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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

  
 

 CITY OF CORVALLIS 
OSU-RELATED PLAN REVIEW TASK FORCE MINUTES 

March 31, 2015  
 

Present 
Planning Commissioners: 
Jennifer Gervais, Chair 
Jasmin Woodside  
Paul Woods  
Ron Sessions 
City Councilors: 
Barbara Bull (6:15) 
Frank Hann (at 6:30) 
 
Excused Absence 
Roen Hogg  
 

Staff 
Ken Gibb, Comm. Dev. Director 
Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager 
Claire Pate, Recorder 
 
Visitors: 
Court Smith  
Dave Bella 
Dave Dodson  
  

 
  
 
I. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS. 
 

The OSU-Related Plan Review Task Force was called to order by Chair Jennifer Gervais at 6:05 p.m. 
in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room. Introductions were made.    
 

II.    PUBLIC INPUT OPPORTUNITY. 
  
Court Smith said he was concerned about the framing of the issues at hand and shared his insights 
about what he sees as he walks, bikes and sometimes drives from his northwest home to campus. He 
handed out a two-page summary of his remarks (Attachment A) with pictures to illustrate his 
concerns, and recommendations for Task Force (TF) consideration. In summary, he believes that the 
parking issue is a citywide problem with many entities – LBCC, Corvallis High School, apartment 
buildings, businesses - contributing to the demand; not just OSU.  
 
Dave Bella said that his group was working on a report to give to the TF which might open up one’s 
imagination to the possibilities, but it was still in draft form. He shared his appreciation for the 
discussion the TF had at its last meeting relating to synergies and tradeoffs. He expressed his 
amazement that the staff report for the Hub application was over 1300 pages long, and said that his 
objective was to write a report that was short and succinct. Gervais suggested that when he has a final 
draft he should send it to staff for dissemination to the TF. 
 
 

III. REVIEW OF MINUTES 
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February 9, 2015  
Motion by Woodside, seconded by Sessions to approve the minutes as drafted. Motion passed with 
Woods abstaining. 
 
February 26, 2015 
Motion by Woodside, seconded by Sessions to approve the minutes as drafted. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
March 12, 2015 
Motion by Woodside, seconded by Woods to approve the minutes as drafted. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
  

 IV. CHECK-IN/DISCUSSION OF WORK IN PROGRESS ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
FINDINGS AND POLICIES 
 
Gibb gave an update on the work of a group including City Council leadership, City Attorney’s 
Office and the City Manager meeting with OSU regarding interim measures to fill the gap between 
now and when there might be an updated set of Comprehensive Plan policies and an OSU District 
Plan approved by the City. There is a proposal that will be considered by City Council at its next 
meeting. Also scheduled for that meeting will be a possible public hearing regarding potential 
Council interpretation of the Campus Master Plan and whether it is still in effect. The Council packet 
to be distributed on Thursday will have more detail.  
 
Gervais said that this might give the TF more time to get its work done, and allow it to do its job well. 
They would talk about scheduling after the other TF members get to the meeting. 
  

V. REVIEW OF PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVISIONS PROVIDED IN PUBLIC 
TESTIMONY 

 
Gervais suggested that they review some of the testimony received relating to findings, and have a 
discussion about what they should be aiming for in terms of inclusivity, tone, etc. as they draft new 
findings/policies for the Comprehensive Plan articles for which the TF members have signed up. As 
time permitted, they could review in more detail the testimony and findings proposed by both Dan 
Brown and Rollie Baxter. She asked staff to provide some insight for their work on those findings. 
 
Gibb said he had done some work on a few of Brown’s findings, and he distributed a copy of 
Brown’s March 12, 2015 memo regarding “Suggested Comprehensive Plan ‘Findings’”, with staff 
annotations bolded and in italics (Attachment B). Young offered some prefacing remarks by saying 
that the Comprehensive Plan is the guiding document to provide lasting direction to the community. 
The last update was done almost 20 years ago, in 1996. It is important to look at and then explain the 
problems faced today in a way that the community will understand down the road when 
circumstances might change. In “Planning” school, he was taught that findings should be fact-based. 
One makes observations, but it is appropriate to have data backing up those observations where 
possible and to cite those data sources. To the extent possible, the TF should focus on findings that 
are fact and not arguable. Based on those facts, conclusions then can be drawn and policies written. In 
response to a request by Bull, staff said they would see if there was a summary “cheat sheet” relating 
to how to formulate findings. 
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The TF then began a point-by-point review of Dan Brown’s findings included in the March 12, 2015 
memo, as annotated by staff, but did not get through the whole document due to the shortness of time. 
The highlights of those discussions are as follow: 
 
Page B-1 (General) 
 1st Finding X: 

 This might be redundant and could be in many different articles; staff can help with placement. 
(various). 

 Take out the word “problem” and make the statement that these are all components of a well-
developed plan. This gives a more positive statement. (Hann) 

 
2nd Finding X: 
 Staff has provided some data from a 2014 OSU Campus-wide Parking Survey, but it does not 

include data about employees who live in Corvallis and how they get to campus. (Gibb) 
 This finding could be wordsmithed to be an amalgamation of both Brown’s and staff’s 

statements. (various) 
 The 4,159 OSU employees figure does not include employed grad students, TA’s, and RA’s, 

which might need to be reflected somewhere in a finding. (Gibb,various) 
 

3rd Finding X: 
 This finding needs to have the data/source indicated for the information. (Woodside) 
 Staff can help with this type of information after the TF comes up with its findings. (Gibb)  
 We should be cautious about concentrating too much on facts and figures from a short window 

of time; we need to go beyond this and ensure that the Comprehensive Plan deals with the 
larger issues at hand like how to make it more attractive to leave one’s car at home, etc. 
(Sessions) 

 
4th Finding X: 
 The Campus Master Plan has a planning period, but Chapter 3.36 does not, which might need 

to be clarified. (Young) 
 Like the first finding, this is a framing finding. One would need to explore further what it 

achieved and what it did not achieve. There is a need for some specificity. (Bull and Young) 
 This finding does not really seem to inform policy. (Gervais and Sessions) 
 It seems like it would be useful, provided it points out specific failures. (Woods) 
 Perhaps this finding needs to be framed in a way, or a policy needs to be developed, that 

would require review by the City at certain intervals. (Woodside). 
 All entities similar to OSU - but not just OSU - that have impacts on surrounding 

neighborhoods should have adequate mechanisms to monitor and correct for changes in use. 
 This finding could have specific bullet points of what led to inability to achieve, such as the 

allowance of non-educational uses, increase in enrolment, etc. (Woods and Hann) 
 It might be appropriate to cite examples and say, for instance, that the threshold of 90% 

parking utilization on campus has not been an effective means of addressing off-campus 
parking impacts. (Young) 

 We could have a finding under the General category, and then get more specific in other 
Articles (Bull). 

 The Comprehensive Plan really does not have a General category, but staff can help to find 
appropriate places for whatever findings the TF comes up with. (Young) 

5th Finding X: 



 
 

 Page 4 of 6 
PRTF DRAFT Minutes, March 31, 2015 

 The creation of the University Neighborhood Overlay District was not really driven by parking 
and traffic issues, but was initiated more to deal with design and in-fill compatibility issues. A 
correction should be made to this, if used. (Young) 

 This needs a context of what it is based on. It needs reference points. (Gervais) 
 It should be reworded to say something like “traffic and parking which impact livability…” 

(staff). 
 There is no definition of livability. It tends to be in the eye of the beholder. (Young) 
 Staff will check to see if there is any data that might support this finding. If not, the TF will 

need to decide if they want to keep it. It could simply be based on testimony – such as the 
testimony heard by the Collaboration project - with “community concern” being cited. (Gibb) 
 

6th Finding X: 
  Development processes for the OSU zone include more than minor adjustments. The minor 

adjustments follow the Plan Compatibility Review process, which is a staff-level decision that 
is appealable. This finding might not be considered fact-based. (Young) 

  It is possible that Brown is referring to a concern related to the criteria that distinguishes a 
minor from a major adjustment. (Bull) 

  One of the reasons for having a less rigorous standard is that OSU is a frequent user of City 
planning services, and the system in place provides somewhat of an “express lane” for 
consideration of certain applications. Both sides benefit in that it requires less time of Planning 
staff and the Planning Commission. However, the “express lane” approach might not be doing 
what the public wants it to do, i.e. it might be limiting public input. (Woods) 

  As a framework for understanding, prior to the Campus Master Plan being adopted, every new 
building was going through a public hearing process, which took up a lot of time both of the 
OSU staff and Planning Commissioners. Ultimately, decision makers came to an agreement 
that it was not the best framework and developed the Master Plan concept to streamline the 
process. In hindsight, one could say that there were successes and failures with the system. 
There will need to be a critical evaluation of how to move forward in the future. (Young) 

  It is not necessarily a bad approach, but since LDC Chapter 3.36 is the law, it needs to 
carefully implement the Campus Master Plan and the Comprehensive Plan. This does not 
seem to be the case. (Woods) 

  It might be that there needs to be a finding about the master plan concept in general, with 
possible policies related to it. (Bull) 

  Staff has had discussions with OSU about the need for the District Plan to provide a more 
direct linkage to land use and the implementing code, versus having it serve OSU’s other 
needs and functions. The TF might come up with a policy to this effect: that any future 
campus master plans have a more narrow focus on implementing zoning for the district. 
(Gibb) 

  The university has a host of its own needs, many of which do not impact the community but 
many of which do. The desire is to boil it down to where OSU interfaces with the community, 
and what are the critical issues we care about as a community. Then we need to make sure that 
the regulations address those issues effectively. Flexibility then needs to be built in so that 
adjustments can be made if the issues are not being adequately addressed.(Young)    

  However, the Campus Master Plan is for OSU’S in-house use to manage their infrastructure. It 
is really not for our benefit, and the City needs to focus on its own regulatory needs. (Sessions) 

  If this is the case, the City needs to be cautious about adopting it as part of its Code. (Bull)  
 
There was a brief discussion about the last four “Finding 11.x’s” in the 11.4 Auto Parking section of 
Brown’s testimony. Hann suggested one approach would be to boil this down to a finding worded 
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something like “a proposed solution that involved the creation of parking districts did not gain 
widespread support.” There was general agreement that this was a good approach. 
 
In response to a question from Woods about the relevancy of Comprehensive Plan policy 13.2.4, 
Gervais said that there were likely several policies that were identified in the “wide sweep” that were 
not relevant to this task. Staff had done a search for findings/policies related to OSU and several 
might not be appropriate for consideration as part of the TF’s efforts. The focus should be on those 
issues that are of high priority and need immediate addressing. Staff and commissioners will need to 
keep in mind that when the Comprehensive Plan is updated at a later date, many of the 
findings/policies were not reviewed by the TF and will need additional review at that time. 

 
The TF then did a cursory review of Baxter’s submittal which included 21 suggested findings. 
Gervais referred to item 5 and asked if there was data to support this. Gibb said that there was data 
available to support that parking off campus is “intense” as opposed to “has intensified” since it might 
be difficult to get prior comparator data.    
 

VI. DISCUSSION OF HOW TO PROCEED AND MEETING DATES.      
 

Gervais checked in on how to use the rest of the limited time. A discussion ensued and the group 
agreed that the TF members would work on prioritizing and revising findings/policies for the 
Comprehensive Plan articles they had signed up for, incorporating suggestions from testimony 
received as deemed appropriate. Staff would be a resource for additional needed information and 
data. TF members should email Young with those requests. It was agreed that the goal was to draft a 
“triaged” list of specific findings and policies to share with the others prior to the April 13, 2015, 
meeting. In order to accomplish this, the deadline is to have the drafts turned in to Young by 5pm on 
April 10. He will consolidate the information and distribute it to the TF members so they will have 
the weekend to review all of the drafts. Since the task is a large one, the emphasis was placed on 
identifying findings/policies of priority and placing the rest in a “reserve bucket” for future 
consideration. 
 
Assignments for reviewing findings/policies sections are as follows:  
 Article 3: Gervais/Bull 
 Article 5: Gervais/Woodside 
 Article 7:  Woodside 
 Article 8: Woods/Hann 
 Article 9: Gervais/Sessions/Hann 
 Article 11: Woodside/Bull/Sessions 
 Article 13: Woods/Gervais 
 Attach.F: (Preliminary review has been done by Woodside) 
 
The meeting schedule has been extended to include two meetings in May. This allows the TF to use 
the April 27 meeting date to finish a review of the work and prepare a draft for public consideration 
prior to the public hearing which will be scheduled at the beginning of May. The second meeting in 
May will be used to finalize the document which will then be forwarded to City Council. Staff will 
send out a “doodle” poll to determine the dates for the May meetings, likely in the 2nd and 4th weeks. 

  
A discussion ensued about public meeting rules. As long as no more than three TF members are 
meeting at a time the meeting does not have to be noticed. However, it would be helpful to copy 
Young on emails that are sent out to schedule meetings. Any substantive emails should definitely be 
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sent to Young as well. Emails that contain information that should be kept in the repository should 
have “to be archived” as part of the subject line. 
  

VI. PUBLIC INPUT OPPORTUNITY.      
 

Court Smith asked that the TF members be cautious about citing OSU as the only cause for certain 
issues such as parking. In his view, for instance, about 60% of the parking on 23rd Street – which he 
has observed carefully – comes from the neighborhood itself. Are the townhouses OSU’s fault, or the 
fault of planning regulations? He also cautioned against using general statements such as “property 
owners in areas surrounding campus do not want to have to pay for on-street parking for their 
homes.” This is probably true for 100% of all residents in Corvallis. However, the streets in Corvallis 
do not belong to the people who have houses next to those streets; they belong to everybody and 
should be used for community purpose. One approach would be to charge everyone for parking on the 
street and use the money to improve the streets and the transit system. He urged care with general 
statements and causation statements.  
 
Dave Bella shared his insight and understanding about findings. He urged that the TF consider 
strategic findings. The baseline scenario presented by his group would be a strategic finding. It is a 
fact. The findings he has heard the TF discuss are more like tactical findings. They are all a piece of 
the whole, but they might not add up to make any sense. An example of this is ecology. Ecology 
looks at whole systems. If you break it down to the parts, they are no longer systems and are dead. 
His group is planning to submit as part of its report a strategic finding, which is a baseline finding 
with the list of consequences. In response to his query about how best to submit this thought, Gervais 
suggested that he submit what he has written up to Young so he could send it out to the TF members. 
Additionally, it was suggested that he address City Council with the suggestion since they would be 
looking at the big picture. 

Dave Dodson said he simply wanted to answer the question that came up at the last meeting about 
monitoring pedestrian traffic and travel modes on Monroe Avenue. He provided an exhibit 
(Attachment B) from the previous year’s Base Transportation Model study showing the intersections 
that were evaluated. Five intersections along Monroe were part of the evaluation, and the BTM was 
done for peak hours, though they have video for a 24-hour period. They have vehicle as well as 
pedestrian counts. Because they have video, if an intersection fails, the video can be viewed to 
determine whether the number of pedestrians present might have led to the failure. The evaluation 
was done in either October or November 2014. It is done annually, and was done in lieu of the BTM 
update. Some traffic counts are available from the past decade, but this data has been consistently 
collected for the last three years. 
 

VII. ADJOURNMENT. 
  
The meeting was adjourned at 8:07 p.m. 
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