are confident that can occur. 

5. Can the Council direct the CM to ensure all monitoring and mitigation specified in the LDC, CMP and 

Comp Plan are done by the City and OSU? 

o 11.12.2 The University shall develop and implement a transportation plan that reduces the 
negative traffic and parking impacts on existing resid~ntial areas. 

2 
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o 11.4.3 All traffic generators shall provide adequate parking. 

o 3.36.90 Campus Master Plan Monitoring this has not been followed (see above example re: 

Linus Pauling Center. 

OSU has no problem with monitoring compliance as directed here and under the OSU zone. OSU has 
largely complied with the monitoring requirements and intends to publish its 2014 CMP Monitoring Report 
at the end of January. Since 2007 OSU began providing the City with monitoring data for every new 
project. These reports included tabulations on building allocation, open space, and parking utilization. So 
far we are still within the CMP projections for each sector and within the planned parking utilization. This 
does not mean we have been perfect because that is not the case. We do see implementation and 
monitoring as one of the issues to address in the revised OSU District Plan. 

6. Some other areas of concern 

o 3.36.40 Procedures and determination of compliance 

o 336.20- ((the development area defif!ition supersedes the development site definitionn 

We are not sure what the question is here but both of these topics can be addressed in our upcoming 
planning process. 

Commissioner Bull also asked a question about enrollment during the January sth Council meeting and 
whether changes in enrollment trigger an update. The OSU zone addresses the update triggers under 
3.36.40.05. There the code states in general language that "if conditions change significantly or other 
unanticipated events occur, it may be necessary to update the CMP before the end of the planning period." 
Right after this introductory language, the code specifically identify the triggers for a CMP update. It states "A 

CMP update will be required for the following conditions." It then lists the conditions: (1) exceeding total 
development allocation; (2) new CMP policies are created that alter existing policy or require policy 
modification; (3) campus wide parking occupancy is greater than 90%; and (4) the CMP planning period has 
expired. Enrollment increases above the 2004 yearly projections is not listed as an update trigger under the 
code and there is no enrollment cap anywhere else in the CMP or OSU zone. Enrollment projections were 
estimates for planning purposes based on the best information available in 2004. 

But perhaps all of this is a moot point. We are prepared to move forward thoughtfully and productively in a 
CMP, OSU zone and Comprehensive Plan update process and it can begin immediately. OSU has collected and 
distributed to the City over the years much data that will be helpful in the process and is also in the middle of 
a transportation and parking analysis that promises to bring new tools to the table to manage parking and 
transportation. We think that putting our collective energy towards that process is the best approach. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to these questions. It is just this kind of dialogue that we are 
anxious to engage in with the City and others to take our next steps on planning for the future of OSU. 

Oregon State University 
David.Dodson@oregonstate.edu 

- OSU Capital & Development 
Direct: 541-737-8503 Cell: 541-231-6111 
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RADlER WHITE PARKS ALEXANDER UiJ 

Christe C. White 
111 SW Columbia Street, Suite 1100 
Portland, OR 97201 
T 971.634.0200 f 971.634.0222 Direct 971-634M0204 
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To:  Corvallis City Council       January 7, 2015 
From:  Dan Brown        
 
 
Topic:   LDC Chapter 3.36. -- Choosing the Path Forward 
 
 
In the Gazette-Times yesterday, I learned that the "OSU District Plan looks like key issue for new mayor, 
council"  I'm pleased to read that because I think that dealing this issue is way overdue.  The last ten 
years have witnessed an unprecedented increase in the number of new, large buildings on the OSU 
campus.  The inventory of parking spaces has actually decreased while growth in the student population 
and employee count has been much greater than expected a decade ago.  During this time period, the 
University has not provided annual data on changes as required by Section 3.36.90 of the Corvallis  
Land Development Code.  The LDC is the law of our City, and it should be obeyed by all land owners.  
 
OSU growth has impacted Corvallis significantly, and the impact has spread over increasingly larger 
areas of the City.  In 2013, the City went to the voters for a levy to pay for police officers and a code 
enforcement officer to patrol the part of the city where dense college-student-oriented development has 
sprung up.  In 2014, voters soundly rejected the City's residential parking district plan because it 
minimized the role of the University in mitigating the problems caused by OSU growth.  Numerous 
public meetings under the Collaboration label over the past three years have clearly demonstrated that 
livability in the City of Corvallis has deteriorated because of OSU growth and development.  In my 
opinion, the City Council should act now on behalf of citizens. 
 
Chapter 3.36 - Oregon State University Zone  in the Corvallis Land Development Code implements 
the OSU Campus Master Plan (CMP).   It is the only zone in the LDC created for a specific 
organization, and it creates a special mechanism on campus to facilitate development for OSU.  Like 
other parts of the Code, Chapter 3.36 was created through legislation and can be changed through the 
legislative process. 
 
If the Council has the will to do something about Chapter 3.36, the task can be relatively simple:   
 

• The council has the complete text of Chapter 3.36, which implements the CMP, in their hands 
today. 

 

• This chapter is only 32 pages long, when written in very large type.   
 

• The pages of interest to the general community are few, mainly those covering parking and 
transportation.  A quick perusal will reveal that most of the text does not need to be changed,  

      e.g. roof-mounted equipment, landscaping, drainage, building entrances, franchise utilities, etc.   
 

I doubt, based on the results of the City's three year study of concerns in the areas surrounding the OSU 
Campus, that any Councilor would deny that problems exist.   I have identified seven specific problem 
areas and two general options for  resolving them.  The first, improved compliance with Chapter 3.36, 
can be accomplished quickly; it only requires enforcement by the City. 
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Legislation will require more time than enforcement, perhaps months.  Council action is necessary,  
but legislation is what the Council does.  For example, the Council just  added a whole new chapter, 
Chapter 3.34 - University Neighborhoods Overlay, in December 2014.  In my opinion, legislation  
can begin immediately.  Refinements of the Code, based on experience, can be commenced at any time.  
Why wait? 
 
With regard to new legislation, LDC provides a trigger for an update of Chapter 3.36 (which 
implements the OSU CMP): 
 
  Section 3.36.40.05 - 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 3.36.40.02.b “1", through “3" [See Appendix.}  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. 
 

Within the standard of "plausible interpretation" of the Code language, the Corvallis City Council is the 
agency which interprets the words quoted above.  To justify change now, the Council could decide, 
plausibly, that (1) conditions have changed significantly and/or that other unanticipated events have 
occurred, and (2) these changes have rendered the "steady state" assumptions of 2004 obsolete.  These 
assumptions were the foundation for City and University planning back then, but times have changed 
radically. 
 
 

 

• Student at OSU enrollment growth has exceeded projections. 
 

• Employment on campus has increased more than expected. 
 

• Transient parking in neighborhoods surrounding OSU has increased dramatically. 
 

• New building on campus has been unprecedented - especially in former  parking lots located in the 
campus core - which attracts the most vehicles. 

 

• Development in the OSU Zone  now includes private development on land leased from OSU. One  
       example is the Samaritan Athletic Medical Facility which serves the general public from its campus 
       location and 400-500 people per day. 

 

• Sections of 3.36.90 requiring monitoring have not been implemented by OSU. 
 

• OSU has eliminated some on-campus housing for students. 
 

• The City has had to hire three new police officers, at public expense, to patrol affected neighborhood. 
 

• Over the past 20 years, University efforts have not mitigated parking and traffic problems. 
 

• OSU has purchased properties off campus to support University enterprises. 
 

• Since 2010, OSU generates its own electricity from natural gas at the OSU Energy Center.
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• The Land-Grant, Oregon Agricultural College has morphed into a corporation with typical corporate 
revenue generation goals. 

 
 

Option #1:  Compliance 
 
The first option for the City Council is to actually insist that OSU comply with the monitoring and 
mitigation language as required in the existing Chapter 3.36.  Although more examples exist, I will 
provide three: 
 

 1)   The first example relates to a Council request for information at the January 5, 2015 meeting 
about the square footage of recent building on campus.  This information should already be available to 
Councilors in reports from OSU because it is required by the Corvallis Land Development Code. 
 
  Section 3.36.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.  
  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;  . . .  
 

Please note that, if the University had reported this information to the City, staff time required to retrieve 
and update the latest annual report would be inconsequential now. 
 

 2)  A second example of lack of implementation also involves required annual reports: 
 
  Section 3.36.90.a.2.c - 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.  
  Updated parking utilization reports, including - 
 
   Identification of available parking spaces . . . 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;  
 

Here are some (perhaps rhetorical)  questions for the council and City Staff:  (1) Question:  Where is the 
utilization data for Parking District "C"?  Answer: There isn't any. (2) Question: How many residential 
permits have been funded by the University?  Answer: None.  (3) Question: What are the details of the 
efforts undertaken annually by the University to address neighborhood parking issues.  Answer: Not 
done. 
 

 3)   The third example of lack of implementation involves mitigation strategies: 
 
  Section 3.36.90.b2. 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. 
 

At the end of 2014 and a decade of experience with Chapter 3.36, questions remain.  What is the list of 
mitigation strategies that have been implemented as required under the LDC?  How effective have they 
been at mitigating problems? 
 

Electronic Packet Page 103



 

 

To summarize about compliance:  (1) Monitoring of campus development was the mechanism put into 
Chapter 3.36 for informing the Council, Planning Commission, and general public about changes;  
and (2) Proper monitoring could have provided information allowing the Council to respond to problems 
earlier and  to make better mitigation decisions. 
 

Option #2: Legislation 
 
The second option for the City Council  is to eliminate obvious weaknesses in Chapter 3.36 which have 
allowed campus growth and development to degrade livability in the City.  I will provide four examples: 
 
 1)   Parking Utilization Reports.  Because the geographic scope was too limited, monitoring 
efforts required by Section 3.36.90 failed to reveal the true extent of neighborhood parking problems.   
 
  Section 3.36.90.a.2.c - 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.  
 

  Updated parking utilization reports, including - Identification of available parking spaces . . .  
  and usage within each residential parking district bordering OSU  
 

Early on, neighborhood parking utilization studies in two districts, District "A" and District "B," found 
that transient parking was excessive -- especially in identified "hot spots" where utilization exceeds 
100% of capacity.  The University and the City did nothing to mitigate that.  Later, the City added a 
third Parking District, called "C", but the University has never measured parking utilization in that 
district.  
 

A fatal flaw with 3.36.90.2.c was that only existing residential parking districts were to be monitored.  Over the 
past 10 years, transient, daytime parking associated with the University has expanded into a much, much larger 
area, and Section 3.36.90 provides no mechanism for measuring that change 
 
 2)  Campus Parking Utilization Standard.  Many citizens have spoken to the Council about 
the 90 percent utilization rule: 
 

  Section 3.36.60.08.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 3.36.40.02.  
 
The fatal flaw with this standard is that it is not a measure of neighborhood livability.  Instead, low 
levels of employee and student parking on campus may reflect and be the cause of the neighborhood 
parking problems we see now. 
 

Further, as currently measured, utilization of on-campus parking lots can be manipulated downward by 
the University through their own actions.   Prices that are too high for students and employees, parking 
lot locations which are not convenient, and inadequate shuttle service will all discourage utilization.  
Instead of mitigating parking problems, Such actions stimulate demand for the substitute, i.e. free, on-
street parking in neighborhoods surrounding the University. 
 
 3.  Development Area.   Chapter 3.36 grants the OSU Zone a unique privilege which is not 
shared by any other developer in the City of Corvallis.  OSU shares that special treatment with other 
organizations who can lease land and then also build on campus without the usual regulations. 
 

  Section 3.36.20 - 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.   
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  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.  
 
In contrast, the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, is very clear on its intentions: 
 
  Policy 11.4.3  All traffic generators shall provide adequate parking. 
 
One could easily argue that this policy is not implemented under Chapter 3.36.  Whereas the campuses 
around the Corvallis medical facilities and HP buildings requires parking for each building site, the OSU 
campus, comprising hundreds of acres, is deemed to be a single traffic generator.  Under Section 
3.36.20 parking for students, employees, and visitors can be located many blocks and many minutes of 
walking time away from the actual destination.  Does the Council consider this to be "adequate 
parking"? 
 
 4.  Campus Shuttle Service.   Continued use of the "Development Area" concept in campus land 
use decisions depends on the campus shuttle. 
 
  3.36.60.08.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. 
 
However, the "operational" standard above is too low to be useful; for example, a once-a-day run 
around four blocks of the campus would meet this criterion.  There is no requirement that the level of 
service must be sufficient to satisfy the needs of people parking in remote parking lots so that employees 
and students will use them.  Further there is no direct tie between shuttle operations and measured 
livability in neighborhoods surrounding campus. 
 
To summarize about refinements to Chapter 3.36 based on ten years of experience, there is plenty of 
opportunity for big improvements with just a few changes.  
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APPENDIX 

 
 

Section 3.36.40.05 cites the following language which references provisions which are also applied in 
areas of Corvallis outside the OSU Zone.  These requirements are standard operating procedure for the 
City.  They do require transparency through public hearings, which is a good idea in Corvallis. 
 
 Section 3.36.40.02.b -  Development not consistent with the standards contained in this Chapter   
 shall be reviewed as   
   
  b. A Major Adjustment, as described in Section 3.36.40.04 - Major adjustments, shall be  
     reviewed as follows:  
 
  1. All proposals that meet or exceed the thresholds identified in Section 3.36.4 
     0.04 “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 3.36.4 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 3.36.4 0.04 "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.  
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

MEMORANDUM 

Mayor, City Council and Planning Commission 

Ken Gibb, Community Development Directo~~ 
January 13, 2015 

Additional Responses to City Councilor Questions Regarding the 
Legislative Review of OSU-Related Comprehensive Plan Policies 

Attached are staff responses to em ailed questions received from City Councilors since 
the staff reports were released. Private email addresses have been redacted. 
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Young, Kevin 

From: Young, Kevin 
Sent: Monday, January 12, 2015 5:07PM 

~~t-oe f? t-tl { . . Brewer, Nancy To: 
Cc: Penny York veil; Hal Brauner; Gibb, Ken 
Subject: RE: Responses to Council Questions Regarding OSU Comp Plan Review 

Hi Barbara, 

1 want to acknowledge that we/ve received your request. Development Services staff have begun assembling the 
information youlve asked for. 

Kevin Young 
Planning Division Manager 
City of Corvallis 
(541) 766-6572 
kevin.young@corvallisoregon.gov 

From: - :If Of Barb Bull 
Sent: Monday, January 12, 2015 9:16AM 
To: Young, Kevin; Brewer, Nancy 
Cc: Penny York Cell; Hal Brauner 
Subject: Re: Responses to Council Questions Regarding OSU Comp Plan Review 

Hi Kevin, 

I appreciate your response to my request for development info in the OSU zone. It would be helpful to me to 
have the list of per:niits that contribute to your summary table. Just new construction would be fine if that is 
easiest. 

If there is a table summarizing parking reqirements by use that would also be helpful. If there are two or three 
answers for retail development, for example, a separate column for downtown and any other special area would 
be fine. 

Thanks again, 

Barbara 

On Jan 10, 2015 1:30PM, "Young, Kevin" <Kevin.Young@corvallisoregon.gov> wrote: 
Dear Mayor, Councilors/ and Planning Commissioners/ 

Attached are staff responses and supplemental information responding to questions from City Councilors. Shortly, I will 
also be sending you written testimony received regarding this matter. 

Kevin Young 
Planning Division Manager 
City of Corvallis 
(541) 766-6572 

1 
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Young, Kevin 

From: Young, Kevin 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, January 13, 2015 12:37 PM 
Fr-<::rt\,k: /-14n.A. 

Subject: RE: Responses to Councu-uuestlons Regarding OSU Comp Plan Review 

Good questions Frank, 

Finding l.l.c in the Comprehensive Plan notes a 1997 Council-approved population forecast of58A61City residents in 
2020. Census data in 2010 reported the Corvallis population as 54A62, with 18,152 residents enrolled in college or 
graduate school. Subsequent population estimates from Portland State University (their Population Research Center 
provides us with annu.al estimates) are as follows: 

2010 
Census 54,462 

2011 54,520. 
2012 55,055 
2013 55,345 
2014 56,535 

That growth rate averages out to about a 1% annual growth rate, which is generally consistent with the population 
forecast from 1997. ·At a 1% annual growth rate moving for-Ward from the 2010 Census number, we would reach a 

population of60,160 iii 2020, which is pretty close to the 58,461 forecast from 1997. I don't have specific data on 
population losses from other sectors oft he economy, but if I had more time, we could look at on-campus enrollment 
data from OSU during the same time span to see if there is some offset impact, or what percentage of population 

·. growth has come from student on-campus enrollment increases. It may be that declines in employment at Hewlett~ 
Packet (and associated community residents), and perhaps other employers, have offset increases from OSU. Of course, 
OSU enrollment numbers do not reflect changes in on-campus employment of staff and faculty, either; 

In general, our population increase, as a community, h~s been along the lines of what was projected in 1997. 

Kevin Young 
Planning Division Mano:ger 

City of Corvallis 

(541) 766:6572 
kevin.young@corvallisoregon.gov 

From: 
Sent: Saturday, January 10, 2015 7:21. PM 
To: Young, Kevin 
Subject: Re: Responses to Council Questions Regarding OSU Comp Plan Review 

Hello Kevin, 

Thank you for providing this information. As I read the material it occurred to me that we should 
consider the population growth projections city wide that were assumed in the Comp Plart We realize 
that the growth of the student population exceeded by far anticipated levels. Has this been in any way 
"softened" by decreased growth from other sectors given the economic downturn and loss of 

1 
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substantial numbers of positions within the tech and construction sectors during the period from 2008 
·until now? 

Thanks, 

Frank 

. . 

·From: "Kevin Young" <Kevin.Young@corvallisoregon.gov> 
To: "mavorandqitVGQUncil@corvallisoreong.gov" <mayorandcitycouncil@corvallisoreong.gov>, 

Cc: "Nancy Brewer".<Nancy.Brewer@corvallisoregon.gov>, "Ken Gibb" 
<Ken.Gibb@conlallisoregon.gov>, ''City Attorney Brewer" <jkbrewer@peak.org>i "Carrie Mullens" 
<Carrie.Mullens@corvallisoregon.gov>, "Carla Holzworth" <Carla.Holzworth@corvallisoregon.g·ov> 
Sent: Saturday, January 10, 2015 1:30:07 PM 
Subject: Responses to Council Questions Regarding OSU Camp Plan Review 

Dear Mayor, Councilors, and Planning Commissioners, 

' ' 

Attached are staff responses and supplemental information responding to questions from City 
·Councilors. Shortly, I will also be sending you written testimony received regarding this matter. 

Kevin Young 

Planning Division Manager 

City of Corvallis 

(541) 766-6572 
kevin.young@corvallisoregon.gov 
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Young, Kevin 

From: Young, Kevin 
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2015 2:23 PM 

t='l{(:{ttk: Hc:::::cvaV\ To: 
Cc: Gibb, ·Ken · 
Subject: RE: Responses to Council Questions Regarding OSU Comp Plan Review 

Hi Frank, 

When we were first approached regarding the Samaritan Sports Medicine Center on campus we asked OSU staff to what 
extent the facility would be serving folks on campus vs. off campus. We were told that the majority ofclients would be 
from the University, including not just student athletes, but also faculty, staff, and students. The applicants provided 
written documentation that the facility will provide educational opportunitiesfor training and support for OSU'sCollege 
of Public Health and Health Services, to supplement OSU's B.S. and M.S. programs in applied exercise and sports 
sciences, fitness and nutrition, exercise physiology and sport pedagogy. Given these assurances, we determined that the 
facility would be an allowed accessory use to the primary University use on campus. 

Because the facility is on the OSU campus, it is subje·ct to the parking requirements for that area, which are campus-wide · 

standards. As you know, those requirements link the need for additional parking facilities on-campus with a certain level 
of on-campus parking utilization. The building is approximately 17,450 sq. ft. in size. 

The one space/200 sq. ft. requirement for medical facilities is one of the more parking.,intensive requirements in the 
LDC. However, seating areas within restaurants have a higher requirement, which is one space/50 sq. ft. of seating area 
where there are no fixed seats. However, as described above, these standards do not apply to the OSU zone (due to the 
campus-wide nature of parking at the University) and we note that the Central Business District and Riverfront zones 
also have a different set of standards for medical offices, restaurants and other uses. 

I hope this answers your questions, 

Kevin Young 
Planning Division Manager 
City of Corvallis 
(541) 766-~572 
kevin. young@corva II isoregon.gov 

From.: 
Sent: Saturday, January 10, 2015 7:09 PM 
To: Young, Kevin 
Subject: Re: Responses to Council Questions Regarding OSU Comp Plan Review 

Hi Kevin, 

In the identification of new facilities built what is the tota·l square footage of the Samaritan Sports 
Medicine Center and were parking requirements for this structure calculated at the ohe space per 200 
SF required in the LDC as it has clearly been described as a health facility that includes outreach to 
the community. Do· we calculate the parking requirements by use to include other higher density 
requirements for parking in the LDC? 

Thanks, 

1 
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Frank Hann, 
Ward 8 

------------~---------------~------~-· . ' 

From: "Kevin Young" <Kevin.Young@corvallisoregon.gov> 
To: "mavorandcjtvcouncil@corvallisoreong.gov" <mayorandcitycouncil@corvallisoreong.gov>, 

----·~--- ........ -.. -~ '··- ~--··--·-·-~-··---··~~-···--·····-····-

Cc: "Nancy Brewer" <Nancy. Brewer@corvallisoregon.gov>, "Ken Gibb" 
<:Ken.Gibb@corva11isoregon.gov>, "City Attorney Brewer" <jkbrewer@peak.org>, "Carrie Mullens" 
<Carrie.Mullens@corvallisoregon.gov>, "Carla Holzworth" <Carla.Holzworth@corvallisoregon.gov> 
Sent: Saturday, January 10, 2015 1 :30:07 PM · 
Subject: Responses to Council Questions Regarding OSU Camp Plan Review 

Dear Mayor, Councilors, and Planning Commiss·ioners, 

Attached are staff responses and supplemental information responding to questions from City 
Councilors. Shortly, I will also be sending you written testimony received regarding this matter. 

Kevin Young 
Planning Division Manager 
City of Corvallis 
(541) 766-6572 
kevin.young@corvallisoregon.gov 
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Young, Kevin 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bell, Amber 
Monday, January 12, 2015 1:25 PM 
Young, Kevin 
FW: Comments Oregon State University District Plan 

This was forwarded to mel but appears to be related to the OSU District Plan update 

Amber R. Bell 
Assistant Planner 

City of Corvallis 
541··766-6575 

From: Planning 
Sent: Monday, January 12, 2015 12:24 PM 
To: Bell, Amber 
Subject: FW: Comments Oregon State University District Plan 

Hi Amber, 
Here's one from the Planning inbox. I've not moved it to the testimony folder nor added to the database. Hopefully you 
can access it in order to drag it into the appropriate folder. 

Marci Laurent 

From: Kahan, Josh [mailto:Josh.Kahan@kingcounty.gov] 
Sent: Monday, January 12, 2015 10:39 AM 
To: Planning 
Subject: Comments Oregon State University District Plan 

Dear Planning Division Representative. I would like to provide comments to the City Council and Planning Commission 
regarding the update of the Oregon State University District Plan. 

The construction of the new OSU Classroom Building eliminated the potential to create a series of prominent east-west 
quads on campus, creating a beautiful open space corridor. An series of quads could have accentuated OSU's 
architecture and landscaping, enhanced the pedestrian experience, and created something very special for the campus. 
This missed opportunity can however act as a catalyst to include more robust open space language in the updated District 
Plan such as: 

• Identifying a long-term open space vision that would include the development of future quads, courtyards, an.d 
landscape areas. 

• A conceptual design for Oak Creek as it flows through campus including ecological restoration, recreational, and 
educational elements. An improved riparian corridor along this waterway could be a significant campus asset. 

• Promoting the continued removal of parking lots/spaces in the central part of campus. 
Promoting these elements in the Plan can ensure that OSU will remain one of the most beautiful campuses in the 
country. It will also ensure consistency with the campus plan created in 1909 by John C. Olmsted. The Olmsted 
architectural legacy is visible today: park-like areas, buildings surrounding open-space quads with diagonal crosswalks, 
harmony of landscape design and architecture, etc. While the intent of this earlier plan remains in effect today, it is 
unclear whether these elements will persist in the future. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Can you please confirm that they were provided to the Council and 
Planning Commission? Thanks a lot. 
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Sincerely, 

Josh Kahan 

Josh Kahan, Program Manager 
Green/White River Basin Stewardship 
King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks 
201 S. Jackson St., Suite 600 
Seattle, WA 98104 
(206) 477-4721 
josh.kahan@kingcounty.gov 
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January 12, 2012 

Corvallis Mayor and Council 

Corvallis Planning Commission 

Regarding: OSU development 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 3 2015 

CITY MANAGERS OFFICE 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

I just read the submittal by David Dodson in behalf of OSU dated January 9, 2015. Interesting reading 

indeed. 

The take away (from OSU's submittal} seems to be that the CMP as prepared and presented by OSU is 

simply an exercise in speculation and unfulfilled promises. I must now agree with OSU that their CMP is 

simply theater and has no official standing. Consequently, I would suggest that the City no longer give 

any credence to the CMP, any process to update the CMP, any other campus publication, or any official 

or unofficial statement of the university as it relates to planning or development. Any requirements the 

City wants to see carried out clearly must be in the LDC. No exception. Absolutely no "-collaboration" 

since OSU is obviously not required to perform unless it is in the LDC. That is not me speaking, that is 

the official position of OSU. 

But what is disappointing in this letter is the suggestion that the City permit the OSU zone to continue in 

its current format until the CMP expires in 2016 at the end of the planning period. This is a whopping 

two more years. The letter suggests the City 11Simply amend the OSU zone by that time", implying the 

end of 2016. . Two more years of development that goes virtually unregulated. 

There are at least two problems with OSU's position that I can see. First, OSU does not seem to 

recognize or acknowledge that it is entirely up to the City Council how, when and in what time frame it 

updates the LDC and Chapter 3.36. Second, OSU sees no urgency or critical need to amend the LDC 

before further development occurs. In fact, they seem to imply that Chapter 3.36 is working just fine. 

The university does not (in any manor or fashion} acknowledge that there are serious problems how. 

They do not acknowledge that these issues and problems have been building and building for the last 

decade. They do not acknowledge (in fact they deny} that the root cause of many (or even some) 

problems are directly and/or indirectly related to OSU development. OSU does not acknowledge that 

the CMP was seriously flawed in its projections and that as a result Chapter 3.36 proved to be an 

ineffectual tool to regulate campus development. OSU does not acknowledge that past development 

has created problems that were not mitigated at the time and now require post-construction action. 

OSU says in this letter they want dialogue and want to engage with the City. I hope so. But a dialogue is 

a two way street. It requires listening. So far, I have not observed any listening on the part of the OSU 

representatives. I am unsure why, but my operating theory is that staff has marching orders to not give 

up a thing and never to agree that there is a problem that OSU is responsible for or has contributed to. 

So I will believe in dialogue only when I observe OSU actually advancing or agreeing to proposals to 

solve the problems. They need to commit monetary resources and real actions, not simply empty 

promises. 

Rolland Baxter 

Corvallis 
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osu 
Oregon State 

UNIVERSITY 

Capital Planning and Development 
1 00 Oak Creek Building 
3015 SW Western Blvd., Corvallis, Oregon 97333 
Main Line: 541~737~5412 I Fax: 541-737-4810 

January 13, 2015 

A Letter to the Mayor, Council Members and Planning Commissioners: 

We at Oregon State University ("OSU") understand that you are preparing to 
enter a work session tonight to formulate a plan for updating the university's 
Comprehensive Plan policies and discuss expiration of the Campus Master Plan 
(CMP). As the property owner and institution that wiU be most directly 
impacted by those discussions, we have a few additional thoughts we would 
like to add before your discussions begin. We appreciate your consideration of 
our comments both tonight and in the ·months ahead as we proceed together 
through the planning process as institutional partners. 

First, we have been actively engaged with the City over the last 10 years to 
implement the CMP and the associated OSU Zone. As you know from City staff, 
stakeholder and OSU memoranda or letters, the OSU zone established the 
ground rules for how OSU was to grow over the 10 to 12 year planning period. 
The zone established development sectors on the campus and capped the 
amount of growth that could occur in those sectors. The zone also established 
open space minimums by sector. These standards are clearly articulated in the 
OSU zone. OSU has complied with the City of Corvallis regulations over the last 
10 years. In one recent instance where OSU needed an adjustment to the 
development allocation in one of the sectors, OSU applied to the City for the 
adjustment and the adjustment was approved by the Planning Commission and 
the City Council. 

The OSU zone permits a total of 3,155,000 square feet of growth over the 
planning period. Between 2004 and 2014, the building permit records and OSU 
reports show 873,143 square feet of growth. OSU has built 28% of the 
permitted allocation. The zone also requires a minimum open space across 
campus of 50%. OSU currently has 65% open space across campus. 
The record shows strict compliance with the sector development and open 
space allocations of the OSU zone. The City planning staff describes this 
planning and permit history of strict compliance on pages 14 through 17 of the 
Memorandum from Jim Brewer and Ken Gibb to the City Council, dated January 
10,2015. 

Second, parking and transportation is also regulated by the OSU zone. The OSU 
zone articulates a specific parking strategy and a process for re-evaluating that 
strategy once certain utilization is triggered. When parking on campus exceeds 
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90% utilization, any development on campus that adds any building square 
footage is subject to the adjustment process. In 2004 when the CMP was 
adopted, parking utilization was at 87%. Following adoption of the CMP and 
construction of the OSU parking garage, parking utilization was measured at 
79%. To evaluate these utilization rates for compliance, we are obligated 
under the OSU zone to submit parking inventories annually. We have done so 
since 2005 and those inventories consistently reflect utilization rates at 79% or 
lower, still not approaching the 90% utilization threshold identified. 

In his letter to the Council, Mr. Rolland Baxter indicates that our data is flawed 
or that OSU should not be in charge of submitting these inventories. Mr. 
Baxter's comments on this matter are in error and do not serve to facilitate the 
productive planning process we continue to seek with the City of Corvallis. The 
OSU zone requires OSU to submit this inventory data and there is no indication 
that the d?lta is flawed or inaccurate. 

We do agree with Mr. Baxter that utilization rates, while a sound monitoring 
methodology when conceived in 2004, may not be the best monitoring method 
going forward. OSU is in the process of evaluating other methods that would 
further incentivize on·campus parking while decreasing single occupancy 
vehicle trips. Parking impacts in the neighborhoods need to be addressed 
through a thoughtful engagement process involving the City, OSU, and 
neighbors. We invite that discussion as we move forward with the City and 
other stakeholders in the update process. 

Third, OSU was surprised to see discussion in the Council materials of a 
moratorium, or the notion that OSU would seek some kind of exemption from 
the land use process at the state legislature or that OSU intended to fast track 
some master plan submittal to avoid changes in City regulations. 

These ideas did not originate from OSU and, in our view, are not part of a 
productive planning process, and should be off the table. 

OSU is Oregon's leading public research university. We not only have a state 
mandate to serve the residents of Oregon in their educational and research 
pursuits, our diverse student body comes from across Oregon, all 50 states and 
more than 100 countries. Students can choose from more than 200 
undergraduate and more than 80 graduate degree programs. We continue to 
attract high-achieving students, with nationally recognized programs in areas 
such as conservation biology, agricultural sciences, nuclear engineering, 
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forestry, fisheries and wildlife management, cornrnunity health, pharmacy, 
zoology, among others. 

'Newill continue to evolve as we are asked to serve this public educational and 
research mandate. We are also committed to accommodating this evolution 
responsibly and within a regulatory partnership with the City of Corvallis. We 
have not sought any exemptions from the state legislature and we are not 
preparing to fast track any master plan through the City approval process. 

Quite to the contrary as demonstrated by the public engagement and outreach 
to date with our neighbors regarding the District Plan, it is critical we have a 
seat at t.h·is important planning table to craft a long term plan for our future 
that accommodates our public educational mission while reasonably mitigating 
negative impacts on the cornmun·ity. 

If there is a common theme in the comments you have t·eceived> it is that such 
a process will take sorr1e time. We have that time. The OSU zone has no 
expiration date and the Campus Master Plan requires update by 2016. We can 
commit to an active engagement in the planning process with a completion and 
adoption date before the expiration of the 2016 planning period. If your 
concern is development that may occur between now and 2016) we can share 
any of those plans with you and demonstrate how those plans are within the 
development allocations of the current OSU zone. 

Thank you for consideration of these additional cornments and we lool<: forward 
to an active and engaged role over the next 12 to '18 months to adopt effective 
planning tools that will serve our shared objectives. 

Lc:ct/ 
tive Dir'ector for 

Capital IJlanning and Development 

David Dodson, f\!CP 

Planning tv\anager 

.__:c. bl<-;~nn Ford, USLI Vice Presidt:nt for Finance and Adr1ritristration 
C:tark, OSU Vice President for University Relations r:~nd Marketing 
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January 13, 2015 

To: City Council 
From: Barbara Bull, Ward 4 
Re: Possible Council actions regarding OSU development: identify the appropriate 

process and consider a temporary moratorium 

I am concerned that the agenda for tonight's joint meeting seems to presume that we have 
decided to pursue a fairly comprehensive review of the comprehensive plan as it my apply 
to OSU development. I respectfully request that Council and Planning Commission 
leadership consider a brief discussion of options/alternatives before starting the 
discussion on how to proceed with one of the options presented so far. 

In particular, I would ask the following high-level questions: 

1. Some of the recent development is occurring in the OSU Zone, some is occurring in 
the surrounding area. Should a legislative review focus on a geographic area 
(central Corvallis) instead of OSU or the OSU Zone? 

2. The main concerns on this topic seem to be more closely related to the 
implementation of our Comprehensive Plan policies rather than the policies 
themselves. 

Question: What would be the appropriate process for reviewing LDC Chapter 3.36 
with respect to existing Comprehensive Plan policies without amending the Plan? 

3. What would the process be for initiating a moratorium on the relevant development 
while we conduct a review of either the Comprehensive Plan, some portion of the 
LDC, or both? 

It is my feeling that the land use code currently governing development in and around the 
OSU Zone is inadequate to protect our community from the harm associated with 
unanticipated rapid and intense development. It is the responsibility of the Council to 
consider the possibility of invoking a moratorium on this development allowed under ORS 
197.505 and/or ORS 197.520 while the Council considers measures that would address 
this inadequacy. 

Bull to Council Re OSU 1/13/15 1 
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From ORS 197.520: 

(3) A moratorium not based on a shortage of public facilities under subsection (2) of this 
section may be justified only by a demonstration of compelling need. Such a demonstration 
shall be based upon reasonably available information and shall include, but need not be 
limited to, findings: 

(a) For urban or urbanizable land: 
(A) That application of existing development ordinances or regulations and other 

applicable law is inadequate to prevent irrevocable public harm from development in 
affected geographical areas; 

(B) That the moratorium is sufficiently limited to ensure that a needed supply of 
affected housing types and the supply of commercial and industrial facilities within or in 
proximity to the city, county or special district are not unreasonably restricted by the 
adoption of the moratorium; 

(C) Stating the reasons alternative methods of achieving the objectives of the 
moratorium are unsatisfactory; 

(D) That the city, county or special district has determined that the public harm which , 
would be caused by failure to impose a moratorium outweighs the adverse effects on other 
affected local governments, including shifts in demand for housing or economic 
development, public facilities and services and buildable lands, and the overall impact of 
the moratorium on population distribution; and 

(E) That the city, county or special district proposing the moratorium has determined 
that sufficient resources are available to complete the development of needed interim or 
permanent changes in plans, regulations or procedures within the period of effectiveness of 
the moratorium. 

Bull to Council Re OSU 1/13/15 2 
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On the Status of the Current Master Plan 

The law governing development within the OSU Zone consists of the land use code Chapter 
3.36. As indicated below, significant change in conditions may create the need to update 
the plan before the end of the planning period. The unanticipated increase in enrollment at 
OSU and the resulting traffic and parking impacts are significant and warrant early 
reconsideration of this code. 

The anticipated enrollment at the time of the plan is summarized as follows: 

The Oregon University System (OUS) Institutional Research Services prepares enrollment 
projections for all eight Oregon public universities. Below is the enrollment projection for 
OSU, prepared July 2003. OSU is projected to have a studentpopulatidn ofZ2,0'74bythe 
year 2015. For planning purposes, the CMP uses an enrollment projection of 22,500. (CMP 
P.3-2) 

Section 3.36.40.05- Campus Master Plan Update 

The CN!\ cov~rs a 10- to 12-year planning period. However, ifcondi~l~ns·t~dngesignificantly 
orotFmrunanticipated events occur, it may be necessary to update the CMP before the end of 
theplantringpetiod. An update of the CMP shall be reviewed as described in Section 
3.36.40.02.b "1': through 113". 

The review shall comprehensively evaluate the need to update or otheJWise modify the 
Campus Master Plan, its policies and related traffic and parking studies, and this Chapter. 

Furthermore, OSU has failed to perform the required monitoring of development since 
2010. Allowing OSU to continue to develop under this code while they neglect to carry out 
their responsibilities, which would inform the Council and the broader community about 
the impacts of the development and need for mitigation, is inappropriate. 

Section 3.36.90- Campus Master Plan Monitoring 

a. Asamea}ls of monitoring the implementation of the Campus l\1aster:Pla.n,th~ University 
shall'pt()yid:e the following information to the City on a yearly basis. 

1. Updated tabulations of development and open space for the planning area,. .. 
2. Updated parking utilization reports ... 
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 .... 

I 
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The Council clearly has the authority to modify its land use code and under the current 
conditions it is both necessary and appropriate. 

On the expiration date 

The primary measure of development in the OSU Zone under LDC Chapter 3.36 is the 
accounting of developed square footage in Table 3.36~2- Building Square Footage by Sector. 
This accounting is the primary substantial limitation on development under the plan and 
code. The fact that this accounting of development includes all development after 
December 31, 2003 suggests that the effective beginning date of this accounting is January 
1, 2004. 

Ten years of development from January 1, 2004 would end December 31, 2013. 

Twelve years of development from January t 2004 would end December 31, 2015. 

Section 3.36.50.01 -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. Exisfing and approved development as of December 31,2003,has beer) fnc[ud~d,i? the 
exisJil)Q/approved development calculations and shall not reduce th~,$e(;tqr Development 
Ailoca~tan. 

On Comprehensive Plan Review 

The entire Comprehensive Plan is in need of review. Any partial review of the 
comprehensive plan should be considered alongside any intention to renew our 
community vision, transportation system plan, and comprehensive plan as a whole with 
careful attention paid to responsible use of resources. 

Bull to Council Re OSU 1/13/15 4 
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