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CORVALLIS 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

February 1, 2016 
6:30 pm 

 
Downtown Fire Station 

400 NW Harrison Boulevard 
 

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

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

 
COUNCIL ACTION 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
 
II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
III. ROLL CALL 
 
IV. PROCLAMATION / PRESENTATION / RECOGNITION 
 
V. COMMUNITY COMMENTS – This is an opportunity for visitors to address the City 

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

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

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

 
 A. Reading of Minutes 
  1. City Council Work Session – January 14, 2016 
  2. City Council Meeting – January 19, 2016 
  3. For Information and Filing (Draft minutes may return if changes are made by the 

Board or Commission) 
   a. Economic Development Advisory Board – November 9, 2015 
   b. Historic Resources Commission – December 8, 2015 
   c. Planning Commission – December 16, 2015 
 
 B. Announcement of a vacancy on the Economic Development Advisory Board (Buchele) 
 
 C. Announcement of appointments to the Budget Commission (Carone); Parks, Natural 

Areas and Recreation Advisory Board (Harr); and the Vision and Action Plan Steering 
Committee (Capalbo and Jaramillo) 
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VII. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA 
 
VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

A. Adoption of Formal Findings related to the Kings Boulevard extension appeal [direction] 
 
B. Council working efficiencies [direction] 
 ACTION: A resolution suspending the Standing Committees of the Council and Council 

Policy 2.02 and assigning the Standing Committee areas of responsibility to the Council 
as a whole, to be read by the City Attorney with a motion by Council [direction] 

 
IX. COMMITTEE REPORTS, ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, AND MOTIONS 
 

A. An ordinance relating to membership on the Community Relations Advisory Group, 
amending Municipal Code Chapter 1.16, "Boards and Commissions," as amended, to be 
read by the City Attorney with no motion by Council [direction] 

 
B. An ordinance granting to Astound Broadband LLC D/B/A Wave a nonexclusive 

franchise for the provision of telecommunications services within the City of Corvallis, 
and stating and effective date, to be read by the City Attorney with no motion by 
Council [direction] 

 
C. City Legislative Committee – January 25, 2016 [direction] 

 
X. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS 
 
 A. Mayor's Reports 
 
 B. Council Reports 
  Task Force minutes and meeting materials are available from the Archives link on the 

City's website. 
 
  1. Climate Action Task Force [information] 
  2. Housing Development Task Force [information] 
  3. Sustainable Budget Task Force [information] 
  4. Vision and Action Plan Steering Committee [information] 
  5. Other Council Reports [information] 
 
XI. NEW BUSINESS 
 
 A. FY 2016-17 Social Services Priorities and Calendar [direction] 
 
XII. PUBLIC HEARINGS – None 
 
XIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
For the hearing impaired, a sign language interpreter can be provided with 48 hours' notice prior to the 
meeting.  Please call 541-766-6901 or the Oregon Communications Relay Service at 7-1-1 to arrange for 
TTY services.  A large print agenda can be available by calling 541-766-6901. 
 

A Community That Honors Diversity 
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MEMORANDUM 

From: 

City Council Members . ~ ~ 

BiffTraber, Mayor <~;II' J /M -

f l 
January 21, 2016 .. 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: Economic Development Advisory Board Vacancy 

Ann Buchele resigned from the Economic Development Advisory Board because of work commitments. 
Her term on the Board expires June 30, 2016. She represented higher education on the Board. 

I would appreciate nominations of citizens to fill this vacancy. 
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

MEMORANDUM 

City Council Members f/1 ~ 
BiffTraber, Mayor ~ 
January 27, 2016 

Subject: Advisory Board Appointments 

I am making the following advisory board appointments: 

Budget Commission 

Rich Carone 
Term expires: June 30,2016 

Owner of a local technology business, Rich served on the City's Budget Commission from mid-
2005 through mid-20 14. After a brief break, he is ready to re-join the Commission. 

Parks, Natural Areas, and Recreation Board 

Peter Harr 
Term expires: June 30, 2017 

Peter believes his background as a professional environmental engineer is well suited to provide 
input concerning capital and/or environmental projects. Peter is now retired, after working with 
CH2M Hill and Albany's Public Works Engineering Department. 

I will request appointment confirmation at our next Council meeting, February 16. 
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

MEMORANDUM 

City Council Members 

BiffTraber, Mayor ~
January 27, 2016 

Subject: Appointments to Vision and Action Plan Steering Committee 

I am appointing the following organization representatives to the Vision and Action Plan Steering 
Committee: 

Susan Capalbo ................................................................................ Oregon State University 
Annabelle Jaramillo ....................................................................... Benton County 

Council confirmation of these appointments is not necessary; this announcement is provided for your 
information. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

THROUGH: 

SUBJECT: 

City Council for February 1, 2016 \ j ~· 

Kent Weiss, Interim Community Development Dire~V 
Jam1ary 28, 2016 

\I. i "'"'"" Mark W. Shepard, P.E., City Manager'\N\}~;1,.~:=;, 

Formal Findings and Draft Notice of Disposition (Kings 
Boulevard Extension- PLD 15-00003) 

Action Requested: 

CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

Staff recommends Council consider the attached materials related to the NW Kings Boulevard Extension 
and adopt Formal Findings and a final decision in support of the Council's tentative decision to deny the 
application. 

Discussion: 

On January 19, 2016, the City Council deliberated on the above-referenced case and reached a tentative 
decision to deny the request, subject to adoption of Formal Findings and Conclusions. City Council 
consideration of the Fom1al Findings for this case is scheduled for February 1, 2016. 

Enclosed with this memorandum are a draft Notice of Disposition and Formal Findings and Conclusions. 
The Council may wish to amend the draft formal findings, but will need to make clear any changes to the 
findings during the February I, 2016, City Council meeting in order to ensure that the decision on the 
application complies with the 120-Day Rule. 

Recommendation: 

The following motion is recommended to adopt the enclosed Formal Findings and Conclusions for the 
Kings Boulevard Extension Major Planned Development Modification and Detailed Development Plan 
Request (PLD 15-00003 ): 

MOTION: I move to adopt the Formal Findings and Conclusions, from the January 28, 2016, 
memorandum from the Community Development Director to the Mayor and City 
Council, in support of the City Council's decision to deny the Kings Boulevard 
Extension Major Planned Development Modification and Detailed Development Plan 
Request (PLD 15-00003 ). 

Budget Impact: 

None. 

Page 1 of 1 
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CASE: 

REQUEST: 

APPLICANT/ 
OWNERS: 

LOCATION: 

DECISION: 

CORVALLIS CITY COUNCIL 
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 

Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

ORDER 2016-005 

Kings Boulevard Extension - Major Planned Development 
Modification and Detailed Development Plan (PLD15-00003) 

The applicant seeks approval of a Major Planned Development 
Modification to a Conceptual Development Plan, and a Detailed 
Development Plan to construct an extension of NW Kings 
Boulevard to the northern City boundary and associated storm 
water facilities. As part of this application, the applicant requests to 
vary from one (1) development standard related to mass grading 
(LDC Section 4.14.70.04.c.1 ). 

GPA1, LLC 
P.O. Box 13969 
Salem, OR 97309 

The 202.11 acre subject site abuts the northern City boundary and 
is located at the existing dead-end of NW Kings Blvd. It is identified 
on Benton County Assessor's Map 11-5-22 as Tax Lot 3500. 

The City Council conducted a de novo public hearing on January 4, 
2016 to consider the appeal of the Planning Commission's decision 
to deny the request, and deliberated on January 19, 2016. The City 
Council voted to tentatively deny the Major Planned Development 
Modification and Detailed Development Plan. On February 1, 2016, 
the City Council adopted Formal Findings in support of their 
decision to deny the requested Major Planned Development 
Modification and Detailed Development Plan. 

If you wish to appeal this decision, an appeal must be filed with the State Land Use 
Board of Appeals within 21 days from the date of the decision. 

KINGS BOULEVARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION & DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
(PLDlS-00003) 
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 
Page 1 of 2 
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The proposal, staff report, hearing minutes, memoranda to the City Council, and 
Findings and Conclusions may be reviewed at the Community Development 
Department, Planning Division, City Hall, 501 SW Madison Avenue, Corvallis. 

Signed this 1st day of February, 2015 

Appeal Deadline: Monday, February 22, 2016 

Biff Traber 
Mayor, City of Corvallis 

KINGS BOULEVARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION & DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
(PLDlS-00003) 
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 
Page 2 of2 
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY CORVALLIS 

FINDINGS- KINGS BOULEY ARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
MODIFICATION AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

In the matter of a City Council de novo review 
of a Major Planned Development Modification 
and Detailed Development Plan Application 

) 
) 
) 

PREAMBLE 

PLDlS-00003 

This matter before the Corvallis City Council is a de novo review of an application for a Major Planned 
Development Modification and Detailed Development Plan. 

The subject site abuts the northern City boundary and is located at the existing dead-end of NW Kings 
Boulevard. The site is identified on Benton County Assessor's Map 11-5-22 as Tax Lot 3500. The current 
property owner is GPA1, LLC. The entire site, including all of Tax Lot 3500 is wholly within the original 
Timberhill Master Plan. The Timberhill Master Plan was formulated in 1968 and approved by the City as 
PD-68-12, includes a wide range of residential, commercial, and community service areas. The most recent 
iteration of the Timberhill Conceptual Plan was approved within the scope of the Timberhill Master Plan in 
2000. Some key land use approvals within the Timberhill Conceptual Plan area include Park at Timberhill 
(PLD00-00011/SUB00-00006), Townhomes at Timberhill (PLD00-00006/SUB00003), Meadowridge at 
Timberhill (CPA00-00002/PLD00-00030/ZDC00-00018/SUB00-00009), and the Walnut Professional 
Center (PLD08-00005/SUB08-00004 ). 

The Corvallis Planning Commission conducted a hearing on this Major Planned Development Modification 
and Detailed Development Plan on November 18, 2015. The record was held open at the request of the 
public, and the Planning Commission deliberated on December 2, 2015 and denied the request. On 
December 7, 2015, the Applicant filed an appeal of the Planning Commission's decision to deny the Kings 
Boulevard Extension Major Planned Development Modification and Detailed Development Plan. 

The City Council held a duly advertised de novo public hearing on the application on January 4, 2016. The 
record was held open for seven additional days at the request of the public. The Applicant provided final 
written argument after the close of the record. The City Council deliberated on the application on January 
19, 2016 and, after consideration of all the testimony and evidence, the City Council reached a decision to 
tentatively deny the request, subject to adoption of these written findings. 

KINGS BOULEVARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION & 
DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PLDlS-00003) 
FORMAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Page 1 of 19 
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Applicable Criteria 

All applicable legal criteria governing review of this application are identified in the public notices for the 
November 18, 2015, and January 4, 2016, public hearings; and the Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission, attached to the the December 28, 2015 staff memorandum to the City Council (hereinafter 
referred to as "Staff Report") and the minutes of the City Council deliberations held on January 19, 2016. 

A. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS RELATED TO THE DECISION TO DENY THE KINGS 
BOULEVARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION AND 
DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PLDlS-00003) 

1. The Council notes that the record contains all the information available to evaluate the 
Applicant's proposed Planned Development and Detailed Development. Based on the date that 
the application was received, the 2006 Land Development Code (hereinafter referred to as 
"LDC") amended through December 11, 2014 is the applicable version for review of this 
proposal. 

2. The City Council notes that recommended findings made in the Staff Report support approval of 
the application. However, after reviewing and considering all of the information on the record, 
the Council was not persuaded by the analysis and recommendations of the Staff Report and 
makes these findings in support of the Council's decision to deny the application. 

3. The Council notes that the findings in this document identify, analyze and consider the 
applicable review criteria, resulting in the City Council's conclusion that the Applicant has failed 
in its burden to demonstrate that the application satisfies all the relevant criteria. These findings 
do not list, analyze and consider each and every applicable criterion that, with or without 
conditions, could demonstrate compliance, compatibility or consistency. 

4. The Council notes that LDC § 2.5.60.03 (Procedures for a Major Planned Development 
Modification), 2.5.40.04 (Conceptual Development Plan), and § 2.5.50.04 (Detailed 
Development Plan) include by cross-reference a common list of compatibility review criteria that 
must be satisfied by the application for the Council to approve a Major Planned Development 
Modification and Detailed Development Plan. These findings are grouped according to the 
review criteria included in the LDC. The review criteria are identified with a Roman numeral and 
findings are assigned sequential arabic numerals generally listed under each criterion. 

5. The Council notes that GPA1, LLC is the Applicant and property owner of subject site. A 
Limited Liability Company acts by and through its agents. In this case, the Council notes that 
GPA1, LLC has used the following agents to provide testimony, evidence and argument: Robert 
Wood, Lyle Hutchens, Bill Kloos, Charles R. Markley, and Charles Kingsley. The Council notes 
that testimony, evidence and arguments provided by any of these agents was, at times, 
inconsistent with or contrary to that of other agents. The Council notes that the Applicant did not 
communicate to the Council which agent's testimony, evidence or arguments should be preferred 
or relied upon. Consequently, the Council notes that where inconsistent or contrary evidence, 

KINGS BOULEVARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION & 
DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PLDlS-00003) 
FORMAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Page 2 of 19 
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testimony or argument was provided by the Applicant's agents, the weight the Council gave the 
evidence, testimony or argument was affected, and the City Council found the evidence, 
testimony or argument less persuasive. 

6. The City Council notes that the Applicant submitted documents totaling more than 1400 pages 
for inclusion into the record on December 23, 2015. More than 1000 pages of these documents 
are materials from an application for a residential development within the Planned Development 
that was withdrawn immediately before a scheduled Planning Commission Hearing. Staff 
recommended rejecting the majority of these documents, but the Applicant provided a rationale 
for how these documents are relevant. The Council voted to accept and consider these documents 
and to give them the weight documents regarding a withdrawn application might have. The 
Council notes that the Applicant did not attempt to focus the Council's attention on specific 
portions, facts, analysis or conclusions within the withdrawn application. The Council notes that 
no review of the application by a City decision-maker has been completed, although the 
Applicant states that the materials will be resubmitted in the future. Because the withdrawn 
application is not before the City Council at this time, the Council is not reviewing, considering, 
accepting or prejudging any statement of fact, conclusion of law, or interpretation of local 
provisions within those materials, related to the withdrawn application, whether contained in 
those documents or in other testimony. The Council specifically finds that the Cow1cil has not 
prejudged this withdrawn application in any manner and expresses no opinion on the merits of 
the withdrawn application. For purposes of the proposed Planned Development Conceptual Plan 
Modification and Detailed Development Plan, the Council gives the materials within the 
December 23, 2015 documents the appropriate weight and consideration for an application that 
has not been reviewed by a City decision-maker. 

7. The Council notes that the Applicant complained at some length about communications from the 
Community Development Director, immediately before the scheduled public hearing before the 
Planning Commission. The Applicant evidently desired to postpone the hearing. The Cmmcil 
notes that the Director provided the Applicant with language from the code regarding delaying 
land use hearings. The Council notes that none of this exchange is particularly relevant to any of 
the review criteria for the matter before it, and has no bearing on this decision. 

I. LDC § 2.5.60.02 - Thresholds that Separate a Minor Planned Development Modification from a 
Major Planned Development Modification 

1. The Council notes that the Applicant's responses to LDC § 2.5.60.02 are found on Part II, page 1 to 4 
of Exhibit F of the StaffReport. 

2. The Council notes that recommended findings in response to the applicable standard and purposes 
cited above are presented on page 7 to 8 of Staff Report. The Council notes that the proposed 
alignment for the Kings Boulevard extension deviates :from the alignment in the approved Planned 
Development Conceptual Plan. 

3. The City Council adopts the analysis and recommended findings in the Staff Report that conclude the 
proposed modifications to the Planned Development Conceptual Plan and Detailed Development 

KINGS BOULEVARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION & 
DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PLDlS-00003) 

FORMAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Page 3 of 19 
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Plan requires a Major Planned Development Modification process, as outlined in LDC § 2.5.60.03. 

II. LDC § 2.5.60.03 -Procedures for a Major Planned Development Modification 

1. The City Council notes that recommended findings in response to the applicable standard and 
purposes cited above are presented on Page 7 to 8 of the Staff Report, and that a Major Modification 
to a Planned Development is the process required for the proposal. 

2. The City Council notes that underLDC § 2.5.60.03.d, the compatibility criteria for a Major Planned 
Development Modification are the same as for a Detailed Development Plan. The Council finds 
that often these interrelated requests can therefore be evaluated together using the review criteria 
for a Detailed Development Plan, which by reference are those established in LDC § 2.5.40.04 
for a Conceptual Development Plan. In this case, when the Council adopts a finding related to 
the review Criteria in LDC § 2.5.40.04, a finding that the criterion is satisfied applies to both 
decisions, as does a finding that the criterion is not satisfied. The Council will not duplicate the 
same findings in this decision. 

3. The Council notes that the appellant submitted an application to construct only an arterial roadway 
and associated infrastructure, without inclusion of an additional infrastructure network or 
development proposal beyond the area necessary to construct tl1e roadway itself. 

4. The Council notes that LDC § 2.5.60.03 states that proposed modifications to existing Planned 
Developments may be evaluated "in part" or "in whole" upon finding that the petition is reasonable 
and valid. The Council interprets the phrase "Planning Commission" to mean the decision maker, 
which by virtue of this de novo appeal authority includes the City Council. The City Council finds it 
reasonable to apply an "in part" approach to evaluating the proposed Major Planned Development 
Modification and Detailed Development Plan, based in part on the narrow project scope, as proposed 
by the Applicant. 

III. LDC § 2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

1. The Council notes that the Applicant's responses to the review criteria are found on Page 49 to 56 
and 71 to 140 of Attachment F the Staff Report. 

2. The Council notes that staff analysis in response to the applicable criterion and purposes cited above 
are presented on Page 11 to 34 of the StaffReport, and that findings on each compatibility criterion 
ofLDC § 2.45.40.04 that the Council found unsatisfied are found below in IV through X. 

3. The Council notes that the Corvallis Transportation Plan (hereinafter referred to as "Transportation 
Plan") and the North Corvallis Area Plan (hereinafter referred to as "NCAP") are policies adopted by 
the City Council, and both Plans identify the extension of NW Kings Boulevard as an arterial 
roadway through the subject site. The Council notes that neither Plan specifically identifies the 
precise alignment the extension must follow. The Council finds that both Plans provide conceptual 
alignments, at best. 

KINGS BOULEVARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION & 
DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PLDlS-00003) 
FORMAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
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4. The Council notes that a Major Modification to the Timberhill Conceptual Development Plan 
(PLD00-00014) was approved in 2000 for the subject area, which included a conceptual alignment 
for Kings Boulevard through the subject area, consistent with the Transportation Plan and NCAP. 

5. The Council notes that in deliberations on January 19, 2016, Councilor Hann opined that Article 
13.13 of the Comprehensive Plan implements findings of the NCAP. Councilor Hann stated that 
Comprehensive Plan Policy ("CPP") 13.13.23 provides guidance that the NCAP transportation 
system would be realized in response to development proposals, and that CPP 13.13.32 establishes 
that "careful consideration shall be given to natural features such as floodplains, riparian areas, and 
wetlands, minimizing negative impacts to these features to the greatest extent practicable, while 
continuing to address the facility needs of the area." The Council notes that extending infrastructure 
through the site is challenging due to the site's topography, but the Council was not persuaded that 
the three alignments considered in the Applicant's alternatives analysis minimize negative impacts to 
natural features to the greatest extent practicable. Therefore, the Council finds that the current 
proposal does not, to the Council's satisfaction, comply with CPP 13.13.32. 

IV. LDC § 2.5.40.04.a.l - Compensating benefits for the variations being requested 

1. The Council notes that the Applicant's responses to the criteria and purposes cited above are found 
on Pages 3, 50, 72, and 141 to 146 of Attachment F of the Staff Report. The Council notes that the 
Applicant requested variances from the cut and fill limits (LDC § 4.14.70.04) and from the 6% 
centerline grade limit (LDC § 4.0.60.k.3). 

2. The Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criterion and purposes cited above are 
presented on page 15 to 18 of the Staff Report. 

3. The Council notes that, per the Staff Report, in accordance with LDC § 4.0.60.k, the City Engineer 
has acknowledged special circumstances presented by topographical conditions, concluded that the 
safety and capacity of the street network would not be adversely affected by a maximum 8% 
longitudinal slope, and the made an exception to allow the maximun1 8% longitudinal slopes. The 
Council finds that a variance to LDC § 4.0.60.k.3 is therefore not required in this situation. 

4. The Council notes that cut and fill standards are established by LDC § 4.14.70.04. The Council finds 
that these cut and fill standards are intended to limit impacts to natural features caused by excessive 
disturbance oftopography. 

5. The Council notes that the proposal seeks a variance from the cut and fill standards set out in LDC § 
4.14.70.04 The Council notes that a variance from the cut and fill standards may be approved 
through the Planned Development Process set out in LDC § 2.5. 

6. The Council interprets "compensating benefits" as set out in LDC § 2.5.40.a.l to be enforceable 
commitments, intended to offset the impacts of a requested variance beyond what would otherwise 
be required by development. 

7. The Council notes that the Applicant described the compensating benefit for the requested variance 

KINGS BOULEVARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION & 
DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PLDlS-00003) 
FORMAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
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to LDC § 4.14.70.04, on Page 141 of Attachment F ofthe Staff Report, as being that the proposed 
design "allows for NW Kings Boulevard to be extended with the least impact to natural features and 
natural hazards and is within an acceptable tolerance of meeting Public Works and LDC street slope 
standards." 

8. The Council notes that on January 19,2016, Councilor Hann gave his opinion, that the Applicant's 
proposal fails to demonstrate an offsetting benefit related to the requested variance to LDC § 
4.14.70.04 beyond what is otherwise required with the construction of an arterial roadway. The 
Cotmcil concurs with and adopts Councilor Hann's reasoning. While the Council certainly sees that 
there is great benefit to the community when development follows adopted plans, policies and 
regulations, the Council is not convinced that providing any particular development can be a 
compensating benefit for a variance sought to allow that development. Therefore, the Council finds 
that the proposal is inconsistent with and fails to satisfy the criteria related to compensating benefits 
for the variations being requested. 

V. LDC § 2.5.40.04.a.2 - Basic site design (the organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' 
relationships to neighboring properties) 

1. The Council notes that the Applicant's responses to the criteria and purposes cited above are found 
on Pages 50 and 72 to 89 of Attachment F of the Staff Report. 

2. The Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criterion and purposes cited above are 
presented on Page 19 of the StaffReport. 

3. The Council notes that 202.11 acres of undeveloped land abut both sides of the proposed roadway 
aligrunent, and that although there are constraints on development in the form of natural features, 
hazards and the PD Overlay Zone, much of this land is developable through the Planned 
Development review process. The Applicant presented a large document regarding ·a withdrawn 
application for a development on part of the 202.11 acres. The Council is not persuaded that the 
evidence, argument and conclusions in this document demonstrate that any criterion is satisfied. 

4. The Council notes that general roadway alignments and development patterns throughout the site are 
established by the Timberhill Conceptual Plan (included within Attachment G of the Staff Report), 
the Transportation Plan, and the underlying Zoning and Comprehensive Plan land use designations. 
The Council further notes that these patterns will not be formally established until they have been 
through LDC Chapter 2.5 -Planned Development Detailed Development Plan review. 

5. The Council finds that even when viewing the application in part, and narrowly viewing the 
application itself as only the proposed alignment of the arterial extension, there is insufficient 
evidence submitted by the Applicant to persuade the Council that the basic site design for this 
proposal will be compatible with neighboring properties. The Council is not satisfied that the 
Applicant has met its burden to provide enough evidence for the Council to evaluate how the 
proposed alignment of NW Kings Boulevard will ultimately interact with and affect development 
and transportation patterns throughout the site. 

KINGS BOULEVARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION & 
DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PLDlS-00003) 
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6. After considering the Applicant's narrative, the related staff analysis, and written and oral testimony 
the Council finds that information in the record supporting the proposal is insufficient to persuade the 
Council that the proposal is consistent with the criterion relating to basic site design. The Council 
concludes that the Applicant has not satisfied this criterion. 

7. The Council notes that the Compatibility Review Crite1ia in LDC § 2.5.40.04 can be closely 
intertwined. The basic site design for this application relies upon a variance to cut and fill and places 
certain public utility facilities and the proposed arterial within significant natural features and riparian 
areas. The Council has insufficient information about how the balance between the cut and fill and 
the placement of facilities in this design could be altered to provide greater protection for natural 
features, either within the road alignment or as future development occurs in neighboring properties. 
The Council is not persuaded by the evidence in the record that this organization of uses within the 
site will also be compatible with the protection of natural features on neighboring properties, 
however they might develop. Similarly, with a greater amount of information, the Council might 
have considered some different balance of cut and fill, protection of types of significant features and 
riparian areas. That is not the application before the Council, and the Council is not persuaded this 
basic site design meets the compatibility factors, the compensating benefits or protection of natural 
features, pmiicularly as they are all related to each other. 

VI. LDC § 2.5.40.04.a.3- Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.) 

1. The Council notes that the Applicant's responses to the crite1ia m1d purposes cited above are found 
on Pages 50 and 90 of Attachment F of the Staff Report. 

2. The Council notes that recommended findings in response to the applicable criterion and purposes 
cited above are presented on Pages 19 to 20 of the Staff Report. TI1e Council notes that there is 
insufficient evidence in the record to persuade the Council that varying from the cut and fill standards 
will maintain the compatibility of visual elements, particularly in terms of scale, with neighboring 
properties. 

3. After considering the Applicant's narrative, the staff analysis, and written and oral testimony, the 
Council finds that the proposal is inconsistent with and fails to satisfy the criterion relating to visual 
elements. 

VII. LDC § 2.5.40.04.a.9 - Transportation facilities 

1. The Council notes that the Applicant's responses to the criteria and purposes cited above are found 
on Pages 51, and 98 to 99 of Attachment F of the Staff Report. 

2. The Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criterion and purposes cited above are 
presented on Pages 22 to 26 ofthe StaffReport. 

3. The Council notes that the Transportation Plan identifies an extension of NW Kings Boulevard 
through the subject site as an arterial roadway, and an extension ofNW 29th Street connecting to NW 
Kings Boulevard within the subject site as a neighborhood collector roadway. 
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4. The Council notes that Comprehensive Plan Policies 13.13.21 and 13.13.32 specifically address 
considerations for the establishment of road aligmnents within the NCAP area, which includes the 
subject site. Both policies speak to the need to balance impacts to natural features with other 
considerations, including the public facility needs of the area. 

5. The Council notes that the proposal would extend NW Kings Boulevard from its current tem1inus at 
the south edge of the subject site. The Council also notes that at its north end, the proposed aligmnent 
meets an 84-foot Public Right of Way and Utility ("PRUE") easement within Lot 5 of the Highland 
Dell Estates Subdivision which is intended to accommodate the future extension of NW Kings 
Boulevard north from the subject site to NW Lester A venue. 

6. The Council notes that the Timberhill Conceptual Plan (included within Attachment G of the Staff 
Report) identifies a conceptual transportation network intended to serve future phases of 
development throughout the site. 

7. The Council notes that City staffs Recommended Condition of Approval #4, found in Exhibit CCQ-
3 of the January 19, 2016 staff memo to City Council (hereinafter referred to as "1/19/16 Staff 
Memo"), intended to address concerns about the ability to connect NW 29th Street with the proposed 
extension of NW Kings Boulevard. However, the Council finds that there was insufficient evidence 
submitted with the current application to evaluate how the proposed aligmnent and design of NW 
Kings Boulevard will ultimately interact with and affect future transportation facilities throughout the 
site. Because the "ripple effects" emanating from the establishment of the proposed aligmnent are not 
addressed by the information in the record (e.g. grading, location, and anticipated impacts to natmal 
features outside of the identified road improvement area, based on the need to connect to 
infrastructure networks and developable areas on the larger site), the Council is not persuaded that a 
condition of approval requiring later discretionary review can satisfy this criterion for the current 
application and therefore finds that the proposal does not sufficiently address the transportation 
facility compatibility criterion. 

8. After considering the appellant's narrative, staff's analysis, and written and oral testimony, the 
Council finds that the proposal is inconsistent with and fails to satisfy the criterion relating to 
transportation facilities. 

VIII. LDC § 2.5.40.04.a.ll- Utility infrastructure 

1. The Council notes that the Applicant's responses to the criteria and purposes cited above are found 
on Pages 52, and 99 to 103 of Attachment F of the StaffReport. 

2. The Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criterion and purposes cited above are 
presented on Pages 27 to 30 of the Staff Report. 

3. The Council notes that according to the Staff Report, The City's Water Distribution System Facility 
Plan shows a third level transmission main through the site that connects the third level water line 
that is adjacent to the City's North Hills Second Level Reservoir to the Timberhill Third Level 
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Reservoir. Staff have determined the location of this transmission main should be within the 
alignment of future streets between the existing 20-inch line stubbed at the end of NW 29th Street, 
adjacent to NW Bunting Drive, and the 16-inch third level line adjacent to the North Hills Second 
Level Reservoir. The new transmission main will extend along the alignment of NW 29th Street to 
NW Kings Boulevard, continue south along the NW Kings Boulevard alignment, and then it will 
extend to the east within future local street alignments and tie into the existing 16-inch third level 
water line located adjacent to the North Hills Second Level Reservoir. 

4. The Council notes that the Applicant is not proposing any water, sanitary sewer, or franchise utility 
improvements with the extension ofNW Kings Boulevard. 

5. The Council notes City staffs Recommended Conditions of Approval #4 and #5, found in Exhibit 
CCQ-3 of the 1/19/16 Staff Memo, intended to alleviate concerns about utility infi-astructure 
ultimately extending to and through the site. The Council finds that there was insufficient evidence 
submitted with the current application to evaluate how these extensions will occur, and is not 
persuaded that the proposed condition adequately addresses this criterion. 

6. After considering the Applicant's narrative and staffs analysis, the Council finds that the proposal is 
inconsistent with and fails to satisfy the criterion relating to utility infi-astructure. 

IX. LDC § 2.5.40.04.a.14 - Presenration and/or protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent 
with Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain Development Permit, Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 -Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.11 -Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, Chapter 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, and Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions. Streets shall also be designed along contours, and structures 
shall be designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure compliance with these Code standards. 

1. The Council notes that the Applicant's responses to the criteria and purposes cited above are found 
on Pages 53, and 104 to 135 of Attachment F ofthe Staff Report. 

2. The Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criterion and purposes cited above are 
presented on Pages 31 to 3 3 of the Staff Report. 

3. The Cotmcil finds that the proposed roadway has been generally designed along contours to fit the 
topography ofthe site. 

4. The Council finds that the LDC Chapters referenced by this review criterion are intended to protect 
natural systems to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy 
13.13.32 and.the policy statement in the LDC § 2.5.20.c. 

The Council notes that several pieces of oral and written testimony were submitted in opposition 
over concerns about the Corvallis Fault, which runs beneath the proposed roadway alignment. The 
Council notes that per LDC § 4.14.20.b.2, hazards associated with the Corvallis Fault and 
liquefaction soils are expressly excluded from LDC Chapter 4.14 regulations. The Council notes 
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testimony received from Dr. Chris Goldfinger, professor of Geology and Geophysics at OSU, states 
that roads crossing faults are relatively easy to repair after seismic events and pose less of a hazard 
than is presented by locating buildings across fault lines. The Council finds concerns about the 
hazard posed by locating a roadway across the Corvallis Fault to be unpersuasive 

5. The Council notes that the scope of the Detailed Development Plan request crosses significant 
vegetation subject to LDC Chapter 4.12 standards, Highly Protected Riparian Corridors and 
Riparian-Related Areas subject to LDC Chapter 4.13 standards, and slopes subject to LDC Chapter 
4.14 standards. 

6. The Council notes that the proposal does not include a Significant Vegetation Management Plan 
("SVMP"), as required prior to the approval of land development permits and/or vegetation removal 
per LDC § 4.12.50. However, the Council finds that this requirement would be satisfied by staff's 
recommended Condition of Approval #12 found in Exhibit CCQ-3 of the 1119/16 Staff Memo, 
requiring an SVMP prior to the issuance of Public Improvement by Private Contract ("PIPC") 
Permits. 

7. The Council notes that LDC § 4.12.70 allows the City Engineer, guided by adopted City plans, to 
deem impacts to natural features necessary to maintain a functional system based on the proposed 
roadway alignment. The Council notes that LDC § 4.13.50.b.2 allows the City Engineer, guided by 
adopted City plans, to deem impacts to natural features necessary to maintain a functional system. 
The Council notes that the Corvallis Transportation Systems Plan and the NCAP are both adopted 
City plans showing an extension ofNW Kings Boulevard through the site to serve North Corvallis. 
The Council notes that, as stated in the Staff Report and other documentation submitted on the 
record, in accordance with LDC § 4.12.70 and LDC § 4.13.50.b.2, the City Engineer has deemed 
impacts to natural features necessary to maintain a functional system based on: the proposed roadway 
alignment. The Council notes that the City Engineer also confined his consideration to the proposed 
alignment and two alternative alignments presented by the Applicant. The Council takes no issue 
with the City Engineer determining that for the proposed alignment, or likely any alignment through 
the Timberhill Planned Development, the location and construction of streets and utilities will need 
to go through areas significant vegetation and/or riparian or wetland areas. The Council finds that in 
this case, because of the narrow scope of the application, viewed from the perspective of the 
Compatibility factors, there is insufficient information to persuade the Council that these resources 
are being protected to the greatest extent practical. 

8. The Council notes that several pieces of oral and written testimony were submitted by residents in 
opposition to the proposal on the grounds that it does not sufficiently protect natural systems 
including oak savannas, wildlife habitats, and the east fork of the headwaters of Dixon Creek. 

9. As noted earlier in response to LDC § 2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria, the Council concurs with 
Councilor Hann who, on January 19, 2016, stated that he is not persuaded that the three alignments 
considered in the Applicant's alternatives analysis minimize negative impacts to natural features to 
the greatest extent practicable. 

10. The Council notes that the request includes a variance from LDC § 4.14.70.04, Grading Regulations. 
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As noted in findings above related to LDC § 2.5.40.04.1.a, the Council finds that the proposal is 
inconsistent with and fails to satisfy the criteria related to compensating benefits for the variations 
being requested. Consequently, the Council finds that it cannot support the requested variance to 
bring the proposal into compliance with LDC Chapter 4.14. 

11. After considering the Applicant's nanative, staffs analysis, and oral and written testimony, the 
Council finds that the proposal is insufficient and fails to satisfy the criterion relating to preservation 
and/or protection of Significant Natural Features. 

X. LDC § 2.5.40.04.b.1 -Any proposed variation from a standard within 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, or Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions shall provide protections equal to or better than the specific 
standard requested for variation 

1. The Cow1cil notes that the Applicant's responses to the criteria and purposes cited above are found 
on Pages 53 and 135 of Attachment F of the Staff Report. 

2. The Council notes that recommended findings in response to the applicable criterion and purposes 
cited above are presented on Pages 33 of the Staff Report. 

3. The Council notes that the request includes a vruiance from LDC § 4.14.70.04, Grading Regulations. 
As noted in findings above related to LDC § 2.5.40.04.1.a, the Council finds that the cut and fill 
standards established by LDC § 4.14.70.04 are intended to limit impacts to natural features caused by 
excessive disturbance of topography, and that the Applicant's proposal fails to demonstrate a 
sufficient offsetting benefit related to the requested variance beyond what is otherwise required with 
the construction of an arte1ial roadway. The Council therefore concludes that the requested variation 
does not provide protections equal to or better than the specific standard requested for variation. 

4. After conside1ing the Applicant's narrative, staffs analysis, and written and oral testimony, the 
Council finds that the proposal is not consistent with and does not satisfy the criterion relating to 
protections in conjunction with variations to LDC Chapters 2.11, 4.5, 4.11, 4.12, 4.13, or 4.14. 

XI. LDC § 2.5.50.04 - Review Criteria for Determining Compliance with Conceptual Development 
Plan 

1. The Council notes that the Applicant's responses to the criteria and purposes cited above are found 
on Pages 3, and 141 to 146 of Attachment F of the StaffReport. 

2. The Council notes that findings in response to the applicable criterion and purposes cited above are 
presented on Pages 8 to 1 0 of the Staff Report. 

3. After conside1ing the Applicant's narrative, staffs analysis, and oral and written testimony, for the 
reasons set out in this document in the fmdings addressing the compatibility criteria from LDC 
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2.5.40.04, the Council finds that the proposal is not consistent with and does not satisfy the criterion 
relating to compliance with the Conceptual Development Plan. 

B. Issues Raised by Applicant 

1. Scope of the Record 

The Council notes that on December 23, 2015, the Applicant submitted several documents totaling over 
1,400 pages for inclusion into the record. The majority of the pages of these documents are related to 
withdrawn applications. The Council notes that those applications have not been considered by any City 
decision maker. Accordingly, the Council is not persuaded by any evidence or analysis proposed as 
findings or conclusions, interpretations or similar content, if any, contained in those pages. The Council 
notes that City Staff recommended the Council simply reject the submission. The Applicant argued that 
the submission is relevant for various reasons as summarized in January 2016 letters to the Council. 
During deliberations the Council voted not to reject this large submission. The Council notes that the 
Applicant did not direct the Council to any specific page or pages or general topics within that large 
submission of material where analysis or facts supporting the Applicant's asserted relevance can be 
located or considered. The Council is unpersuaded by the arguments the Applicant might be making 
through the submission of these documents, and finds the evidence and arguments in them particularly 
unconvincing as related to this application. Council is not inclined to review the large submission of 
documents and make the assumption that the applicant has raised some point regarding the present 
application in the prior, withdrawn application. Accordingly, the Council concludes it can give the 
December 23, 2015 documents related to the withdrawn applications, presented under these 
circumstances, little, if any, evidentiary weight and assumes that the applicant submitted them for the 
express reasons stated in the Applicant's final written argument, and no other reason. 

2. The subject site is within the Timberhill Planned Development 

The Applicant argues at one point that the proposed site is not subject to a Detailed Development Plan 
and thus presumably is not subject to either a Planned Development or the Planned Development 
Overlay Zone requirements. The Council notes that the area subject to this application, as well as the 
more than 200 acres surrounding it, are part of the Timberhill Planned Development site, and are subject 
to Conceptual Development Plan approvals as well as conditions imposed by the approval of prior 
Detailed Development Plans within the Timberhill Planned Development. The Council notes that prior 
City land use legislation removed Planned Development Overlay Zones from properties within the City 
which did not have an active Detailed Development Plan on any portion of a Conceptual Development 
Plan. The Planned Development Overlay Zone was not legislatively removed from this site nor has the 
Applicant sought or received a Major Modification to change the boundaries of the Planned 
Development. The Applicant has not sought a nullification of the Planned Development or a Zone 
change to remove the Planned Development Overlay Zone for the site. The Council finds that the 
Applicant has not provided evidence sufficient to allow the Council to conclude that the prior City 
legislation was inadequate, invalid or incorrectly applied. The Council presumes its legislation is valid 
and that the legislation accomplished its purpose. The Council finds the Applicant has not provided 
sufficient evidence to overcome that presumption. 
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The Staff Report identifies the zoning for the subject site as "primarily zoned PD(RS3.5), PD(RS-5), 
PD(RS-9), and PD(RS-12) for a mix of low, medium, and medium-high density residential uses, with a 
small portion at the southern boundary of the site zoned PD(PA-0) (Professional and Administrative 
Office) corresponding to the Comprehensive Plan Map Designation for that area." The Council finds 
that description is persuasive and adopts it. Consistent with that view, the Council notes that the 
application, at page 3, identifies and acknowledges a Planned Development Overlay Zone applies to the 
site. 

The Applicant provides a partial list of decisions within the greater Timberhill Planned Development 
and gives those decisions a particular meaning in order to support the idea that the cunent application is 
not within a Planned Development. The Council notes that in the Staff Report, the Planning Staff also 
provided a list of historical decisions within or related to the Planned Development. The Council notes 
that the Applicant has not provided a comprehensive record of each decision made regarding the 
Timberhill Planned Development. The Council does not have all of the conespondence, applications, 
staff reports, or minutes, or even each disposition, condition, and set of findings that prior City decision 
makers have adopted or imposed through quasi-judicial or legislative decisions related to the overall 
Timberhill Planned Development and the area currently proposed for this application. To agree with the 
Applicant, the City Council would need to consider and review all of these (and ignore the City's 
adopted Comprehensive Plan Map Designations and zones for the subject property). The City Council 
finds that the Applicant fails to provide evidence sufficient or persuasive to the Council to support its 
claim that the City's comprehensive plan and zoning maps are inconect or that City legislation and 
quasi-judicial decisions do not mean what they say. The Staff Report identifies, and the partial list 
provided by the Applicant includes, a number of land use applications that relied on the Planned 
Development variance processes, design flexibility, standards and purposes to gain approval. To the 
extent provided, the Council finds that the entire Timberhill Planned Development has developed 
subject to the Planned Development procedures, criteria and standards resulting in Detailed 
Development plans that impose conditions of approvals. Some of those conditions are applicable to this 
application or to the area proposed for this application. 

3. The subject site is not a Needed Housing site 

The City Council notes that the Applicant argues the application is "an essential element to develop 
needed housing on this site" and that the City may apply only clear and objective criteria in its review of 
the proposed arterial extension. The City Council notes that this argument is contrary to the application 
and the Applicant's demand to review the proposal in a manner limited to road design and location. The 
City Council rejects this assertion for the following reasons: 

a. The record lacks substantial evidence demonstrating that this proposal, to modify the conceptual 
location and to approve the detailed design of King's Boulevard, will serve any needed 
residential development, or residential development including needed housing subject only to 
clear and objective standards. The Applicant demanded an "in part" review limited to the 
boundary of the right of way ("ROW"). The Council notes that the Applicant could have 
submitted a residential development plan concurrent with this application-but did not. A 
significant amount of citizen testimony opposed the application on the grounds that the 
Applicant did not provide evidence to allow a review and consideration of where, how and what 
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type of development would connect to and be served by the proposed arterial. The Council 
agrees that no residential Conceptual Development plan, nor a residential Detailed Development 
plan was submitted with this application. Given the narrow scope of the application and the 
Council's "in pmi" review, the Council finds that it is too speculative 'to conclude that this 
proposed transportation facility is an essential element to develop needed housing subject only to 
clear and objective standards, or any particular residential development on this site. The Council 
notes that the approved Conceptual Development plan and the Planned Development Overlay 
Zone both indicate there are constraints on development of the site that require review that goes 
beyond the clear and objective standards applied to needed housing. 

b. The Applicant argues for an "in part" consideration of its application based upon a "site" limited 
to the ROW area. The Council notes that the application itself proposes facilities and roadway 
fill slopes that extend beyond the ROW boundary. Consequently, the Council could not limit its 
review to the boundaries of the ROW. The Council approved a motion to review the application 
as presented and subject to consideration of offsite impacts as provided in the applicable criteria. 
The Council finds the Applicant proposes no residential development on, over, or in any of the 
ROW site, nor could any be possible. The components of the application proposed to fall outside 
the ROW are also not residential development. The Council finds this application seeks no 
approval for residential development of any kind. Accordingly, the Council could not conclude 
that the application is for or essential for needed housing as that term is properly construed in 
ORS 197.307(3). The Council notes that in its January 11, 2016 letter explaining the relevance of 
the withdrawn SUB 14-00004 and PLD 14-00007 applications to this case; the Applicant stated: 
"Each application is judged on its own merits. This is an application to approve a road design 
and location." The Council agrees with the Applicant that when a resid,ential development is 
proposed, that application, like this one, will be judged on its own merits and according to the 
applicable criteria. The Council notes that neither SUB 14-00004 nor PLD14-00007 applications 
have been vetted through a public hearing process and the documents regarding them provide the 
Council a limited basis to give those withdrawn applications much evidentiary value. The 
Council concludes its review in this case is limited to the proposed King's Boulevard extension 
application. The Council does not, and cannot, pre-review a withdrawn development application 
as if it had been submitted as part of this application. To the extent the Applicant argues that the 
withdrawn SUB 14-00004 and PLD14-00007 applications demonstrate future needed housing 
development, the Cow1cil finds that basis is too speculative. Whether this Applicant or another 
proposes future residential development, zone changes or comprehensive plan changes is 
unknown. If a residential development proposal is submitted, it may or may not take a form 
similar to the withdrawn application. 

c. The Council notes the Applicant submitted into the record development applications SUB 14-
00004 and PLD14-00007, stating that the purpose was to respond to issues and questions raised. 
City staff recommended the Council reject and not consider the withdrawn applications to ensure 
the Council does not prejudge the applications should they ever be resubmitted for approval. The 
Council understands and appreciates the recommendation. The Council voted not to reject these 
materials. The Applicant asserts that the submission is relevant to this case and provides its 
reasoning in summary tables included with its January 11, 2016 letter and January 15, 2016 final 
written argument. The Council notes that the Applicant's agent has not directed the Council to 
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any particular part or page or general topic within that large submission of written material. The 
Council is not inclined to review the totality of the material to find information and then develop 
some argument to support the Applicant's assertion the materials are relevant. To the extent the 
Applicant asseris that within the 1494 page submission is a needed housing application that will 
be served by the proposed roadway, the Council is not persuaded, as a withdrawn application has 
little meaning. Even if the Applicant had attempted to point the Council to those parts or pages 
that provide support for its assertion, the Council notes that such a review exceeds the 
Applicant's proposal, and is inconsistent with the Applicant's demand that the Council review 
this application "in part" and the Council's decision to review the Planned Development 
modification "in part". Finally, the Council notes that a withdrawn application is insufficient for 
the Council to rely upon to make conclusions of fact or law in this case. 

d. The Council notes that the Applicant provides no persuasive information demonstrating that the 
site subject to the application is needed housing under ORS 197.307(3). The Applicant asserts 
that the ROW site is within the adopted 1998 Buildable Land Inventory ("BLI"). The Applicant 
provides no evidence to support that assertion. Moreover, the assertion is, without more, a 
meaningless statement. Inclusion in the City's BLI does not provide a basis to conclude that such 
land is available for needed housing subject only to clear and objective standards. The City 
Council notes that ORS 197.307(3) encourages local governments to use zoning to identify land 
where needed housing may be developed. The City Council notes that in Corvallis, residential 
zones that are not subject to overlay zones are generally available for needed housing 
developments, subject only to clear and objective standards. The City Council notes that in 
Corvallis, the Planned Development overlay zones identify constrained land not suitable for 
needed housing subject to clear and objective standards. The BLI provides: "Vacant land that is 
constrained (either physically or legally) is not buildable" (BLI, B-5). The City Council 
interprets the parenthetical phrase "either physically or legally" to include Planned Development 
overlay zones. The BLI defines "buildable lands" as: "lands in urban and urbanizable areas that 
are suitable, available and necessary for residential uses." In the context of a residential Planned 
Development, the Council interprets the phrase "not buildable" to mean the site is not buildable 
for needed housing purposes, as the land is not currently suitable for consideration of residential 
development under a clear and objective procedure or standard of approval. The Council notes 
that the suitability of (PD) constrained residential land for residential development is tested 
through the Planned Development process and its compatibility criteria. The City Council 
interprets its BLI and Zoning Map to use the PD overlay zoning label (PD) to identify land that is 
not constrained and therefore not buildable under clear and objective standards for needed 
housing. Because the site subject to this proposal is constrained by a Planned Development, as 
indicated by the Planned Development Overlay Zone, the Council does not find that the 
proposed arterial extension could serve a needed housing site. The Applicant has made no factual 
demonstration sufficient to rebut the presumption that the Planned Development (PD) label is 
accurate and correct. 

The City Council notes the first page of the application summarizes the proposal as seeking 
approval for: "Conceptual Development Plan Modification and Detailed Development Plan for 
the extension of Kings Boulevard through Timberhill tax lot 3500." The application does not 
seek approval for residential development. The application does not seek approval to nullify the 

KINGS BOULEVARD EXTENSION MAJOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION & 
DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PLDlS-00003) 

FORMAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Page 15 of 19 

CC 02-01-2016 Packet Electronic Packet Page 23



Planned Development overlay zone over the tax lot or the ROW. The application does not seek 
approval of a zone change to remove the Planned Development overlay zone. The application 
identifies a Planned Development Overlay Zone on the subject site. The application nalTative, 
responding to applicable criterion from the LDC 4.14 cut and fill standards, at page 17, 
acknowledges that "the Chapter 4.14 cut/fill grading standards are exceeded for a portion of the 
street extension. A variance has been requested ... " The Council finds the application seeks a 
variance from standards (which in this case are clear and objective) and the Applicant has opted 
into the Planned Development process to vary from those applicable standards. If the application 
sought approval based solely on clear and objective criteria, but also proposed to exceed clear 
and objective standards, the Council would not find the application "reasonable and valid" under 
LDC § 2.5.60.03c, and would deny it. 

The City Council notes that if the Applicant were correct that the Council could only consider 
clear and objective criteria in this review, the City Council's consideration would begin and end 
with consideration of LDC § 4.14.70.04.c.1- Maximum allowed cut and fill Mass Grading 
Regulations and standards. The Council notes that the Applicant did not raise any issue that LDC 
§ 4.14.70.04.c.l is not a clear and objective criterion. The Council notes that the Applicant made 
a general reference to discretionary criteria, but provided neither a list of nor any analysis 
demonstrating why any specific criterion applied in this case is not clear and objective. In its 
January 11, 2016 summary of key issues letter, one of the Applicant's agents states the "City 
may only apply clear and objective procedures, standards, and conditions. There are precious few 
of those in the list of standards the city would apply." The Applicant's agent provided no list 
identifying which standards the Applicant argues are or are not clear and objective. The 
Applicant's agent provides no analysis or assertion that the Applicant considers LDC § 
4.14.70.04.c.1 to be one of the clear and objective standards, but it is clear that the Applicant did 
not assert otherwise. The Council finds that LDC § 4.14. 70.04.c.l, imposes a clear and objective 
mandatory 12 foot maximum cut and 12 foot maximum fill standard. The Council finds the 
application proposes cuts and fills that exceed the mandatory cut and fill maximums. The Staff 
Report at page 18 identifies the criterion, and notes the Applicant's request to vary from that 
standard and demonstrates that the application proposes cuts and fills at 16.9 feet and 21.6 feet, 
respectively. The Council concludes that this criterion is not met. The Council concludes that the 
Council would deny the Planned Development modification and Detailed Development Plan 
proposal if it were a needed housing application subject only to clear and objective standards 
because it does not satisfy this standard. 

4. Construction and application of LDC § 2.5.60.03.c 

The Applicant asserts that the City Council may not view this application "in whole" and provides its 
preferred interpretation of LDC § 2.5.60.03.c to support that assertion. LDC § 2.5.60.03.c provides: 
"Upon finding that the petition is reasonable and valid, the Planning Commission may consider the 
redesign in whole or in part of any Detailed Development Plan." The Council notes the December 30, 
2015 City Attorney's Office Memorandum described interpretative principles and the prior construction 
and given to this code provision. The Council finds the memorandum instructive and adopts its analysis 
in construing this code provision. The City Council notes it has interpreted and applied this code 
provision in past cases. On each challenge before LUBA, the Board has consistently upheld and deferred 
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to the City's interpretation acknowledging the requirement of ORS 197.829(1) and Siporen v. City of 
Medford, 349 Or 247, 259, 243 P3d 776, 782 (2010). Before addressing the express language, the City 
Council notes the immediate context of the provision is LDC § 2.5.60.03. That section does not limit 
consideration to modifications to Detailed Development plans. The section refers to "Planned 
Development Modifications." Additional context is provided by LDC § 2.5.60, titled: Planned 
Development Modification. The first sentence states: "This section identifies the processes by which an 
approved Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan may be modified." Accordingly, the context does 
not support the Applicant's narrow view that LDC § 2.5.60.03c applies only to a proposed redesign of a 
Detailed Development plan. Additional context is found in the purpose section for a Planned 
Development. That section expressly provides that the procedure in LDC § 2.5.60.03, as well as other 
Plmmed Development review procedures, is established for those purposes set out in LDC § 2.5 .20. The 
Council finds this context instructive when construing and applying the review procedure. In short, the 
Council finds the purpose of LDC § 2.5.60.03c is to guide the Council's scope of review when 
considering a proposed Modification of either approved Conceptual or Detailed Development Plans. The 
Council recognizes that Planned Developments grant flexibility to vary from standards, and to shift 
densities and burdens to other portions of a Planned Development site. The Council acknowledges that 
in considering the purpose in facilitating this proposed arterial extension, the Council must consider 
whether the proposal preserves to the greatest extent practicable significant natural features and whether 
it provides greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than conventional land development 
procedures, while providing benefits within the development site to compensate for requested variances 
from development standards. Accordingly, the Council finds that the purpose of LDC § 2.5.60.03c is to 
provide the decision maker, here the Council, with the express authority to consider a proposed 
Modification of either a Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan within an established Planned 
Development in light of the purposes of the chapter as they relate to the relationship between the 
proposed Modification and the overall Planned Development site and any affected Detailed 
Development plan within that overall Planned Development. The Council interprets the tenn "petition" 
in LDC § 2.5.60.03.c to mean the particular request for Modification, whether to a Conceptual or 
Detailed Development plan or both. The City Council broadly interprets the phrase "the redesign" to 
mean the proposed Modification to the Planned Development site-whether Conceptual, Detailed or both. 
The Council broadly interprets the phrase "in whole or in part" to refer to the scope of the redesign as it 
relates to and impacts the Planned Development site, including but not limited to "any Detailed 
Development Plan." The Council construes the tem1 "any" to include approved Detailed Development 
plans whether in or outside of the specific portion of the overall Planned Development that bear on or 
have a relationship to a proposed Modification site, particularly when considering such things as 
compatibility, prior conditions of approval, transportation networks, utilities extensions, or natural 
features. In sum, the City Council concludes that it might indeed have considered this Major Planned 
Development Modification "in whole", should it have chosen to do so. Consistent with the discretion the 
term "may" provides, the Council has determined to limit its scope to an "in part" review. The Council 
notes that any "in part" review, however, must include any off site considerations that are required by 
the LDC § 2.5.40.04 compatibility review criteria. 

5. City acquired ROW by Dedication 

The Applicant asserts that the City is the owner of ROW site subject to this proposal. This issue 
demonstrates inconsistent factual assertions and legal conclusions from several of the Applicant's 
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agents. Applicant agent Lyle Hutchens asserted in his September 28, 2015 letter that the proposal is for 
development "on land owned by the City ... " In that same letter, he also "requests confirmation that the 
city has signed the application, as required by the code." The theme of city ownership was carried out in 
other documents as well. By letter of October 28, 2015 the Applicant's agent Chuck Kingsley submitted 
a letter into the record from attorney Charles Markley, again asserting that the City owns the land 
subject to the application. In particular Mr. Markley concluded that: "It is our opinion that the Deed 
conveys fee title to the described property to the City, and GP A retains no rights (except as a member of 
the public) to the property." During questioning by Council members at the evidentiary hearing, Mr. 
Hutchens' responses were consistent with the theme asserting City ownership over the land. He stated 
that the ROW was gifted to the City and the City could use it for any purpose. Later in the same 
proceeding, Applicant's agent and attorney Bill Kloos provided testimony stating the deed was for a 
right of way and utility purposes. In its final written argument and summary of issues letter, Applicant 
did not assert city fee title and ownership, but refers to the subject site as a right of way. The Applicant 
in its January 11, 2016 letter summarizing key issues asserted: "The City owns the Right of Way, for 
road purposes." The City Attorney's Office by memo dated January 14, 2016 provided guidance 
demonstrating the distinction between a dedication of right of way and a conveyance of fee title. The 
Council finds that memorandum instructive and adopts the analysis of the City Attorney's Office in 
concluding that the deed presented to the City "does not convey the fee interest in the land described in 
the deed. Rather, the language conveys a 'right of way' operating as an easemei1t, providing the City 
with the right of use of the described property 'for road, pedestrian, drainage, and utility purposes, on, 
over, across, under, along, and within that tract of land"' as described in the exhibits to the deed. 
Although it is not clear to the Council how this issue relates to any approval criterion, the Council has 
responded and makes clear it is not the fee owner of the land subject to this application and no 
application criterion required the City to endorse this application. 

6. City's denial is not a Moratorium 

The Applicant argues that denying the application for the reason that more planning is needed to address 
perceived or real deficiencies in the Transportation Plan would be tantamount to a moratorium. Whether 
the "goal post" rule or the moratorium statute is at issue, the City's decision in this case is grounded on 
the lack of compliance with applicable Land Development Code criteria and Comprehensive Plan 
Policies, in place at the time of the application. The Council's decision is not based upon any allegation 
that adopted Comprehensive Plan Policies, Land Development Code regulations or supporting 
documents to the Comprehensive Plan are perceived as outdated or inapplicable. 

7. Conceptual location for Kings Boulevard does not constitute a Public Street 

The Applicant's agent argues that the ROW is a public street and its location has already been 
determined in PLA14-00005 by Order No. 2014-041. The City Council rejects the conclusion. The City 
Council notes that City Staff communicated to the Applicant that acceptance of the Deed dedicating the 
ROW to the City should be viewed as conceptual and subject to approval of a Detailed Development 
plan finalizing its exact location and design. For reasons best known to itself, the Applicant dedicated 
the right of way outside of any land use process, and with the risk that the final alignment would not fall 
within that dedication. The City Council notes that Order 2014-041 provides: "Future development on 
the site shall comply with conditions of approval from Order 2001-101." Those conditions affect this 
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proposal. The City Council rejects the conclusion that a ministerial finding that the availability of 
required access is not adversely affected by a property line adjustment (LDC § 2.14.60.b.4) can operate 
to convert a conceptual ROW for an anticipated roadway into a public street or otherwise establish its 
final engineering design, its location or its operation. The Council notes the ministerial finding only 
requires a demonstration that the property line adjustment will not adversely affect required access, not 
that it demonstrated required access currently exists. The ministerial decision in Order No. 2014-041 
cmmot and did not accomplish that feat. The Council understands the condition imposed by Order No. 
2014-041 to reflect a requirement upon PLA14-00005 to conform to prior conditions imposed on the 
Planned Development site. The Council is not required to determine in this case the exact point in time 
when an undeveloped right of way becomes a public street. The Council notes that in denying the 
proposed final engineering design and the proposed location for the operation of this transportation 
facility, the Council has not considered the approved conceptual alignment to be a public street. To 
constitute a public street for road purposes, the general definition of street implies that the roadway is 
first designated and capable of carrying (moving) vehicles. No evidence has been placed before the 
Council nor is the Council persuaded that the conceptual path for an arterial street contains a public 
street. Testimony from both City staff and the Applicant states that this is not an application to construct 
the street. The Council finds the approved conceptual alignment constitutes a roadway anticipated by the 
Transportation System Plan with its final engineering design and operation yet to be approved. 
Consequently, no public street could exist within the deeded right of way or the approved conceptual 
location for extending King's Boulevard. The Council notes that the Applicant provides no explanation 
for why resultant property #9 could not access either the approved conceptual alignment of King's 
Boulevard as exhibited in PLA14-00005 application materials, its proposed modification in this 
application, or any other location on resultant property #1 0 (this tax lot), which the City approves. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

As the body charged with de novo review of requests to modify active Conceptual Development and 
Detailed Development Plans in the event of an appeal of a Plmming Commission decision, the City Council, 
having reviewed the record associated with this proposed Major Planned Development Modification m1d 
proposed Detailed Development application, and having considered evidence submitted during the de novo 
hearing which supports and opposes the application, the City Council, for the reasons expressed in these 
findings, concludes that the Applicant has not met its burden of persuasion or proof and so the proposal does 
not adequately address and/or satisfy all the applicable review criteria. Consequently, the proposed Kings 
Boulevard Extension Major Plmmed Development Modification and the proposed Detailed Development 
Plan application (case PLD 15-00003) are both denied. 

Dated: 
------------~---

Biff Traber, MAYOR 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

City Council for February 1, 2016 Council Meeting 

Mark W. Shepard, P.E., City Manager\ M,h 
I 

January 26, 2016 

Suspending Standing Committees and Establishing Regular 
Council Work Sessions 

Action Requested: 

CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

Staff recommends Council adopt a resolution suspending the operation and meetings of the three Council 
Standing Committees and initiating the operation of the City Council as a committee to perform the duties 
of the Standing Committees. 

Discussion: 

The attached resolution will facilitate the use of work sessions i.n lieu of Standing Committees on a trial 
basis (Attachment A). The resolution formalizes and documents the change. 

Council met in a work session on January 14, 2016 to consider ways to improve the working efficiencies 
of the Council. At the meeting, Counci l considered a proposal to suspend the use of Standing Committees 
in favor of work sess ions of the full Council. Direction was given to staffto bring a proposal to a Council 
meeting to provide an opportunity for Council to consider taking action. A copy of the staff report 
presented at the January 14 work session is attached for reference (Attachment B). 

Work Session Schedule 

Staff recommends that Council schedule two work sessions each month. The consensus from Council at 
the January 14 work session was to schedule work sessions during the same week as Council meetings. 
Staff recommends schedul ing work sessions on Tuesdays of Council meeting weeks. There wW be a few 
instances in which Council meetings are moved to Tuesdays due to Monday holidays. In these instances, 
the work session can be scheduled on an alternate day or canceled depending on work item needs. 

Staff wi ll maintain a three-month work session calendar of anticipated agenda items. A draft three-month 
calendar is attached showing anticipated agenda items through April (Attachment C). The City's meeting 
notification system will be utilized for work sessions, similar to how Council meetings and Standing 
Committee meetings have been noticed. In addition, meeting agendas, packets, minutes, and audio 
recordings will be available on the City web site. 

Work Session Meeting Time 

During the January 14 work sess ion, there was discussion regarding the best time of day to hold work 
sessions. One of the goals of initiating work sessions is to make Council's work more accessible and 
transparent to our community. Mid-day meetings and meetings that run through dinner times were 
cons idered less accessible. In consideration of this, staff identified two options for work session meeting 
times, 3:30-5:30 pm or 6:00-8:00 pm. The advantages and challenges of the two options are discussed in 
the table below. 
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3:30 - 5:30 pm 
• Avoids running through the entire dinner 

window. 
• Allows those with work or other daytime 

commitments to attend meetings with only 
minor alterations to their day. 

• Work sessions are not completely outside 
the normal workday window, requiring 
some to a lter their workday to attend work 
sessions. 

• Most work is completed during standard 
business hours which will limit staff 
impacts (altered schedules or overtime for 
represented staff). 

• A voids conflict with most other Advisory 
Board and Commission meeting times. 

6:00 - 8:00 pm 
• A voids running through the entire dinner 

window. 
• Allows meetings to end at a reasonable 

time. 

• Work sessions occur after the normal 
workday window. 

• Larger impact on staff schedules (altered 
schedules or overtime for represented 
staff). 

• Conflicts with other Advisory Board and 
Commission meeting times. 

Staff will s upport either of the times above or an a ltemative time that Council prefers in order to manage 
your schedules while allowing community access to the meetings. 

Evaluation 

The use of work sessions is being proposed under a trial basis and should be evaluated after we have had 
some time to operate under the new model. Stat! will schedule an evaluation discussion at a Council work 
session in October 2016. This timeframe will allow us to have enough experience to make a good 
assessment. It will also allow the evaluation to be completed prior to what will likely be a busy November 
and December when Council will be finalizing work on Goals. 

Budget fmpact: 

It is anticipated that there will be a significant reduction in the administrative support costs under a work 
session mode of operation. Resources and work efforts can be redirected to other City administrative 
needs. 

Attachments: 
A. Resolution 
B. Council Working Efficiencies staff report; January 14,2016 Work Session 
C. Three-month Council and Work Session meetings schedule 
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Resolution Suspending Standing Committees Page 1 of 1

RESOLUTION 2016-_____

A RESOLUTION SUSPENDING THE STANDING COMMITEES OF THE COUNCIL AND 
COUNCIL POLICY 2.02 AND ASSIGNING THE STANDING COMMITTEE AREAS OF 
RESPONSIBILITY TO THE COUNCIL AS A WHOLE 

Minutes of the _______________________________, Corvallis City Council meeting, continued. 

A resolution submitted by Councilor ____________________. 

WHEREAS, the City Council values and desires to improve transparency and efficiency in City decision 
making; and 

WHEREAS, Corvallis Municipal Code 1.19.020.040 requires the Mayor to establish three standing 
committees and the jurisdiction of the standing committees is set by Council policy; and 

WHEREAS, City Council Policy 2.02 establishes the formation and general areas of policy review and 
oversight for the three standing committees; and 

WHEREAS, Corvallis Municipal Code 1.19.020.040 authorizes the Council to establish any other 
Committees of the Council as may be necessary or appropriate; and  

WHEREAS, the City Council in order to improve transparency and efficiency in City decision making 
desires to experiment with a model of governance that would replace the three standing committees with 
work sessions held by the Council as a whole; and 

WHEREAS, the work session model makes it necessary and appropriate for the Corvallis City Council to 
function and meet as a committee of the whole; and 

WHEREAS, experimenting with the work session model would require the Corvallis City Council to 
perform all the general areas of policy review and oversight as well as all other duties of the standing 
committees as established in City Council Policy 2.02; and 

WHEREAS, duplication of these responsibilities at the standing committee level would be neither 
transparent nor efficient. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORVALLIS RESOLVES that the 
operations and meetings of the three standing committees of the City Council are suspended until such 
time as the Council by resolution or motion determines otherwise; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council shall function as a committee of the whole, 
necessary and appropriate under Corvallis Municipal Code 1.19.020.040 to perform the duties of the 
standing committees established in City Council Policy 2.02 until such time as the Council by resolution 
or motion determines otherwise.

      ________________________________ 
      Councilor 

Upon motion duly made and seconded, the foregoing resolution was adopted, and the Mayor thereupon 
declared said resolution to be adopted. 

Attachment A
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Attachment B

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

City Council for January 14,2016 Work Session 

Mark W. Shepard, P.E., City Manager \},~J:r~·-· 
January 5, 2016 

SUBJECT: Council Working Efficiencies CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

Action Requested: 

Staff recommends Council review and discuss the proposed operational changes provided in this report 
and provide direction to staff regarding the proposed changes. Staff recommends that a Work Session 
process be initiated beginning February 2016. 

Discussion: 
Why Consider Changes? 

High community expectations and limited resources require us to be creative and bold. The City Council 
and City organization must continually explore ways to improve how we conduct business and deliver 
services. We must strive to improve our effectiveness and efficiency. I characterize effectiveness and 
efficiency as follows: 

Effectiveness -Understanding the desires of our community and working to provide the services 
the community values while providing transparency and clear communication between 
community members, Councilors, and staff. 

Efficiency - Competent execution of our actions while limiting the use of our resources. 

To realize the best return on our investment in improving our effectiveness and efficiency, we need to 
engage Council and the organization together. Council 's efforts coupled with organizational 
improvements present an opportunity for significant positive strides in our effectiveness and efficiency. 

This report focuses on trading the current Council Standing Committee Model with a Council Work 
Session Model. In addition, there are a few other ideas for proposed changes for Council to consider on an 
on-going basis or in the long-term. 

The City is at a prime time to implement change. There are initiatives, opportunities, and challenges 
before us that beg us to evaluate how we are doing business and to question what changes and 
improvements can be made to increase our effectiveness and efficiency. 

Council Goals: The Council has undertaken several important and challenging goals. The Vision 
and Action Goal and Sustainable Budget Goal will especially shape our priorities and work 
efforts for years to come. These goals will set priorities and help establish resource allocations as 
we balance our delivery of core services with other desires and initiatives such as Climate Action 
and Housing Goals. The desires and needs identified through these goals will most certainly 
outstrip our resources. This tension requires us to stretch ourselves to improve effectiveness and 
efficiency. 

Council and Mavor Workload: The work of the City Council is demanding and time intensive. 
The workload the current Council is bearing is particularly heavy. In order to continue to attract 
and retain a diverse Council that represents our community we need to identify ways to 
streamline and reduce the workload and time commitment for Councilors. A Council operating 
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model that requires a heavy time commitment will limit the number of people interested in 
serving on the Council, shrinking the pool from which to draw potential Councilors. 

Serv ice Delivery Efficiencies: We face continued resource limitations. The costs to attract and 
retain high quality talent in the organization will continue to put pressure on budgets. This 
pressure drives a need to evaluate operating models. A change in the Council operating model can 
lead to efficiencies in staff support which can free up resources for other organizational work and 
initiatives. 

Changing Communication and Connection Between Council and Community: Technology has 
changed the way people obtain and digest information. Attendance at a meeting is no longer 
required to be informed or to provide input. Council packets as well as a wealth of other City 
information are available on our web site. Community members can obtain information by 
watching broadcasted Council meetings or, more popular, streaming them on demand in their 
homes, or even on the go. Social media is a growing avenue for transfer of information. Email 
and other online tools allow community members to provide timely input/feedback to the City 
without attending meetings. These changes provide an opportunity to rethink operating strategies. 

T hese opportunities and challenges provide the framework for our discuss ions. I believe it is an exciting 
time for the Council and the organization. We must stretch and try new ways of doing things in order to 
best serve our community. Organizational initiatives to improve effectiveness and efficiency will be 
presented through the Fiscal Year 2016-17 budget process. 

Standing Committees to Work Sessions 

An action the Counci l can take to improve effectiveness and efficiency is to move to a Council Work 
Session operating model. I have summarized several advantages to this change: 

1. Improves Transparency and Access to Information: 

I have previously expressed the challenge I experienced trying to follow issues and find 
information on Council items when I was a candidate for the City Manager position. While being 
well versed in local government processes, it was difficult for me to find and follow issues 
through the Counci l/Standing Committee process flow. The Standing Committee Model requires 
community members to understand some or all of the following in order to fo llow an issue 
through Council: 

1. Knowledge of the standing committee structure and operating model. 
2. Knowledge of which standing committee has the issue. 
3. Finding and following the agenda material for the committee meetings. 
4. Find ing and reading the standing committee meeting minutes separately or in a large 

Council packet filled with multiple committee meeting minutes. 
5. Attendance at one or more standing committee meetings . 
6. Attendance at one or more Council meetings. 

This can be confusing and intimidating for those who are not accustomed to working with the 
C ity or those who have limited time to invest in an issue. T he process can unintentionally create 
barriers to transparency and effective public participation. Participation can become narrowed to 
those who have time and understand the system rather than being welcoming to all. 
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If work sessions are held in the late afternoon/evening (e.g., 4:00 pm to 6:00 pm) they will 
provide meetings that are more accessible to the working public and others who may have day
time conflicts. Council can also use the Work Session Model to take meetings "on the road" to 
locations around the City. Council could occasionally hold works sessions at local schools, the 
Boys and Girls Club, the Senior and Community Center, or other City or community facilities. 
These meetings will allow greater opportunity for the Council to connect with the community. 

The Public Participation Task Force (PPTF) was formed several years ago in an effort to improve 
the connection between the community and the City. In their work, the PPTF defmed 
effectiveness as ... 

"improved communication between residents and appointees with the Council tmd staff 
in ways that result in better, more informed decision making." 

A Council Work Session Model provides opportunities for improved communication between 
community members and the Council and staff. 

2. Reduces Council Workload and Provides for Full Council Input: 

The Standing Committee Model requires Councilors to monitor, track, and educate themselves on 
items before them at Council meetings, their assigned standing committee meetings, and the other 
two standing committee meetings. This requires following items that are discussed and 
deliberated at up to eight (8) meetings per month (two Council meetings and six standing 
committee meetings). 

To be appropriately informed to make decisions, Councilors must read minutes from all six 
standing committee meetings. Since issues are often complex, Councilors may also be compelled 
to attend standing committee meetings other than their assigned committee in order to fully 
appreciate the issues. The Standing Committee Model requires standing committee chairs to 
provide summary reports and recommend action to the broader Council. All of these requirements 
add a significant workload to all Councilors. 

A Work Session Model will allow the full Council to follow and track issues as they are brought 
to the entire body for discussion and direction. Direction provided at the work sessions will be 
processed by staff and brought back to Council in a staff report for action by the Council as 
appropriate. The reduced workload on Council is complimented by the advantage that the entire 
Council will be able to consider and discuss issues and items together before taking action. 

3. Provides Opportunities for Organizational Efficiencies: 

The Standing Committee Model requires staff to provide support for eight meetings per month. 
Each meeting requires agenda and packet preparation, staff suppot1 during the meetings, and 
minutes preparation and review. In addition, the meetings must be properly noticed and public 
input regarding each meeting must be managed. Work sessions will reduce the number of Council 
meetings in half to four meetings per month. This will allow limited resources to be targeted to 
other work and initiatives serving our community. 

A change to work sessions will require a coordinated effort by staff and Council to manage agendas and 
meetings. It will require Council to continue to operate meetings in a business-like manner. Council will 
need to remain focused on goals and limit new initiatives. lt will also be important to have a measure of 
patience with the new model. There are sw·e to be challenges and kinks to work out for both staff and 
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Council as we launch into this new frontier. I would caution Council to resist the urge to run back to the 
old model at the first challenge or hiccup. However, if after a fair assessment, the model does not work, 
Council can return to standing committees or another model that is developed. While not every new effort 
will prove to be successful, the Counci l, staff, and the community need to remain open to new ideas and 
methods if we are to be successful now and in the future. 

How to Get to a Work Session Model 

With Council support for moving to a Work Sess ion Model, staff can initiate the change quickly and 
support the process beginning February 2016. I have developed some documents to demonstrate how 
Council might operate under a Work Session Model (attached). 

The standing committee agendas for 2016 appear quite fu ll at first glance. However, there are ways to 
manage the agendas to allow Council to complete their work with fewer total meetings. Attachment 1 is a 
copy of the current pending agenda items for the three standing committees for 2016. I evaluated the 
items and identified how they might be dealt with under a Work Session Model. 

A mock work session agenda is included as Attachment 2. Public participation at work sessions can be 
handled in multiple ways and could be modified depending on meeting agenda items. 

A move to Council Work Sessions will also require a modification of the Council meeting agendas. 
Attachment 3 is a mock Council meeting agenda. The agenda has been modified to eliminate standing 
committee reports and to make the agenda more clear and community-member fr iendly. 

Other Changes to Consider 

Below is a list of other potential changes the Council may want to consider in the near- or long-term 
future. These ideas are simply listed with no discussion. If any of these ideas generate interest among 
Councilors, they can be discussed at a future meeting (work session). 

1. Modify or augment the Government Comment Corner. 
2. Align a reduced number of advisory boards with vision focus areas. 
3. Consider alternative processes for land use appeals. 
4. Modify or eliminate Council liaison roles. 

Recommendation: 

I recommend that Council initiate the use of work sessions in lieu of standing committees for the 2016 
calendar year starting in February. 

Budget Impact: 

Moving from the current Standing Committee Model to a Council Work Session Model is anticipated to 
save significant staff time in support of City Council. If Council moves to a Work Session Model, the 
Fiscal Year 2016-17 budget will reflect these costs savings. 

Attachment I: Pending Standing Committee Agendas 
Attachment 2: Mock Work Session Agenda 
Attachment 3: Mock Council Agenda 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Standing Committee Meeting Agenda Key 

This key proposes how the current Standing Committee Meeting agenda items can be handled in suppor1 
of moving to Council Work Sessions. This will be discussed at the January 12'11 Work Session. 

Consent Agenda Items (yellow): 

These items would be placed on the Council Meeting consent agenda at regular meetings. If a Councilor 
would like further discussion or consideration of one of these items they can be pulled for the Consent 
Agenda. Councilors are encouraged to call staff prior to Council Meetings if you have questions on 
Consent Agenda items so that your question might be able to be answered without pulling an item form 
the Consent Agenda. 

Council Policy Reviews (pink): 

1 propose a nine-month suspension of the current Council Policy review process. In its place I propose 
that staff perform a comprehensive review of all Council po licies and bring recommendations back to 
Council regarding options for continued use and review of Counci l policies. My cursory review of the 
Council policies lead me to believe that some policies might be best incorporated in the Municipal Code, 
incorporated into the Land Development Code, moved to administrative policies, or removed altogether. 

During th is time, Councilors are welcome to review the Council Policies independently and bring any 
forward that you feel need review and discussion with the entire Council at this lime. 

Items Requiring Council Inp,ut/Action (blue): 

These items are ones that would come either to a Work Session or directly to a Council Meeting for 
council consideration/action. 

A vlSOry Board Annual reports (orange): 

These annual reports from Advisory Boards are the result of a PPTF recommendation. They are a good 
way for the Council and Advisory Boards to stay connected. The annual reports are informative for 
Council and allow the Council an opportunity to provide formal direction or feedback to Advisory 
Boards. These annual reports should continue. However, I propose staggering the reports over the year 
to allow better agenda management. Staff can work with the Advisory Boards to develop new annual 
review schedules. 

In addition to the need for careful agenda management, Council must remain diligent to stay focused on 
the goals you have adopted and work in a business-like manner as items come before you. I continue to 
be very cautious regarding Council taking on any new initiatives at this time. 
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MEETING 
IDATE 

January 6 
January 20 
February 3 

February 17 

March 9 

March 23 

Aprll6 
April20 
May4 

May 18 
June 8 
June 22 

July 6 
July 20 
August 3 

August 17 

September 7 
September 21 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

2016 
Updated December 31, 2015 

Note: Future items listed below may move to another meeting date, 
epen mg on wor oa tssues an 0 er actors. d d' kl d . d th f. 

I .. 
1, 

AGENDA ITEM ,, '. ~ ~ ' ·'·'' 
,, 

No meeting 
No meeting . Visit Corvallis Second Quarter Report . Downtown Corvallis Association Economic Improvement District First Quarter 

f3_eport . Downtown Corvallis Association Economic Improvement District Second 
Quarter Report . Parks and Recreation Cost Recovery Report . ~aJestic Theatre Sec~n~ Quart~ Report . City Operating Second Quarter Report . Council Policy Reviews and Recommendations: . 5.02, "Public Safety and Constitutional Rights'' . 5.03, "A Family-Friendly Community" . 1.01, "Charges for Copying of City Material" . 3.01 , "Appointment of Acting City Manager" . 3.04 "Separation Policy" . Ambulance Rate Review . Council Policy Reviews and Recommendations: . 2.09, "Council Orientation' 
• 10.01-10.10, "Financial Policies" . . . Third Quarter Reports: . City Operating . Downtown Corvallis Association Economic Improvement District . Majestic Theatre . Visit Corvallis . . 

• Republic Services Annual Report . Council Policy Review and Recommendation . 1.09 "Public Access Television" . . 
1', Advisory Board Annual Reports: . Budget Commission' . Economic DevelopmenlAdvisory Beare? . Fourth Quarter Reports: . City Operating 

t: 
Downtown Corvallis Association Economic Improvement District 
Majestic Theatre 
Visit Corvallis . . 
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MEETING '·~ '· 'j• ~ 

DATE AGENDA ITEM 

October 5 . Council Policy Review and Recommendation: . 1.06 "Guidelines for Use of the City Logo" 
October 19 . Utility Rate Annual Review 
November 9 . Council Policy Review and Recommendation: . 2.03, "Expense Reimbursement" . First Quarter Reports: . City Operating . Downtown Corvallis Association Economic Improvement District . Majestic Theatre . Visit Corvallis 
November 23 . 
December 7 . Comprehensive Annual Financial Report . Council Policy Review and Recommendation: . 1.05, "Miscellaneous Property Ownership" 
December 21 . 

ASC PENDING ITEMS 
• Council Policy Reviews and Recommendations: 

2.08, "Council Liaison Roles" 
2.1 0, "Use of E-mail by Mayor and Council" 

• Economic Development Policy on Tourism 
• Multi-Family Residential Tax Incentive Program for Downtown Area 
• Municipal Code Review: 

Chapter 4.01 , "Solid Waste Regylations" 

Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Wednesday of Council week, 1:00 pm- Madison Avenue Meeting Room 

1 
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MEETING 
GATE 

January 5 
January 19 
February 2 
February 16 
March 8 

HUMAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

2016 
Updated December 31, 2015 

Note: Future items listed below may move to another meeting date, 
epen ng on workoa Issues and ot er actors. d dl I d . h f. 

I ... 

··~ ... : AGENDA lliEM 

No meeting 
No meeting 

. FY 2016-17 Social Services Priorities and Calendar . The Arts Center Annual Report 

,, 
'•.r 

March 22 . FY 2015-16 United Way of Benton and Lincoln Counties Semi-Annual Report 
AprilS . Council Policy Reviews and Recommendations: . 1.02, "Liquor Licenses Approval Procedures'' . 4.09, "Guidelines for Free Use of Park Facilities" . 6.05, "Social Service Funding" 
April19 . Council Policy Review and Recommendation . 6.05, "Social Service Funding" continued 
May_3 . Liquor Licenses Annual Renewals 
May 17 . FY 2016-17 Social Services Allocation Recommendations 
June 7 . 
June 21 . 
July 5 . Corvallis Farmers' Market Annual Report . Council Polley Reviews and Recommendations: . 415, "Use of Computer Lab Equipment and Public Internet Access at Chlntimlni 

~ 
Senior Center" 
5.04, "Hate/Bias Violence" 

July 19 . 
August 2 • Advisory Board Annual Reports 

Arts and Culture Adv•sory Board 
• Parks, Natural Areas, and Recreation Advisory Board 

Community Relations Advisory Group 

' Housin_g and Community Develogment Advisory Board 
August 16 ' AdWiofy Board Annual Rf;)porti~ 

' Library Advisory Board 
' Community Pollee Review Advisory Board 
' King Legacy Advisory Board 
' Communll:i Involvement and_ Diversity Advisory Board 

September 6 . FY 2015-16 Social Services Annual Report 
September 20 . Rental Housing Program Annual Report 
October 4 . 
October 18 . 
November 8 . Council Policy Review and Recommendation: . 4.05, "Libr~ry Meeting Room Policy" 
November 22 . Municipal Code Review: . Chapter 9.02, "Corvallis Livability Code" 
December S . FY 2017-18 Social Services Priorities and Calendar 
December 20 . 

HSC PENDING ITEMS 
• Senior Center Conceptual Plan 

Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Tuesday of Council week, 2:00 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room 

I 
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MEETING . ·~ 'J/ 'j 
' AGEtND}}. I'ITEM IBA:UE I _. 1_.._-~: -·· . ·:,;_..-

November 22 0 

December 6 • Transportation System Plan Update 
December 20 . 

USC PENDING ITEMS 
o Cannabis Operations on City-owned Property 
• Multimodal Transportation Advisory Board (2017) 
o Parking Planning 

· . ., ' 

• Vegetation Management and Fire Protection - Regulatory and Policy issues 

Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Tuesday of Council week, 5:00 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room 

' 
., 
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'I• IM8ETING 
DATE 

January 5 
Januarv 19 
February 2 

February 16 

March 8 

March 22 
April S 

April1 9 
May 3 
May 17 
June 7 
Jun~ 21 
July 5 
July 19 
August 2 

August 16 

September 6 
September 20 
October 4 
October 18 
November 8 

URBAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

2016 
Updated December 31; 2015 

Note: Future items listed below may move to another meeting date, 
epen mq on workload Issues and other factors. d d " 

~GEtiJIDA ITEM 
' 

,, 

No meeting 
No meeting due to MLK holiday (1/18 Council meeting moves to 1/19) . Transit Department Advisory Committee six-month check-In 
' Council Policy Reviews and Recommendations: 

' 7.09, ''Traffic Control Devices; Cost of' 
' 7.10, "Water Line Replacement" 

' No meeting due to Presidents' Day holiday (2/15 Council meeting moves to 
2/16) 

' Transportation System Plan Update 
' Council Policy Review and Recommendation 

' 8.01, "Watershed Easement Considerations" 

" 

' 7 .16, "Guidelines for Donations of Land and/or Improvements for Parks as 
an Offset to Systems Development Charges for Parks" . Systems Development Charges Annual Review 

' . Council Policy Reviews and Recommendations: 
I 1.1 0, "Advertising on Corvallis Transit System Buses" . 1.12, "Community Sustainability" 
' 7.04, "Building Permits Where Public Improvements are not Completed 

and Accepted by the City of Corvallis" . 7.05, "Capital Improvement Program" 
' 7.06, "Engineering and Administrative Cost for Assessment Projects" 
' 7 .12, "Integrated Vegetation and Pest Management (IVPM) Program" 
~ 9.02 "Dirt on Streets" . 

' . . . Transportation System Plan Update . . No meeting due to July 4 holiday (7/4 Council meeting moves to 7/5) . 
• Advisory Board Annual Repf _rts 

• Airport Advisory Bo~rd . Bicycle and Pedestnan Aavisory Board 
~ Watershed Management Advisory Board I 

• Advisory Board Annual Reports/ 
Downtown Advisory Board 
Historic Resources Commission 

~ Planning Commission . No meeting due to Lal5or Day holiday (9/5 Council meeting moves to 9/6) ,. Transportation System Plan Update 
' . . 
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          ATTACHMENT 2 
Example of Council Work Session Agenda 

4:00 CALL TO ORDER 

4:00 ROLL CALL 

4:05 Arts and Culture Advisory Board Annual Report 

4:20 2016-2017 Social Services Priorities and Calendar 
Action Requested – Discussion, direction 

4:50 OSU IGA Outline 
Action Requested – Information, discussion, direction 

5:05 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) 
Action Requested – Information, discussion 

5:15 COMMUNITY COMMENTS 
(Community comments could be taken with agenda items at the Mayor’s discretion) 

5:40 MAYOR AND COUNCIL COMMENTS 

6:00 ADJOURN 

meet 4-6 p.m. to allow working Councilors and community members to come with minor disruption to 
work schedules – will also help reduce overtime for staff. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 
Example of Council Meeting Agenda (start at 6:00) 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

3. ROLL CALL 

4. PROCLAMATIONS/PRESENTATIONS/RECOGNITION (only include if have an item) 

5. PUBLIC HEARING (if one is scheduled) 

a. Place all public hearing at the beginning of the agenda so the start time is certain (within 
10/15 minutes for proclamations/presentations) 

b. Eliminates need to limit Visitor Propositions (Community Comments) 

6. COMMUNITY COMMENTS (formerly “Visitors Proposition”) 

7. CONSENT AGENDA (Supporting staff reports will be included for each consent agenda item) 

a. Council/Work Session Minutes 
b. Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) Acceptance 

8. READING OF ORDINANCES 

9. REPORTS 
Requests from staff for action (motions, Resolutions, Utility Rates, Funding, etc.) 
Reports in response to requests from Council (some items will go to Work Sessions) 

10. COUNCIL/MAYOR/STAFF REPORTS (verbal) 
a. Updates from Task Forces 
b. Other information of interest from Council/Mayor/City Manager 
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PROPOSED
CORVALLIS CITY COUNCIL SCHEDULE 

Three-month Council & Work Session Meetings/Agenda Items 
1/28/16 

Yellow = regular meeting  Red = work session  Gray = Budget Cmsn 

Regular Council Meeting, Monday, February 1 

Regular Council Meeting, Tuesday, February 16 

Council Work Session, Wednesday, February 17, 3:30-5:30 pm, MAMR
Arts and Culture Advisory Board Report – Arts and National Economic 
Prosperity Study (Parks and Recreation) 
Affordable Housing Tools from Housing Development Task Force 
(Community Development) 
Seeds for the Sol loan proposal (Community Request)  
Task Force/Steering Cmte Updates (Councilors) 

February 2016 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

28 29      

       

* February 15 – Presidents' Day holiday 

Regular Council Meeting, Monday, March 7

Council Work Session, Tuesday, March 8, 3:30-5:30 pm, MAMR
System Development Charges Annual Review (Public Works) 
Transportation System Plan Update (Public Works) 
Benton County Homeless Oversight Committee (Mayor Traber) 
Task Force/Steering Cmte Updates (Councilors) 

Regular Council Meeting, Monday, March 21

Council Work Session, Tuesday, March 22, 3:30-5:00 pm, MAMR 
Alcohol in Parks (Parks and Recreation) 
Task Force/Steering Cmte Updates (Councilors) 

March 2016 
1 2 3 4 5 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 

27 28 29 30 31   

Regular Council Meeting, Monday, April 4

Council Work Session, Tuesday, April 5, 3:30-5:30 pm, MAMR 
Council Policy Review: Social Services Funding (public hearing; invite 
organizations to comment) (Community Development) 
Senior Center Renovation and Expansion Project (Parks and Recreation) 
Task Force/Steering Cmte Updates (Councilors) 

Regular Council Meeting, Monday, April 18
* Public Hearing: CDBG/HOME FY 16-17 Action Plan (Community 

Development) 

Council Work Session, Tuesday, April 19,  3:30-5:30 pm, MAMR (Note: 
Budget Commission meets at 7:00 pm)

OSU-Related Plan Review (Community Development) 
Task Force/Steering Cmte Updates (Councilors) 

April 2016 
     1 2 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

Attachment C
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TO: 

FROM: 

City Council for February 1, 2016·,IQeeting 
~ ' ;. 

Carla Holzworth, City Recor~~r / 
·'~·-:.. ..... <,.., ·~""'.;!.(.: 

DATE: January 25,2016 

THROUGH: Mark W. Shepard, City Manager,,~ CORVALLIS 
SUBJECT: Ordinance to change CRAG Membership 

ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

Action Requested: 

Staff recommends Council adopt an ordinance amending Municipal Code Chapter 1.16 to add two 
members to the Community Relations Advisory Group (CRAG). 

Discussion: 

At your January 19, 2016 meeting, Council was supportive of CRAG's request to. expand CRAG 
membership to include one representative from OSU's Unified Greek Council. To maintain the 
community/OSU balance on CRAG, Council supported adding one Linn-Benton Community College 
student. Adoption of the attached ordinance will amend the Municipal Code to reflect the membership 
change and will make a very minor housekeeping correction in subsection 4b. 

Budget Impact: 

None 

Page 1 of 1 
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ORDINANCE 2016-

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO MEMBERSHIP ON THE COMMUNITY RELATIONS 
ADVISORY GROUP, AMENDING MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 1.16, 
"BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS," AS AMENDED 

THE CITY OF CORVALLIS ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Municipal Code Section 1.16.339 is hereby amended as follows: 

2) The Advisory Board shall consist of fi.ftee.A: 17 voting members appointed jointly by the Mayor and 
Oregon State University President in compliance with Section 1.16.030. The Advisory Board will be 
co-chaired by one representative of the City and one representative of Oregon State University. 
Membership shall include: 

a) OSU Office of Corvallis Community Relations 

b) Center for Fraternity and Sorority Life 

c) OSU Student Health Services 

d) OSU Faculty Senate 

e) Panhellenic Council (OSU student) 

t) Associated Students, Oregon State University (OSU student) 

g) Interfraternity Council (OSU student) 

h) Unified Greek Council (OSU student) 

hi) Monroe Avenue Business Rrepresentative 

ij) Corvallis Police Department 

jk) Corvallis Rental Property Management Group 

Jd) 3 Corvallis neighborhood representatives 

I) Corvallis neighborhood representative 

m) Corvallis neighborhood representative 

nm) Corvallis City Council 

en) Linn-Benton Community College representative 

o) Linn-Benton Community College student 

4) The Community Relations Advisory Board is established by the City of Corvallis and Oregon State 
University for the purpose of growing and sustaining community engagement and neighborhood 
livability efforts. The advisory group will: 

a) consider community livability issues and opportunities in the nearby campus neighborhoods 
and, by working with city, university, community residents, neighborhood organizations, OSU 
students, community businesses and non-profit organizations, will recommend strategies to 
improve and sustain livability; 

b) £establish measures of livability and monitor the progress of work undertaken to implement 
neighborhood livability policies; and 

Ordinance- CRAG membership Page 1 of2 
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c) routinely inform the Human Services Committee of progress related to achieving these 
recommendations, as well as the broad activities of the city and the university related to 
improved community relations. 

(Ord. 2016 § 2,4, 2/1/16; Ord. 2014-21 § 1, 12/15/2014) 

PASSED by the City Council this ___ day ______ , 2016. 

APPROVED by the Mayor this~-~ day 
~-------

2016. 

EFFECTIVE this ___ day ------' 2016. 

Mayor 

ATTEST: 

City Recorder 

Ordinance - CRAG membership Page 2 of2 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

THROUGH: 

SUBJECT: 

Mayor and City Council for February 1, 201f 

Mary Steckel, Public Works Dirccto~ 
January 11, 2016 \j 

1 

Mark W. Shepard, P.E., City Managerl\t.J7 

Telecommunications Franchise 

Action Requested: 

CORVALLIS 
ENKANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

Staff recommends Council adopt an ordinance for a non-exclusive telecommunications franchise with Astound 
Broadband LLC fixing terms, conditions, and compensation, and stating an effective date ofF ebruary 15, 2016. 

Discussion: 

Astound Broadband LLC, a competitive local telecommunications service provider has submitted a request for a 
telecommunications franchise to operate within the public right of way. 

The proposed agreement is subject to the conditions of the Master Telecommunications Ordinance 99-26 and 
Corvallis Municipal Code, including requirements for compensation, insurance, performance surety, and 
indemnification. 

The terms of the new franchise are consistent with previous City Council direction to establish proper 
management authority within public rights of way and to receive maximum compensation allowed by law for 
such use. Astound Broadband LLC will pay a franchise fee of 7% of gross revenues earned within the Corvallis 
city limits. 

Budget Impact: 

With adoption of the ordinance, Astound Broadband LLC will begin to pay a franchise fee to the General Fund; 
the amount is unknown at this time. 

Attachment: 
-Astound Telecommunications Ordinance granting a telecommunications franchise 

CC 02-01-2016 Packet Electronic Packet Page 47



ORDINANCE 2016-

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING TO ASTOUND BROADBAND LLC D/B/A WAVE A 
NONEXCLUSIVE FRANCHISE FOR THE PROVISION OF 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES WITHIN THE CITY OF CORVALLIS, AND 
STATING AN EFFECTIVE DATE 

WHEREAS, Astound Broadband LLC d/b/a Wave, hereinafter referred to as "Grantee", provides 
telecommunications services within the city of Corvallis, Oregon; and 

WHEREAS, Grantee has applied for a telecommunications franchise pursuant to Ordinance 99-
26, an ordinance relating to telecommunications infrastructure located in the public rights of 
way, and the City of Corvallis (City) has reviewed said application and has determined that it 
meets all the requirements of the City's Ordinance subject to the terms and conditions stated 
herein; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF CORVALLIS ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The City intends, by the adoption of this franchise, to encourage the continued 
development and operation of telecommunications facilities within the city of Corvallis. This 
Ordinance shall be known as the Astound Telecommunications Franchise Ordinance. Within 
this document, it shall also be referred to as "this Franchise" or "the Franchise". 

Section 2. Grant of Franchise. The City hereby grants to Grantee, a nonexclusive franchise to 
use the public rights of way within the city to provide telecommunications services, subject to 
the provisions of Corvallis Municipal Ordinance 99-26 and the Corvallis Municipal Code or as 
hereafter amended. Ordinance 99-26, an ordinance relating to telecommunications infrastructure 
located in the public rights of way, shall be incorporated into this Franchise as though it were a 
part of it, specifically including but not limited to the requirements for compensation, insurance, 
performance surety, and indemnification. 

Section 3. Term. The term of this Franchise shall be for ten (10) years, commencing with the 
effective date of this Ordinance. 

Section 4. Franchise Area. The Grantee is authorized by this Franchise to make reasonable and 
lawful use of the public rights of way within the boundaries of the city of Corvallis or as these 
boundaries may be extended in the future. 

Section 5. Franchise Fee. As consideration for the use of the City's rights of way, Grantee shall 
remit to the City a franchise fee of seven (7) percent of gross revenues earned within the city less 
uncollectibles and the cost of leasing telecommunications facilities from the owner of such 
facilities. Grantee's franchise fee payments to the City shall be due quarterly within (30) days 
following the end of each quarter. Within thirty (30) days after the termination of this Franchise, 
compensation shall be paid for the period elapsing since the end of the last quarter for which 
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compensation has been paid. In the event any payment due quarterly is not received within thirty 
(30) days from the end of the preceding quarter, or is underpaid, Grantee shall pay in addition to 
the payment, or sum due, interest at a rate no higher than the current legal interest rate on 
judgments in the State, calculated from the date the payment was originally due until the date the 
City receives the payment. Additionally, if any payment becomes ninety (90) days in arrears, a 
ten (1 0) percent penalty shall be applied. In the event the obligation of Grantee to compensate 
the City through franchise fee payments is lawfully suspended or eliminated, in whole or part, 
then Grantee shall pay to the City compensation equivalent to the compensation paid to the City 
by other similarly situated users of the rights of way for Grantee's use of the rights of way, 
provided that in no event shall such payments be less than the equivalent of seven percent (7%) 
of Grantee's gross revenues (subject to the other provisions contained in this Franchise). 

Section 6. Performance Surety. The City reserves the right to require a performance surety at 
any time during the term of this Franchise, in form and substance acceptable to the City, as 
security for the full and complete performance of a franchise granted under this Ordinance. 

Section 7. Franchise Acceptance. Within thirty (30) days of the passage of this Ordinance by 
City Council, Grantee shall file with the City certificates of insurance and an unconditional 
written statement accepting the terms and conditions of this Franchise grant. Failure to fulfill 
this requirement shall nullify and void this Ordinance, and any and all rights of Grantee to own 
or operate a telecommunications facility within the Franchise Area under this Ordinance shall be 
of no force or effect. 

Section 8. Franchise Nonexclusive. The Franchise hereby granted is not exclusive, and shall not 
be construed as any limitation on the right of the City to grant rights, privileges and authority to 
other persons or corporations or to itself to make any lawful use of the City's rights of way. 

Section 9. Effective Date. The Ordinance shall become effective on February 15, 2016. 

PAS SED by the Council this __ day of ____ , 2016. 

APPROVED by the Mayor this __ day of ____ , 2016. 

EFFECTIVE this ____ day of _______ , 2016. 

Biff Traber, Mayor 
ATTEST: 

Carla Holzworth, City Recorder 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 

CITY LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE MINUTES 
January 25, 2016 

 
 
I.  CALL TO ORDER 
 

The City Legislative Committee meeting was called to order by Mayor Traber at 4:00 pm on 
January 25, 2016, in the City Manager's Conference Room, 501 SW Madison Avenue, Corvallis, 
Oregon. 
 
Present:  Mayor Traber; Councilors Glassmire, Brauner and Hogg; City Manager Shepard; Interim 

Community Development Director Weiss 
 
Visitors: Karen Josephson, Claudia Keith, Bob Ozretich, Rachel Ozretich, Debra Higbee-Sudyka 
 

II.  HEALTHY CLIMATE INITIATIVE 
 

Debra Higbee-Sudyka presented information on the Healthy Climate Initiative, including a Goals and 
Getting There handout (Attachment A).  Draft Bill (LC 48) may be considered by the Legislature during 
the 2016 Short Session.  LC 48 includes a new emission goal and the goal would enforceable.  
Ms. Higbee-Sudyka commented that Oregon is not meeting its existing emission goal and stated that 
Council’s affirmation of Resolution 2015-15, adopted May 4, 2015, would be appreciated.   
 
The Legislative Committee recommends that Council continue to support Resolution 2015-15.  Further, 
the Mayor will send a letter of support for LC 48 and include a copy of Resolution 2015-15. 
 

III.  CORPORATIONS AS PEOPLE AND CAMPAIGN FINANCE LIMITS (HJR 205) 
 
Mr. Ozretich spoke about on-going efforts to end corporate personhood and money as political speech.  
He reminded the Legislative Committee of the 2012 Advisory Question that passed with 75% voter 
approval, which asked the Mayor and Council to petition representatives at all levels to support a 
Constitutional amendment.  Based on the previous vote of the community, the Council can voice the 
community’s position.  The Legislative Committee agreed to continue to track the issue and if a Bill is 
proposed, the Legislative Committee will voice Corvallis’ support. 
 

IV.  HOUSING OMNIBUS BILL AND OTHER HOUSING LEGISLATION 
 
 The Mayor provided handouts from Oregon Opportunity Network (Attachment B), Housing Alliance 

(Attachment C), and Leading Edge Public Affairs concerning inclusionary zoning (Attachment D).  
LC 241 is a proposal to allow inclusionary zoning.  More study of the proposal is required before the 
City would endorse it.  Upon receipt, staff will forward the Bill language to the Legislative Committee.  
Homebuilders appear to have fewer objections to this proposal than previous inclusionary zoning 
proposals due to some allowances built into it. 

 
 The Legislative Committee agreed to remain nimble and flexible to meet during the Short Session to 

respond to issues and opportunities that arise. 
 

V. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 The meeting adjourned at 4:50 pm. 
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ATTACHMENT A

1-25-16 Legislative Cmte

Goals & Getti11g There 

In 2007 the Oregon Legislature established climate change goals for the state by passing House Bill 

3543. The law sets targets for reducing Oregon's greenhouse gas emissions and makes it clear that the 

state's climate change goals also include preparation for the effects of global warming by state and local 

governments, businesses, nonprofit organizations and individual residents. Doing so will prevent and 

reduce the social, economic and environmental effects of global warming. 

The goals call for Oregon to: 

By 201 0, arrest the growth of Oregon's greenhouse gas emissions and begin to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

By 2020, achieve greenhouse gas levels that are 10 percent below 1990 levels. 

By 2050, achieve greenhouse gas levels that are at least 75 percent below 1990 levels. 
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The blue bars in this graph show Oregon's emissions of greenhouse gases in the past and what they 

would be in the future if we continued with "business as usual". The green bars show how much lower our 

emissions need to be if we are to meet the emissions goals adopted bv the Oregon Legislature in 2007. 

(Graph from A Framework for Addressing Raoid Climate Chanae, 2008) 

Questions about Oregonls Goals 
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ATTACHMENT B

1-25-16 Legislative Cmte

Proven Partners • Thriving Communities • lasting Value 

2016 Legislative Agenda 

Oregon Opportunity Network (Oregon ON) is a statewide association of affordable housing and 
community development nonprofits that provide housing and economic opportunity for 
working families, people with disabilities, seniors and others struggling to meet their needs in 
communities throughout Oregon. Our vision is that all Oregonians have the opportunity to 
succeed in life. To be healthy, safe and successful, you need a place to call home. 

As members of the Housing Alliance, Oregon ON urges adoption of a significant agenda to 
tackle Oregon's housing crisis: 

1. Increase funding for housing development. 

Significant additional resources are needed to build and preserve housing, both rental and 
homeownership, to help meet Oregon's statewide shortfall of homes. 

• Support the Governor's $100 million commitment to house low-income families: The 
commitment of the new LIFT (Local Innovation and Fast Track) bond program was a great 
start but more resources are necessary. We urge the Legislature to be bold and creative 
in securing more funds to get to the $100 million goal. Some options might include 
increasing the document recording fee, implementing a construction excise tax, dedicating 
additional lottery-backed bonds, or other tools. 

• Dedicate $17 million to preservation: Provide lottery-backed bonds to preserve currently 
affordable, federally subsidized housing that would otherwise revert to market rate. This 
funding can preserve 650 of the 2,000 units at risk statewide and retain $60 million in 
federal rent subsidies over the coming 20 years. Lottery-backed bond funding will also 
help preserve manufactured housing communities as resident or nonprofit owned, and has 
saved almost 750 homes in 13 communities since 2008. 

2. Lift the ban on inclusionary housing. 

We urge support of Senator Dembrow's Workforce Committee bill (LC 241) which wil.l give 
interested communities across Oregon the ability to use this basic tool, tailoring it to their local 
needs. The IZ bill does not mandate anything. It would simply allow communities to adopt an 
inclusionary zoning policy as one tool for the development of affordable rental or single-family 
housing. The bill includes a menu of common-sense sideboards to protect home builders. The 
House passed this bill last session; it's time for the Senate to vote "yes." . 
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3. Enact tenant protections to address the renters' state of emergency. 
Tenants with low incomes are facing mass evictions and large rent increases. They need 
immediate relief, including reasonable protection from no-cause evictions, requiring good
cause protections after one year of tenancy, providing 90 days' notice for rent increases, and 
protection from retaliatory actions by landlords. 

4. Extend HB 4039 (2014) to keep nonprofit-owned affordable housing stable. HB 
4039 imposed a moratorium on the revocation of property tax exemptions for nonprofit-owned 
affordable housing projects until 2018. To ensure stability for the vulnerable residents in this 
housing, we ask to extend the moratorium to July 1, 2020, and will participate in the broader 
conversat ions about tax exemptions scheduled for the 2017 session. 

5. Dedicate $2.7 million to ensure the continued success of the Oregon 
Foreclosure Avoidance program, which provides essential information, counseling and 
legal support. 

6. Ensure $10 million goes to the Emergency Housing Account (EHA) and State 
Homeless Assistance Program (SHAP), to help prevent homelessness and help families 
who have become homeless to regain stability. 

Contact us for more information: 

• Ruth Adkins, Policy Director: ruth@OregonON .org, 503-358-1376 
• Elise Brown/ Peter Brown, Ebi Public Affairs: 503-970-1235 (Elise); 971-409-9711 (Peter) 

Statewide 
CASA of Oregon 
cascadia Behavioral Healthcare 
catholic Charities 
Enterprise Community Partners 
Habitat for Humanity of Oregon 
Housing Development Center 
NOAH (Network for Oregon Affordable 
Housing) 
Northwest Housing Alternatives 
Rural Community Assistance Corporation 
Central & Eastern Oregon 
Columbia cascade Housing 
Community Connection of NE Oregon 
Housing Works 
Neighborlmpact 
UGMW Nonprofit Development Corporation 
Coastal 
Northwest Coastal Housing 

Our member organizations: 

Community Action Team, Inc. 
Southern Oregon 

ACCESS 
Housing Authority of Jackson County 
NeighborWorks Umpqua 
United Community Action Network 
Willamette Valley 

Community Home Builders 
Cornerstone Community Housing 
Farmworker Housing Development Corporation 
Housing and Community Services of Lane 
County (HACSA) 
Mainstream Housing, Inc. 
NEDCO 
Oregon Housing and Associated Services 
Polk CDC 
St Vincent de Paul of lane County 
Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services 
Portland Metro 

Bienestar 
BRIDGE Housing 
Central City Concern 
Community Housing Fund 

CPAH 
Habitat for Humanity Portland/Metro East 
Hacienda CDC 
Home Forward 
Housing Authority of Clackamas County 
Housing Authority of Washington County 
Human Solutions, Inc. 
Innovative Housing, Inc. 
NA YA Family Center 
PCRI 
Portland Housing Center 
Proud Ground 
REACH Community Development 
ROSE Community Development 
Sabin CDC 

... Plus over 100 businesses, government agencies, community organizations and individuals across Oregon who support our mission. 

January 2016 
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ATTACHMENT C

1-25-16 Legislative Cmte

HOUSING 
ALLIANCE 2016 Housing Opportunity 

Agenda 

We're asking the Legislature to take action in 2016 to ensure housing 
opportunity. 

Housing is the foundation for all of our success, and gives us an opportunity to build better lives. 

Our communities are better and stronger when we and our neighbors can afford to pay for 

housing and still have money left over for necessities, including food or medicine. 

Protect renters: 
• Tenants need longer notice periods before rent increases (HB 4001) 

• Tenants should not be evicted except for good reasons 

Produce affordable housing: 
• Fully fund the Local Innovations and Fast Track development program to develop affordable housing 

- $60 million general obligation bonds (LC 97 provides $40 million for this program) 

• Lift the preemption on local government authority to implement inclusionary zoning policies so 

they can require new developments, both rental and ownership, include affordable units (SB 1533 

and HB 4001) 

Preserve existing affordable housing: 
• Stabilize existing affordable homes to keep residents in place and rents affordable- in housing with 

rent subsidies and manufactured home parks- $17.5 million in lottery backed bonds 
• Offer counseling and legal support to homeowners in foreclosure mediation - budget request of 

$2.7 million 

• Provide certainty for affordable housing providers- extend the sunset created by HB 4039 

(2014), which maintains property tax exemptions for non-profit owners of affordable housing 

until a long-term legislative solution is found (LC 237) 

Prevent and end homelessness: 
• Emergency Housing Account and the State Homeless Assistance Program keep people stable in 

housing or move people off the streets- budget request of $8 million for EHA and $2 million for 
SHAP 

Neighborhood Partnerships I Jenny Lee 1310 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 715 1 Portland, OR 197204 ] 503-226-3001 
Public Affai rs Counsel l Mark Nelson, J.l. Wilson, Justen Rainey 1503-363-7084 
Jan. 21,2016 
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HOUSING 
ALLIANCE 

1000 Friends of Oregon 
211 info 
A Home for Everyone Multnomah County 
Alliance of Family & Housing Success 
Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon 
Bienestar 

Bradley Angle 
CASA of Oregon 
Central City Concern 
City of Eugene 
City of Portland 
Clackamas County 
Coalition of Communities of Color 
Coalition of Community Health Clinics 
Common Ground 

Community Action Partnership of Oregon 
Community Alliance of Tenants 
Community Energy Project 
Community Housing Fund 
Community Partners for Affordable Housing 
Cornerstone Community Housing 

Ecumenical Ministries of Oregon 
Enterprise Community Partners 
Fair Housing Counci l of Oregon 
Farmworker Housing Development Corp. 

Habitat for Humanity of Oregon 
Hacienda CDC 
Coalition of Housing Advocates 

Housing Development Center 
Housing Works 
Human Solutions 
Impact Northwest 
Immigrant & Refugee Community Organization 
JOIN 

Lane County Legal Aid & Advocacy Center 
League of Women Voters of Oregon 
Lincoln County 

Metro 

Housing Alliance Members 
www.oregonhousingalliance.org 

Momentum Alliance 

NA YA Family Center 
Neighborhood Economic Development Corp. 
Neighborhood Partnerships 
Neighborlmpact 

NeighborWorks Umpqua 
Network for Oregon Affordable Housing 
Northwest Housing Alternatives 
Northwest Pilot Project 
Open Door Counseling Center 
Oregon AFSCME Local 3135 
Oregon Coalition on Housing & Homelessness 

Oregon Food Bank 
Oregon Housing Authorities 
Oregon Law Center 

Oregon Opportunity Network 
Partners for a Hunger-Free Oregon 
Portland Community Reinvestment Initiatives, 
Inc. 
Proud Ground 
Raphael House 
REACH CDC 
St. Vincent de Paul of Lane County, Inc. 

ShelterCare 
Sisters of the Road 

Sponsors, Inc. 
Street Roots 
Transition Projects 
Urban League of Portland 
Washington County 

Welcome Home Coalition 
Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services 

Neighborhood Partnerships I Jenny Lee J310 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 7 15 1 Portland, OR J97204 J503-226-3001 

Public Affairs Counsell Mark Nelson, J.L. Wilson, Justen Rainey 1503-363-7084 
Jan. 21, 2016 
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ATTACHMENT D 1-25-16 Legislative Cmte

• Create housing opportunities for 
middle and lower income families 

• Alleviate aiSJt}acement, 
concentrated;,Poverty, and racial 
segregation -

• Free up limited public resources 
for famHies most in need 

• Connect Or(ftga[lians and promote 
community ne·alth, prosperity, ·a·n.Gi 
social equit~ 

Oregon Needs lnc/usionary Zoning 

Too many Oregonians struggle to find reasonably 
priced housing in safe, healthy, and accessible 
communities and more are being added to that rank 
every day. We know that there is a housing crisis in our 
state today. Cities and counties across the state are 
searching for tools to support families who need homes, but 
they lack local authority to fully address the housing needs 
of their community. It is time to offer more tools to our 
communities. It is time for inclusionary zoning (IZ). 

What is IZ? 
lnclusionary zoning is a basic planning tool used in 500 
jurisdictions across the country to ensure new 
developments offer housing options for people at all income 
levels. This effective tool can be used by cities and counties 
to develop local solutions to address local problems. 

Why don't we have IZ now? 
In 1999, developers lobbied the Oregon Legislature, and 
they passed a bill banning IZ. Texas is the only other state 
in the union that prohibits this tool. Oregon is now in a 
housing crisis, with an extreme lack of affordable options for 
many families. 

https:/loregoniz.wordpress.com 
Join us at facebook.com/OregoniZ 
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Join these organizations in 

Photo Credits: 

• • tonary zon1n 

1000 Friends of Oregon 
Asian Pacific American Network 

of Oregon 
Bicycle Transportation Alliance 
Bus Project 
Center for Intercultural Organizing 
City of Ashland 
City of Corvallis 
City of Eugene . 
City of Hood River 
City of Milwaukie 
City of Portland 
City of Wilsonville 
Coalition of Communities of Color 
Common Cause Oregon 
Community Alliance of Tenants 
Disability Rights Oregon 
Elders in Action 
Emerald Cities Portland 
Fair Housing Council of Oregon 
Housing Land Advocates 
League of Oregon Cities 
Lincoln County 
Living Cully Coalition 
Metropolitan Alliance for the 

Common Good 
Multnomah County 

Native American Youth & 
Family Center 

OPAL Environmental 
Justice Oregon 

Orange Splat LLC 
Oregon Action 
Oregon AFL-CIO 
Oregon AFSCME 
Oregon Coalition Against 

Domestic and Sexual 
Violence 

Oregon Conservation Network 
Oregon Environmental Council 
Oregon Food Bank 
Oregon Housing Alliance 
Oregon Opportunity Network 
Oregon Working Families Party 
Portland Commission on 

Disability 
Portland Human Rights 

Commission 
Proud Ground 
SEIU Local 49 
Street Roots 
Upstream Public Health 
Urban League of Portland 
Welcome Home Coalition 

Front page For more information contact: 
Banner. Housing Authority of Jackson County, Showbeny Brook, Ashland 
Bottom left: REACH Community Development rendering by Ankrom 
Moisan Arcfiitects, South Waterfront; Portland 
Top Right: Mid Columbia HouslogAutliority, Rio Bella, Hood. River 
Back Page • · 
Banner: Housing Works, Canyon East. Madras 
Bottom left:-brange Splot LLC, Woolsey Corner, Portland 

Nicholina Terzieff 
niki@leatlingedgepublicaffairs.com 
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\ 
TO: City Council for February 1, 2016 \ j J.:~) 
FROM: 

DATE: 

Kent Weiss, Interim Community Development Dire~" v 

January 21, 2016 

THROUGH: Mark W. Shepard, P.E., City Manager 
Nancy Brewer, Finance Director~p 

' 
SUBJECT: FY 16-17 Social Service Allocations Funding 

Priorities/Calendar 

Action Requested: 

CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

Staff recommends the City Council consider the information in this repot1 and take the following action: 
1. Approve United Way's allocations calendar and anticipated funding amount for FY 16-17 
2. For FY 16-17 maintain current funding priorities of emergency and transitional services as identified 

in 6.05.060 of Council Policy 00-6.05. 
In addition, United Way has again requested the Mayor appoint a City Councilor as a liaison to the 
granting committee. 

Discussion: 

To be consistent with Council Policy 00-6.05 (Attachment A), social services funding priorities are to be 
reviewed annually prior to the commencement of the social service allocation process. In addition, the 
calendar for social service allocations must be set and the availability of funds announced. The following 
will discuss each of these topic areas. 

United Way Status Allocation Process & Calendar 

United Way's 2016 Grants Program scheduled Round Table discussions and application deadlines are 
noted in their calendar of Grant Cycle Key Dates (Attachment B). Round table discussions began in 
October and continue through February gth. United Way funding recommendations are made in early May 
followed by review and approval by Council prior to adoption ofthe 2016-17 Budget in June 2016. 

Funding Priorities 

Funding priorities are called out in 6.05.060 and are currently established as Emergency and Transitional 
Services. As defined by 6.05.050. Emergency Services are: programs or services that provide immediate 
or short term assistance to meet any of the basic human needs ·when absent. Transitional Services are: 
programs or services that provide people with a short or defined period of assistance to sustain their 
basic human needs in the transition to self-sufficiency. Emergency and Transitional Services have been 
the City's social service allocation program funding priorities for several years, and, since United Way 
has begun their 20 16 Funding Cycle, it is recommended that these priorities be maintained for FY 16-1 7. 

Full Policy Review 

Council Policy 00-6.05 requires a full review every three (3) years, with the most recent full review 
having occurred in 2013. The full policy review will begin in the spring of2016, and provide guidance for 
the FY 2017-18 social service funding cycle. 

Page I of2 
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Funding Availability 

For FY 15-16 the City Council approved $23 7, 750 from the General Fund for social services allocations, 
and the current five-year operating levy provided an additional $122,250 for a total of $360,000. The 
amount of funding available for FY 16-17 social services allocations will not be finally set until the City 
Council approves the budget in June. According to the City's Budget Office, the best estimate for FY 16-
17 Social Services Funding will be $361,000, comprised of $237,750 (General Fund) and $123,250 
(Levy). 

United Way is prepared to move the 2016-17 allocation process forward with the current estimated 
funding level. 

Budget Impact: 

Anticipated General Fund budget impact of $23 7, 750; anticipated levy impact of $123,250. 

Attachments: 
A. CP00-6.05 Social Service Funding Policy 
B. United Way Allocation Calendar 

Page 2 of2 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 

COUNCIL POLICY MANUAL 

POLICY AREA 6 -COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

CP 00-6.05 Social Service Funding Policy 

Adopted January 18, 2000 
Affirmed February 5, 2001 
Revised February 19, 2002 
Affirmed April 7, 2003 
Affirmed February 2, 2004 
Affirmed February 22, 2005 
Revised December 18, 2006 
Revised January 22, 2008 
Revised November 16, 2009 
Revised February 4, 2013 

6.05.010 Purpose 

To formally establish a policy for the setting of social service priorities, 
specify the annual allocation amount and allocation process for funding. 

6.05.020 Goal 

6.05.030 

6.05.040 

That all residents have resources to provide for basic needs. 

Mission 

The social service allocation process is intended to provide support to local 
social service agencies which assist in improving the mental or physical 
condition of the people in the City. 

Funding Source 

a. To provide an annual stable funding source for social service agencies 
receiving financial assistance from the City (direct or indirect). The City 
Manager shall recommend a funding amount in the City's Proposed 
Budget. 

Page 1 of 5 

ATTACHMENT A 
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Council Policy 00-6.05 

6.05.050 

b. It is strongly encouraged that all social service funding be requested and 
distributed through the annual social service program process. 

Definitions 

The following definitions are written to provide a basis for common 
understanding in discussing social service needs of the community: 

a. Basic human needs- The following are some of the basic necessities of 
life which, when absent or threatened, would be considered to constitute 
an emergency: 

1) food 2) water 3) shelter 

4) warmth 5) clothing 6) safety and freedom 
from fear and 
violence 

7) access to 8) acute mental 9) Transportation 
information and physical 

health care 

b. Emergency services - Programs or services that provide immediate 
or short-term assistance to meet any of the above basic human needs 
when absent. 

c. Transitional services- Programs or services that provide people with 
a short or defined period of assistance to sustain their basic human 
needs in the transition to self-sufficiency. 

d. Long-term services -Programs or services that provide permanent 
or on-going services to citizens. 

e. Preventive services - Programs or services that seek to prevent 
citizens from needing emergency or transitional assistance. 

f. Social services - Intended to describe a program(s) designed to 
improve the mental or physical condition of the people in the 
community. Such programs may include, but are not limited to: 
mental and physical health, child care, drug and alcohol abuse, 
vocational rehabilitation, aging, and others as permitted. 

Page 2 of 5 
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Council Policy 00-6.05 

6.05.060 

6.05.070 

6.05.080 

Setting Priorities 

Annually, Council will review the needs of the community and set priorities 
for funding, including using broad needs assessment tools that are available. 
Changes in priorities shall be made by' amendments to this Council Policy. 
The current funding priorities are Emergency and Transitional services. 

Eligibility 

Organizations applying for City social service funding must be recognized as 
a non-profit by the Federal Government with a 501 (c)(3) tax-exempt status 
certification or be a governmental or quasi-governmental agency. 

Annual Process 

a. Council shall evaluate and set the annual social service priorities. 

b. Council shall review and approve the annual calendar for allocations. 

c. The availability of funds shall be advertised. 

d. Agency proposals shall be received. 

e. Agency presentations shall be scheduled. 

f. A Committee of community members knowledgeable in social service 
needs shall be formed. They shall: 

1) meet to review agency proposals and funding requests; and 
2) make recommendations to Council. 

g. The Human Services Committee will review the Allocations Committee 
recommendations and forward an allocation recommendation for full 
Council review and approval. 

h. Council shall appropriate the funds for the program in the annual budget. 

i. Contracts shall be executed with service providers. 

j. Funds shall be distributed to service providers. 

k. Contracts shall be monitored and programs of the social service providers 

Page 3 of 5 
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Council Policy 00-6.05 

6.05.090 

6.05.100 

6.05.110 

evaluated. 

I. Semi-Annual reports on the work performed by service providers shall be 
submitted. 

m. Council shall review and approve the semi-annual reports of service 
providers. 

Administration of Social Services 

a. The City may chose to issue Request for Proposals on a triennial basis 
for administration of its social service program and funds. The successful 
administrator must demonstrate knowledge of the social service needs 
of the community and advise Council. A contract between the City and 
the Administrator will be executed and renewed on an annual basis. 

b. Should the City decide not to utilize the services of an administrator, this 
provision of the Policy shall be invalidated. 

Reporting Requirements 

a. Service providers are required to provide regular reports to the 
Administrator and City. Reports shall include a progress narrrative and 
financial records. Additional reporting may be requested at the discretion 
of the City. 

b. Late or incomplete reporting will be reported to the Allocations 
Committee; the Committee will be encouraged to weigh an agency's 
accountability when deciding about future allocations to that agency's 
program(s). 

Return of Funds 

a. In the event a social service provider cannot or chooses not to perform 
the services purchased by the City, the following should occur: 

1) The City or its Administrator will reconvene the Allocations 
Committee to evaluate use of the funds. The Committee will make 
a recommendation to Council. Council shall review the 
recommendation for approval. 

2) The unused funds will be deducted from the monthly allocation to the 

Page 4 of 5 
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Council Policy 00-6.05 

6.05.120 

service provider. Any funds distributed and not used for the services 
purchased shall be reimbursed by the provider to the City. 

3) Unused or returned funds may be, in accordance with Council 
direction, carried over to the next fiscal year for re-allocation. 

Review and Update 

Funding priorities shall be reviewed annually prior to the commencement of 
the social service allocation process. A full review of the social service 
funding policy shall be conducted every three years. Council, upon request 
or significant change in the general and economic well-being and prosperity 
of the community, may decide to review this policy sooner. 

Page 5 of 5 
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Give I Advocate I Volunteer I LIVE UNITED™ 

Grants rogram 
2016 BN funding cycle-important dates 

Action Required 

Roundtable #1: Food & Nutrition 

Roundtable #2: Children & Youth 

Roundtable #3: Homelessness Part 1 

Roundtable #4: Homelessness Part 2 

RFP packet sent I available to agencies 

Agency App Lab 

Roundtable #5: Health & Wellness 

Grant applications due 

Site Visits 

City Budget Commission Meetings 

Allocation Meeting(s) 

Funding Recommendations 
Presented to Approving Body 

Agency Interim Reports Due 
Community Impact Committee review 
HSC review 

Agency End of Year Reports Due 
Community Impact Committee review 
HSC review 

Grants Program timeline: 2016 cycle 
United Way of Benton & Lincoln Counties 

2015Dates 

Oct 12 4:00 pm- 5:30 pm 

Nov 9 4:00 prn - 5:30 pm 

Jan 11 4:00 pm- 5:30 pm 

Feb 8 4:00 pm - 5:30 pm 

Feb 11 

March 7 1:00pm- 4:45pm (by appointment) 
March 9 9:00 am-4:00pm (by appointment) 

March 14 4:00 pm- 5:30 pm 

March 17, 12 noon 

As needed 

Apri12016 

Mon 4/11 II Mon 4/xx 

Mon 5/9 

City SSF HSC: May 17 
Council: June 6 

United Way 
Board: June 28 

Jan 19,2017 
Feb 8, 2017 
March 7, 2017 

July 20, 2017 
Aug 8, 2017 
September 5, 2017 

Draft 2 -15} 
Page 1 of 1 
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Council Work Session Minutes – January 14, 2016  Page 17 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
COUNCIL WORK SESSION MINUTES 

January 14, 2016 
 
The work session of the City Council of the City of Corvallis, Oregon, was called to order at 6:01 pm on 
January 14, 2016 in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue, Corvallis, Oregon, with 
Mayor Traber presiding. 
 
 I. ROLL CALL 
 

PRESENT: Mayor Traber; Councilors Baker, Beilstein, Brauner, Bull, Glassmire (6:03 pm), Hann, 
Hogg, York,  

 
ABSENT: Councilor Hirsch  
  

 II. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
 A. Council working efficiencies 

 
Councilors discussed Mr. Shepard's proposal to suspend Council Standing Committee (SC) 
meetings in favor of work session model to improve Council meeting efficiency and 
effectiveness.    
 
Councilors noted the value of the full Council discussing issues from the beginning, which 
provides all Councilors an opportunity to shape the discussion.  However, they acknowledged 
that the SC model was useful for working through large initiatives, such as the Livability Code 
and suggested that a task force model could be employed to address topics requiring more in-
depth discussions.  Regular check-ins with the full Council could occur at milestones. 
 
Mr. Shepard noted that the current SC model presented challenges for the public and some 
Councilors to track topics as they moved through discussions at SCs to the full Council.  A 
work session model could make it easier to follow such discussions and to locate information 
related to a topic.  Mr. Shepard also noted the importance of staff's role in connecting with the 
community, sharing information and building trust.  Success in this area could resolve some 
issues in advance, reducing the number of residents who feel the need to bring issues to the 
Council for resolution.  Councilors agreed that residents needed an easy way to reach the City 
about any issue. 
 
Councilors discussed advantages of scheduling work sessions during the same week as regular 
Council meetings, and whether Tuesdays or Wednesdays would work best. They considered 
what might be most convenient for the public, as well as impacts to Councilors' schedules and 
staff time.  Councilors generally agreed it was preferable to have both meetings during the same 
week, but did not coalesce around a particular day or time.   
 
Councilors were supportive of trying the proposed model for several months and then 
evaluating its effectiveness.  Such an evaluation would include input from the public about how 
the new model was working.  Councilors favored promoting additional methods for obtaining 
public comment in advance of meetings so constituent perspectives could be considered during 
work session and regular meeting discussions.   
 
Councilors supported Mr. Shepard's suggestion of changing on the Council agenda the phrase 
"Visitors Propositions" to "Community Comments."  As an additional strategy to improve 
Council meeting efficiency, it was suggested that in lieu of Council reports, the Public 
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Council Work Session Minutes – January 14, 2016  Page 18 

Information Officer could disseminate information to the community.  Councilors agreed it was 
preferable to obtain experience with the work session model before considering changes to the 
start times for the regular Council meeting and/or public hearings. 
 
Mr. Shepard said staff would present a proposed three-month work session schedule for 
Council's consideration at the February 1, 2016 Council meeting.  Items currently on the SC 
schedules would either be assigned to work sessions or regular Council meeting agendas as 
appropriate.  Council Policy reviews were proposed to be suspended for nine months so staff 
could thoroughly review them for possible efficiencies; recommendations would be presented to 
the Council.   

 
 B. Other Councilor topics (time permitting) – None  
 
III. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 The meeting adjourned at 7:37 pm. 
 
       APPROVED: 
 
 
 
       __________________________________ 
       MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
CITY RECORDER 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
COUNCIL ACTION MINUTES 

January 19, 2016 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item 
Information

Only

Held for 
Further 
Review 

Decisions/Recommendations 

Unfinished Business    
 1. Kings Blvd Extension deliberations  Findings of 

Fact
02/01/16 

Accepted Hub at Corvallis 
development application 
materials passed U
Reviewed application in-part as 
presented by applicant but 
adhered to review criteria 
presented by CAO passed 7-2
Approve Major Planned 
Development modification 
Detailed Development Plan 
failed 4-5
Denied application passed 5-4

 2. Planning Commissioner selections   Elected Dan Brown, Susan 
Morré 

Pages 24-29, 31 
Visitors' Propositions    
 1.  "Welcoming" resolution (Goudriaan, 

Goodman) 
Yes   

Page 30 
Consent Agenda Approved Revised Consent 

Agenda passed U
Page 30 
Items Removed from Consent Agenda    
 1.  Acknowledgement of Transit Operations 

Fee annual adjustment 
Acknowledged receipt passed U

Pages 30-31 
Council Reports    
 1.  Climate Action Task Force (Baker) No new 

information 
 2.  Housing Development Task Force 

(Beilstein) 
Yes   

 3.  Sustainable Budget Task Force (Brauner) No new 
information 

 4.  Vision and Action Plan Steering 
Committee (York) 

Yes   

 5.  "Welcoming" resolution (Councilor 
Glassmire) 

RESOLUTION 2016-01 passed
U

Pages 31-32 
Staff Reports    
 1. City Manager's Report – December 2015 Yes  
 2. Council Goals Update  draft OSU 

IGA Feb 
2016;  
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Agenda Item 
Information

Only

Held for 
Further 
Review 

Decisions/Recommendations 

Staff Reports- Continued    
 3. CRAG membership   ordinance 

02/01/16 
 4. Council Standing Committees/Work 

Session format 
 resolution 

02/01/16 
Pages 32-33 
Executive Session    
 1.  Litigation Yes  
Page 33 

Glossary of Terms
CAO City Attorney's Office 
CRAG Community Relations Advisory Group 
IGA Intergovernmental Agreement 
OSU Oregon State University 
U Unanimous 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
COUNCIL ACTION MINUTES 

January 19, 2016

 I. CALL TO ORDER

The regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Corvallis, Oregon, was called to order at 
6:30 pm on January 19, 2016, in the Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard, Corvallis, 
Oregon, with Mayor Traber presiding. 

 II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

 III. ROLL CALL

PRESENT: Mayor Traber, Councilors Baker, Beilstein, Brauner, Bull (6:37 pm), Glassmire, Hann, 
Hirsch, Hogg, York 

Items at Councilors' places included a letter from Bob Ozretich requesting Council support for 
Legislative Concept 152 (Attachment A), alternative wording for Councilor Glassmire's draft 
"Welcoming" resolution (Attachment B), information from Councilor Hogg about Oregon State 
University's Unified Greek Council (Attachment C), letters supporting Councilor Glassmire's 
"Welcoming" resolution from the Spiritual Assembly of the Bahá'ís of Corvallis (Attachment D) and 
the Corvallis Albany Area Branch of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People (Attachment E), a corrected Transit Operations Fee memorandum from Public Works Director 
Steckel (Attachment F), a copy of staff's presentation concerning the Kings Boulevard Extension 
appeal (Attachment G), and a copy of the Kings Boulevard extension appeal final written argument 
from Bill Kloos (Attachment H). 

Mayor Traber thanked the Corvallis Police Department staff and other local agencies for their 
thorough police work in the January 15 homicide that occurred outside Shari's Restaurant on 
NW Ninth Street, and for quickly arresting two suspects on January 18.   

 IV. PROCLAMATION/PRESENTATION/RECOGNITION - None 

VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

A. Kings Boulevard Extension deliberations 

In response to Mayor Traber's inquiries, no Councilors present declared additional conflicts of 
interest, ex parte contacts, or site visits.  There were no rebuttals to the disclosures or objections 
on jurisdictional grounds.

A staff presentation was provided by Planning Division Manager Young, Associate Planner 
Amiton, and City Attorney Brewer (Attachment G).  Councilor Bull arrived at this time. 

Councilor Beilstein asked the conditions under which the road would be constructed, if the 
appeal was supported by Council.  Mr. Young said the Council meeting packet contained a 
comprehensive list of conditions of approval, and Conditions 4 and 5 outlined contingencies that 
would need to be satisfied prior to construction.  Conditions included establishing the road 
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alignment for the connection at NW 29th Street and other infrastructure alignments, although it 
was possible that the road would be constructed in phases.

In response to Councilor Glassmire's inquiry, Mr. Young said the Highland Dell subdivision was 
approved under Benton County jurisdiction. If a different road connection was made through the 
area, the City would need to secure a different easement from the property owner and the 
viability of obtaining such an easement was not certain. 

Due to Councilor Bull's late arrival, she was not present during declarations.  Therefore, Mayor 
Traber asked whether she wished to declare any additional conflicts of interest, ex parte contacts, 
or site visits; she did not.  There were no rebuttals to the disclosures and there were no objections 
on jurisdictional grounds.

Councilors Beilstein and York, respectively, moved and seconded to accept into the record 
materials related to the Hub at Corvallis development application. 

Councilor Hann noted the Hub application had been withdrawn, so it had not been vetted through 
a full staff review and public hearing process. As such, it was not necessarily relevant and he 
would not necessarily give it much weight; several Councilors agreed.   

The motion passed unanimously.

Councilor York supported reviewing the application in-part, as presented by the applicant.  She 
believed it was reasonable for the community and the developer to be certain about the road's 
alignment, and it would be simpler to approve or deny the application as presented.   

Councilor Baker asked whether a new application and a new analysis would be required if 
Council chose to expand the in-part review.  Mr. Brewer said review criteria specifically required 
addressing off-site impacts, so he was not certain it would make much difference if the 
application was viewed very narrowly or very broadly, as the same impacts would exist to some 
extent.  Councilor Baker was not comfortable reviewing the application in-part due to concerns 
about natural features on the entire parcel.  He believed the road alignment should be considered 
in the context of a development and parsing out individual elements through in-part reviews was 
problematic.    

Councilor Beilstein said the application should be considered in the context of the Planned 
Development (PD).  The road alignment would have implications for the remainder of the PD; 
however, the Council was not deciding how anything outside of the roadway would be 
developed.
Those decisions would be made as part of the PD process.   

Councilor Brauner supported Councilor York's suggestion of reviewing the application in-part as 
presented by the applicant.   

Councilor Hann questioned whether the review would consider if the proposed road alignment 
was the best route through the undeveloped portion of the property. 

In response to Councilor Bull's comment, Mr. Brewer said staff could develop a finding that 
addressed her point that she did not necessarily agree with the applicant's interpretation of the 
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City's Land Development Code (LDC), even though that might not make a difference in this 
particular review. 

In response to Councilor Baker's inquiry, Mr. Young said development potential on the parcel 
was not considered as part of the road alignment in staff's current analysis because it had already 
been established in an analysis conducted for the property's prior owner. 

Councilor Baker observed that the road alignment would influence where development occurred. 
It was difficult for him to separate the road alignment from development of the parcel, 
particularly with regard to how natural features would be impacted.  Impacts inside of the right-
of-way would be known; however, impacts outside of it would not.  Mr. Young said staff 
reviewed the topography, natural features constraints, and how the road would connect at the 
north end of the property, and was reasonably confident that the proposed alignment was 
appropriate.  Mayor Traber noted that at least three possible alignments were considered, two of 
which were not in the right-of-way.  Table 1-A in staff's presentation (Attachment G) included 
information about the area and the different types of natural features. 

In response to Councilor Hirsch's inquiry, Mr. Young said the application that staff received 
sought only a road alignment, so that was why it was being presented without an associated 
development.  Council could decide the proposed road alignment was acceptable; however, the 
alignment could be changed later through a modification process.  Alternatively, Council could 
decide to review the application in whole.

Councilor Beilstein said the proposed alignment was vetted through City staff and determined to 
be the least intrusive regarding cut and fill, and avoided natural features where possible.  While it 
may not be ideal, it was a good choice given the other options.  He said alignment of the road 
was essential to determine where residential development would occur.   

Councilor Hirsch hoped natural features could be permanently protected.  Mr. Young said the 
LDC provided protections for natural features; however, it also indicated that where it was 
necessary to extend infrastructure to comply with City plans, some allowances could be made for 
natural features impacts.  Mr. Young acknowledged it was not possible to connect Kings 
Boulevard without impacting some of the site's natural features. 

Councilors Hann and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to review the application in-
part as presented by the applicant, but adhere to the review criteria as presented by the City 
Attorney. 

Councilor Baker believed it was good practice for the Council to encourage holistic development 
applications.  The Council's authority to review ripple or outside effects would not change.  
Councilor Glassmire agreed. 

The motion passed seven to two, with Councilors Baker and Glassmire opposing. 

Councilor Hann said staff clearly stated that not all potential routes were considered.  Regarding 
compensating benefits to the community for the variances requested, it was suggested that the 
route identified was potentially the least harmful of the three routes proposed, and the applicant 
believed that satisfied the rationale for a compensating benefit.  He rejected that assertion.  He 
was not persuaded that the requirement was satisfied and he believed, given past experience and 
the community's input, a better solution could be identified to provide the infrastructure that was 
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specified in the Transportation System Plan (TSP). He understood that the road was cited in the 
TSP; however, the proposed route was merely the least disastrous route of the three that were 
identified and staff had not stated that it was the best route.  He recognized the parcel's 
topography presented challenges.      

Councilor Beilstein said approving the road alignment was a significant compensating benefit in 
that it would further the City's TSP.  If an alignment was not identified, the City was not making 
progress toward completing the TSP.   

Councilor Hann said the appellant argued that the North Corvallis Area Plan (NCAP) called for 
the road, based on future population projections for the Crescent Valley area.  Councilor Hann 
observed the NCAP was a supporting document to the City's Comprehensive Plan (CP).  Support 
and guidance was identified in CP Section 13.13.23 that the route would be realized in response 
to development proposals.  Further, CP Section 13.13.32 specifically stated the objective to 
minimize impacts on the environment and surrounding sensitive areas, including modification to 
the road design and alignment.  He said the current proposal did not, to his satisfaction, 
adequately provide for, nor satisfy, this provision.     

Councilor York reiterated her earlier assertion that it was important for the community and 
property owners to know how the road would be aligned and it was not advisable to plan the road 
piecemeal with individual projects, as doing so would not result in the best alignment.  Ideally, 
Council would consider the road in the context of a PD for the entire parcel; however, she did not 
believe Council had the authority to require the property owner to develop in that manner. She 
would have preferred to see a connection to NW 29th Street.  She carefully reviewed Conditions 
4 and 5, and as Council Liaison to the Planning Commission, she was present during its 
discussions, which included elimination of part of Condition 4; she believed that was a very 
important protection for natural features.  She thought Conditions 4 and 5, as presented by staff, 
provided what was needed in relation to the alignment for a connection to NW 29th Street. 

Councilors Beilstein and York, respectively, moved and seconded, to approve the Major Planned 
Development modification Detailed Development Plan PLD 1500003 as presented by staff, with 
the conditions presented by staff, including the modified Condition 12 related to protecting 
vegetation along the alignment, contingent upon Council's approval of findings. 

In response to Councilor Glassmire's request for clarification, Councilor Beilstein said his motion 
referred to the version of Condition 12 that was proposed by the applicant and supported by staff. 

Councilors York and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to amend the motion by adding 
Condition 13, Use of Explosives for Hard Rock Excavation. 

In response to Councilor Beilstein's inquiry about existing protections surrounding the use of 
explosives in geological construction projects, Civil Engineer Reese said blasting permits were 
handled through the Fire Department.  While he was not certain if the requirements for those 
permits met the provisions of Condition 13, he did not believe the Condition would impose a 
hardship on staff. 

The amendment passed unanimously.

Councilor Baker said public testimony suggested there may be an alternative route that was 
potentially less impactful to natural features, raising the point that there may be other options that 
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were not considered.  He cited the stop-work order that was issued for the property in 2013, 
which had since been resolved.  He raised the point to illustrate the City had strong provisions to 
protect natural features, to the point of making it against the law to affect natural areas in a 
harmful manner.  He said it was important to do everything possible to protect natural features 
and did not believe the application protected natural features to the maximum extent practicable.   

Councilor Hann acknowledged the work of staff and the appellant's engineer on a difficult piece 
of property; however, he did not believe all options for the road alignment were considered and 
better work could be done.  He reviewed requirements specified in LDC Section 2.5.40.04, 
especially a.1 related to compensating benefits.  He said the road would eventually be built, so it 
could not be considered a compensating benefit.  He believed more could be done to benefit the 
community in response for sacrificing some of the sensitive areas, which would ultimately be 
necessary.  Review criteria a.2 mandated consideration of basic site design, the organization of 
uses on a site and the uses' relationships to neighboring properties; however, the application did 
not provide information that addressed that criterion.  In addition, that information had not been 
vetted by staff or considered during a public hearing.  He believed the public had provided 
sufficient evidence to challenge the proposal in regard to Review Criterion a.14, preservation 
and/or protection of significant natural features, consistent with LDC Chapter 2.11.  He was not 
persuaded that evidence had been presented to show the proposed alignment would provide the 
protection that the sensitive area required.  Additionally, he did find adequate information 
regarding impacts in relationship to local streets (NW 29th Street improvements) to allow him to 
make a decision in favor of the application. He was not persuaded that the applicant had met the 
criteria required for approval. 

Councilor York noted public testimony regarding the fault line that ran through the area, which 
related to Review Criteria a.14.  Written information in the Council meeting packet provided by 
the Director of the Active Tectonics and Seafloor Mapping Laboratory indicated that roads were 
relatively easy to repair in the event of an earthquake.  The real issue related to the development 
of housing that would follow after the road was built and Councilor York said she would 
consider that when reviewing development applications. 

The main motion failed four to five based on the following roll call vote: 

Ayes: Beilstein, Brauner, York, Bull 
Nays: Hirsch, Glassmire, Hann, Hogg, Baker 

Councilor Bull supported the application because enough flexibility would exist in the future 
when a development proposal is submitted.   

Councilor Brauner said as part of the narrow review, he was not able to identify areas where he 
could vote to deny the application.  He said that while some public testimony supported leaving 
the parcel as a natural open space, doing so was not an option and therefore, was not a valid 
reason to deny the application. 

Councilor Hann said he focused on the review criteria and whether the applicant met its burden.  
Public testimony was clear that the proposed road alignment was viewed as a degradation of a 
valuable community asset, not a benefit.  He believed the application was submitted and accepted 
as expedient, not as the best that could be done.  He did not think the application was well 
thought out and it did not meet the review criteria in LDC Section 2.5.40.04.  He noted that the 
applicant tried to tie the application to the NCAP; however, when he reviewed the Plan, he found 
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it required best efforts be made to accommodate special and sensitive areas, as well as to modify 
the road's design and concept, if future development proved to require something different. He 
could not find a way of conditioning the application it to make it acceptable to him.  Councilor 
Hirsch agreed. 

Councilor Bull agreed that since the road was required, it did not represent a compensating 
benefit.  She was sympathetic to the developer's attempt to reduce the cost of the road through 
minimized slopes.  She was also sympathetic to the argument that a better route might be 
possible. However, she believed the applicant was prepared to engage in a lengthy legal process 
and the State had not been supportive of the City's efforts to interpret its own LDC in recent 
cases.  The City's own plans suggest the road was needed and the application suggests it was 
fulfilling that requirement.  For those reasons, she was inclined to support the application.   

Councilor Beilstein supported the application. He believed the applicant was interested in 
developing the property within the PD and it was concerned that when a development application 
was submitted, it would have to fight for the road alignment, so it was preferential to determine 
the alignment now.  He said the area was zoned residential, with the intent that it was to be 
developed as such; not determining the road alignment created uncertainty that would make the 
next step in development more difficult.  He said the starting and ending points of the road were 
fixed and there were not many viable possibilities to connect the two points.  He believed it 
would be a mistake to deny the application.   

Councilors Hogg and Glassmire, respectively, moved and seconded to deny the application, 
pending Council adoption of findings. 

Councilor Baker said he did not support the application, in part based on natural features as noted 
in item a.14 of LDC 2.5.40.04 Review Criteria.  He said it was difficult to separate the road from 
development of the property.  He did understand how it could be certain that the storm water 
retention and runoff, which the application purported to have addressed, would be adequate when 
housing development ultimately occurred.  He supported a holistic planning approach. 

Councilor Hann understood the points raised by Councilors Beilstein and Bull, and he was not 
opposed to a road through the area; however, he did not believe "good enough" was acceptable.  
He supported denying the application placed before the Council based on objective review 
criteria.

The motion passed five to four based on the following roll call vote: 

Ayes: Hirsch, Glassmire, Hann, Hogg, Baker  
Nays: Beilstein, Brauner, York, Bull 

Mayor Traber announced findings would be presented at the February 1, 2016 Council meeting. 

Mayor Traber recessed the meeting from 8:12 to 8:22 pm. 

 V. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS

Neil Goudriaan spoke in favor of Councilor Glassmire's "Welcoming" resolution.  He was 
concerned about the rise of hate, suspicion, and violence in America.  In response to Councilor 
Hirsch's inquiry, Mr. Goudriaan did not object to retaining references to Muslims in the 
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resolution.  He said, in addition to being inclusive and equitable, it was important to invite a 
diversity of people to become a part of the community.   

Sue Goodman  from Community Action for Racial Equity supported the Welcoming resolution.  
She encouraged the Council to send a message that hate and bigotry would not be tolerated in 
Corvallis.  In response to Councilor Hirsch's inquiry, Ms. Goodman preferred that references to 
Muslims be retained in the resolution.     

 VI. CONSENT AGENDA

Mayor Traber requested removing Acknowledgement of Transit Operations Fee annual adjustment 
(Item E). 

Councilors Hirsch and Hann, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt the Consent Agenda as 
follows:

A. Reading of Minutes 
1. City Council Meeting – January 4, 2016 
2. City Council Work Session – January 7, 2016 
3. For Information and Filing (Draft minutes may return if changes are made by the Board 

or Commission) 
a. Airport Advisory Board – December 1, 2015 
b. Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Board – December 4, 2015 
c. Housing and Community Development Advisory Board – December 16, 2015 
d. King Legacy Advisory Board – December 15, 2015 

B. Announcement of vacancies on the Budget Commission (Nyehart), Downtown Advisory Board 
(Whitcombe, Wiener), and Parks, Natural Areas, and Recreation Advisory Board (Hill) 

C. Announcement of appointment to the Vision and Action Plan Steering Committee (Mbacke) 

D. Confirmation of appointment to the Parks, Natural Areas, and Recreation Advisory Board 
(Curtin)

F. Confirmation of an Executive Session immediately following the Council meeting under ORS 
192.660(2)(h) (status of pending litigation or litigation likely to be filed) 

The motion passed unanimously.

 VII. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA

 E. Acknowledgement of Transit Operations Fee annual adjustment 

Mayor Traber noted that Ms. Steckel provided an amended memorandum (Attachment F) that 
reflected a minor amendment.  The original memorandum that was included in the packet 
mistakenly indicated that the new, lower fee was expected to result in about $155,000 less revenue 
for 12 months.  The corrected memorandum indicated revenues would be reduced by $155,000 for 
the remainder of Fiscal Year 2015-16, which equated to five months.  
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Councilors Hirsch and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to acknowledge receipt of the 
Transit Operations Fee Annual Adjustment.   

Councilor Beilstein observed that residents would save about $10 per year; however, they could 
still ride the bus without paying a fare. 

 In response to Councilor Glassmire's inquiry, Ms. Steckel said the reduction would not impact 
transit service, as reduced revenue would be offset through a balance in the Transit Fund.

The motion passed unanimously.

VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

B. Selection of Planning Commissioners 

Councilors cast ballots, which City Recorder Holzworth tallied; she announced that Dan Brown 
and Susan Morré were elected to the Planning Commission, based upon the following votes: 

Dan Brown Councilors York, Glassmire, Brauner, Hann, Bull, Baker, Hirsch 
Susan Morré Councilors York, Beilstein, Glassmire, Brauner, Hann, Bull, Baker, Hirsch 
Larry Weymouth Councilor Beilstein 
Paul Harding No votes received  

Councilor Hogg did not vote because he did not participate in the interviews. 

 IX. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS AND ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, AND MOTIONS
– None 

 X. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS

A. Mayor's Reports – None 

B. Council Reports 

1. Climate Action Task Force 

No new information was reported. 

2. Housing Development Task Force 

Councilor Beilstein said a consultant would present information about low-cost housing 
options at the January 27 HDTF meeting.  The item was for information only. 

3. Sustainable Budget Task Force 

No new information was reported. 
4. Vision and Action Plan Steering Committee (VAPSC) 
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 Councilor York said both electronic and paper applications for the VAPSC's at-large 
positions would be available after the January 21 VAPSC meeting.  The application deadline 
was February 5. The item was for information only. 

5. Consideration of a resolution proposed by Councilor Glassmire stating the City welcomes 
people of goodwill from all religions and all cultures, particularly Muslims 

Councilor Glassmire noted alternative wording he provided for the proposed resolution 
(Attachment B).  He acknowledged the assistance of constituent Karim Hamdy in drafting 
the resolution.  He also thanked Councilor York and Corvallis resident Jeanne Raymond for 
providing additional comments on the draft.  Councilor Glassmire said of the residents that 
he spoke to about the draft resolution, one person found the use of Whereas clauses to be off-
putting.

Councilors discussed whether references to Muslims should be retained, or if it was 
preferable to not single out a particular religion.  They also discussed including references to 
refugees.  Councilor Bull suggested amending one preamble clause to replace the phrase 
especially Muslims with including Muslims. 

Councilors Brauner and Beilstein, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt the January 19 
version of the resolution proposed by Councilor Glassmire, replacing the phrase especially
Muslims with including Muslims, and removing duplicate words "resulted in" that were in 
the second preamble clause.

RESOLUTION 2016-01 passed unanimously.

6. Other Council Reports - None 

C. Staff Reports 

1. City Manager's Report – December 2015 

The item was for information only. 

2. Council goals update 

Mr. Shepard said a draft of the Intergovernmental Agreement with OSU would be presented 
at a Council meeting in February.  The item was for information only. 

3. Request to add one member to the Community Relations Advisory Group (CRAG) 

Mayor Traber clarified that the Linn-Benton Community College (LBCC) representative was 
not a community representative.  Oregon State University (OSU) has seven members and the 
remaining seven members are from the City or the community.  

Councilor Hogg, who is a CRAG Co-Chair, referred to his handout (Attachment C).  He said 
fraternities and sororities were part of the neighborhoods surrounding OSU and their input 
was needed. 
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Councilor York preferred to maintain a balanced membership and suggested adding an 
LBCC student, in addition to adding a member of OSU's Unified Greek Council. Councilor 
Bull agreed. 

Staff will bring an ordinance to the February 1, 2016 Council meeting to revise the 
membership as discussed. 

4.  Other 

 Mr. Shepard said at the February 1, 2016 meeting, staff would present a resolution and staff 
report concerning the possible transition from Standing Committee meetings to a Work 
Session model.   Councilors agreed with canceling the first Standing Committee meetings in 
February.   

 XI. NEW BUSINESS – None 

 XII. PUBLIC HEARINGS – None 

XIII. RECESS TO EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mayor Traber read a statement, based upon changes in Oregon laws regarding executive sessions.  
The statement indicated that only representatives of the news media, designated staff, and other 
Council-designated persons were allowed to attend the executive session.  News media 
representatives were directed not to report on any executive session discussions, except to state the 
general subject of the discussion, as previously announced.  No decisions would be made during the 
executive session.  He reminded Council members and staff that the confidential executive session 
discussions belong to the Council as a body and should only be disclosed if the Council, as a body, 
approves disclosure.  He suggested that any Council or staff member who may not be able to 
maintain the Council's confidences should leave the meeting room. 

The Council entered executive session at 9:14 pm.

A. ORS 192.660(2)(h) (status of pending litigation or litigation likely to be filed) 

Deputy City Attorney Coulombe briefed the Council on a pending litigation matter. 

The Council emerged from executive session at 9:39 pm.

XIV. POSSIBLE ACTION FROM EXECUTIVE SESSION – None 

XIII. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 9:39 pm. 
APPROVED:

ATTEST:
__________________________________________
MAYOR

__________________________________________
CITY RECORDER 
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City Council Meeting 
1/29/15 

Visitors' Propositions 

The 2012 Advisory Question that passed with 75°/o of the vote asked 
the Mayor and City Council to petition our representatives at all levels to 
write and/or support a Constitutional amendment that ended corporate 
personhood and money as political speech. During the 2013 Oregon 
legislative session our state legislators heard the Mayor Manning and 
petitioned Congress for such an amendment by passing House Joint 
MemorialS. 

States have two ways in which they can facilitate new Constitutional 
amendments: 1. petition Congress as Oregon did with HJM 6 and 2. apply 
to Congress, pursuant to Article V of the Constitution, to call for a 
Constitutional convention of the states. 

There is a legislative concept, 152 (conveyed as a separate PDF file), 
that if passed as a bill, would be Oregon's application for a Constitutional 
convention "for the purpose of proposing amendments ... relating to the 
subjects described in the preamble of this joint memorial". Among other 
important and related concepts in the preamble are the statements: 

" Whereas these decisions have resulted in powerful economic forces 
having unjust influence that supplants the will of the people by undermining 
our ability to choose political leadership, write our own laws and determine 
the fate of our state; 

and Whereas the founding fathers of this nation never intended the 
rights of natural persons protected in the Constitution of the United States 
to be applied to artificial entities; 

and Whereas Congress and the states should be authorized to place 
limits on political contributions and expenditures to ensure that all citizens 
have access to the political process and to require that all contributions and 
expenditures be fully and immediately disclosed to the public" 
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I suggest that the goals of legislative concept 152 are consistent with 
the desire of Corvallis citizens for a Constitutional amendment as they 
expressed in passing the 2012 Advisory Question to end corporate 
personhood and money as political speech. 

Therefore, I propose that the City Council support legislative concept 
152 and the bill it becomes through testimony at legislative committee 
hearings (likely the House Rules) and communications with our legislators. 

Thank you for your time. 

Bob Ozretich, 
Advisory Question, co-chief petitioner 
Corvallis Area Move to Amend, co-founder 
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY 

LC 152 
2016 Regular Session 
118/15 (DJ/jas/ps) 

Applies to Congress to call amendment convention for purpose of pro
posing amendments to United States Constitution that address campaign fi
nance reform. 

1 JOINT MEMORIAL 

2 To the Senate and the House of Representatives of the United States of 

3 America, in Congress assembled: 

4 We, your memorialists, the Seventy-eighth Legislative Assembly of the 

5 State of Oregon, in legislative session assembled, respectfully represent as 

6 follows: 

7 Whereas American elections should be free of the corrupting influence 

8 of excessive spending by outside interests and fair enough that any citizen 

9 can run for public office; and 

10 Whereas the first President of the United States, George Washington, 

11 stated, "The basis of our political systems is the right of the people to make 

12 and to alter their constitutions of government"; and 

13 Whereas it was the stated intention of the framers of the United States 

14 Constitution that Congress should be "dependent on the people alone" 

15 (James Madison, Federalist No. 52); and 

16 Whereas that dependency has evolved from a dependency on the people 

17 alone to a dependency on those who spend excessively in elections, through 

18 campaigns or third-party groups; and 

19 Whereas the United States Supreme Court ruling in Citizens United v. 

20 Federal Election Commission (558 U.S. 310 (2010)) removed restrictions on 

NOTE: Matter in boldfaced type in an amended section is new; matter fitalic and bracketed] is existing law to be omitted. 
New sections are in boldfaced type. 
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LC 152 1/8/15 

1 amounts of independent political spending, and further decisions of the 

2 nation's high court both before and afterward have eroded the foundations 

3 of representative democracy in America; and 

4 Whereas these decisions have resulted in powerful economic forces having 

5 unjust influence that supplants the will of the people by undermining our 

6 ability to choose political leadership, write our own laws and determine the 

7 fate of our state; and 

8 Whereas the founding fathers of this nation never intended the r ights of 

9 natural persons protected in the Constitution of the United States to be ap-

10 plied to artificial entities; and 

11 Whereas Congress and the states should be authorized to place limits on 

12 political contributions and expenditures to ensure that all citizens have ac-

13 cess to the political process and to r~quire that all contributions and ex-

14 penditures be fully and immediately disclosed to the public; and 

15 Whereas Article V of the United States Constitution empowers the people 

16 and states of the United States of America to use the constitutional amend-

17 ment process to correct those egregiously wrong decisions of the United 

18 States Supreme Court that undermine the heart of our democracy and re-

19 publican form of government; and 

20 Whereas Article V of the United States Constitution requires Congress 

21 to call a convention for proposing amendments to the Constitution upon "the 

22 Application of the Legislatures of two thirds of the several States"; and 

23 Whereas the State of Oregon sees the need for a convention to propose 

24 amendments in order to address concerns such as those raised by the decision 

25 of the United States Supreme Court in Citizens United and related cases and 

26 events long before and afterward addressing a substantially similar purpose, 

27 and desires that said convention should be limited to these concerns; and 

28 Whereas the State of Oregon desires that the delegates to the convention 

29 be composed equally of individuals currently elected to state and local office, 

30 or be selected by election in each congressional district for the purpose of 

31 serving as delegates; and 

[2] 

CC 02-01-2016 Packet Electronic Packet Page 83



Page 33-e

LC 152 1!8/15 

1 Whereas the State of Oregon desires that individuals elected or appointed 

2 to federal office, now or in the past, be prohibited from serving as del~gates 

3 to the convention, and intends to retain the ability to restrict or expand the 

4 power of its own delegates within the limits expressed herein; and 

5 Whereas the State of Oregon intends that this be a continuing application 

6 considered together with applications calling for a convention adopted or 

7 currently pending in other states, including the State of New Jersey, the 

8 State of Vermont, the State of Illinois and the State of California, and future 

9 applications until such time as two-thirds of the several states have applied 

10 for a convention and said convention is convened by Congress; now, there-

11 fore, . 

12 Be It Resolved by the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon: 

13 (1) We, the members of the Seventy-eighth Legislative Assembly, pursuant 

14 to Article V of the United States Constitution, hereby petition Congress to 

15 call a convention for the purpose of proposing amendments to the United 

16 States Constitution relating to the subjects described in the preamble of this 

17 joint memorial as soon as two-thirds of the several states have applied for 

18 a convention. 

19 (2) For purposes of determining whether two-thirds of the states have 

20 applied for a convention, we intend that this application be aggregated with 

21 the applications of any other state legislature that includes any of the sub-

22 jects set forth in the preamble of this joint memorial. 

23 (3) A copy of this memorial shall be sent to the Vice President of the 

24 United States, to the Senate Majority Leader, to the Secretary of the Senate, 

25 to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, to the Clerk of the House 

26 of Representatives, to the Archivist of the United States, to each member of 

27 the Oregon Congressional Delegation and to the presiding officers of the 

28 legislative chambers in each state of the United States requesting their co-

29 operation in issuing a petition to Congress to call a convention for the pur-

30 pose of proposing amendments pursuant to Article V of the United States 

31 Constitution. 

[3] 
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LC 152 1/8/15 

1 

[4] 
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FROM COUNCILOR GLASSMIRE

ATTACHMENT B
Page 33-g

January 19, 2016 
DRAFT WELCOMING RESOLUTION, ALTERNATIVE WORDING 
This draft of a "welcoming resolution" includes several possible wording changes to the draft written in 
the January 19 City Council packet. Thanks to Councilor York and to Jeanne Raymond for the 
suggestions. 
Also, some people have suggested that the resolution would be more effective if the specific 
references to the Muslim religion were deleted. 
Differences from the version in the packet are marked in green. 

WHEREAS our city charter affirms that "Corvallis is a community that honors diversity and diverse 
interests, and aspires to be free of prejudice, bigotry, and hate"; and 

WHEREAS recent shooting incidents, at Umpqua Community College in Roseburg, in Paris France, 
and in San Bernardino California, have resulted in resulted in many Oregonians afraid for their 
safety; and 

WHEREAS we recognize that diverse cultures and different religions generally affirm life but are also 
susceptible to interpretations teaching fear and prejudice; and 

WHEREAS some recent public dialogue in the United States has stressed fear of others based on 
rchg10n and culture. esRecially the Muslim religion and its followers; and 

WHEREAS fear and P-rejudice are divisive and increase the likelihood for escalating fear and 
even violence; and 

WHEREAS to reduce fear and to promote understanding, we must acknowledge and aR~reciate our 
common humanity; and 

WHEREAS to reduce fear and to promote understanding, we must acknowledge and a reciate our 
differences; and 

WHEREAS to reduce fear and to promote understanding, we must act on those acknowledgements. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORVALLIS RESOLVES that the city 
welcomes people of good will from all religions and all cultures; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the city particularly affirms its welcome for Muslims; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the city of Corvallis encourages civic institutions to sponsor 
programs promoting dialogue and inter-cultural understanding; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the city of Corvallis invites governments in other places to join in 
this call to promote dialogue and inter-cultural understanding; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Corvallis City Council will send this resolution to OSU 
President Ray and to the city's elected officials (Oregon Rep. Dan Rayfield, Oregon Sen. Sara 
Geiser, Gov. Kate Brown, Rep. Kurt Schrader Re~. Peter DeFazio, Sen. Jeff Merkley Sen. Ron 
Wyden, and President Barack Obama). 

DRAFT 
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-----Original Message----
From: Hogg, Roen 
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2016 3:11 PM 
To: Holzworth, Carla 
Subject: FW: CRAG 

Carla, 
Could you print this email and hand out to councilors for the meeting tonight. 
Sorry for the late notice. This provides clarification regarding the different 
Greek positions on CRAG. Th~nks. 

From: Stoll, Jonathan [Jonathan.Stoll@oregonstate.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2016 2:12 PM 
To: Hogg, Roen 
Subject: RE: CRAG 

The three Greek positions do represent three different groups. Panhellenic 
represents sororities and the Interfraternity Council represents fraternities. 
UGC is a fusion of culturally rich and distinct Greek Letter Organizations at 
OSU, that represents fraternities and sororities including, but not limited to, 
those focused on the celebration of race, ethnicity, nationality, career and 
professional advancement and sexual orientation. 

Let me know if I can further clarify anything. If you or Mark could share this 
information with the council during any discussion there might be concerning this 
topic that would be greatly appreciated. 

Thanks, 
Jon 

Disclaimer: This e -mail message may be a public record of the City of Corvallis. 
The contents may be subject to public disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law 
and subject to the State of Oregon Records Retention Schedules . 
(OAR:166.200 . 0200-40S) 
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It is the mission of the Unified Greek Council to promote unity, communication and cooperation among its member 
organizations and to advance the ideals of scholarship, service and diversity throughout the greater O.regon State University 
(OSU) and Corvallis Community. 

Unified is defined as the fusion of culturally rich and distinct Greek Letter Organizations at OSU, including but not limited to 
those focused on the celebration of race, ethnicity, nationality, career and professional advancement and sexual orientation. 
Unified Greek Council is a student governed council at Oregon State University. UGC strives to connect our organizations 

and the local Corvallis and OSU community through academic, social, and service events. 

Please browse through the links above for more information regarding individual entities in UGC. 

UGC's End of the Year Banquet 2015 

Center for Fraternity and Sorority Life 
306 Student Experience 
Corvallis, OR 97331 
Send Email 

Plzo11e: 541-737-5432 

User login 

You will be redirected to the secure CAS login page. 

Officers >Contact Us 
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SPIRITUAL ASSEMBLY OF THE BAHA'IS OF CORVALLIS, OREGON 
ph 541.745.7916 

P.O. Box 309, Corvallis OR 97339 
CorvallisSecretariat@comcast.net 

January 19,2016 

Ms. Carla Holzworth 
Recorder, City of Corvallis 
501 W. Madison A venue 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

To the City Council: 
The Baha'i community of Corvallis is writing this letter to endorse the draft resolution by 
Councilor Bill Glassmire that reaffirms Corvallis as a welcoming city to all persons, and 
especially to Muslims and other religious minorities. 
Baha'is share a conviction that the entire human race is one. The consciousness that we all are 
members of one human family is the central organizing principle of the Baha'i Faith, and applies 
to every human being, regardless of country of origin, skin color, or religious tradition. The 
Sacred Writings of our Faith affirm this: 

The well-being of mankind, its peace and security, are unattainable unless and until its 
unity is firmly established. (Gleanings from the Writings of Baha 'u 'llah, CXXXI) 

It is not for him to pride himself who loveth his own country, but rather for him who 
loveth the whole world. The earth is but one country, and mankind its citizens. (Tablets of 
Baha 'u 'llah, Lawh-i-Maqsud) 

Wherever Baha' is reside, they stand for unity of religion. In fact, the Faith teaches that "If 
religion brings dissension and disagreement, then it were better to have no religion at all." We 
share a belief in one unknowable God with our Muslim brothers and sisters, and we revere the 
Sacred Writings of their Faith as we do our own. We stand with our city in affirming that 
Corvallis welcomes and embraces all its citizens. We honor our city's diversity by our words and 
deeds. 
This letter is offered as public comment, to be attached to the minutes of the City Council 
meeting of Tuesday, January 19, 2016. 

Sincerely, 

Lyn Martin 
Secretary, Spiritual Assembly of the Baha'is of Corvallis, Oregon 
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NAACP Corvallis/ Albany Area Branch #1118 
PO Box 870, Corvallis, OR 97339 

541-829-3023 I www.naacpcorvallisbranch.com 

"Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere." -- Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. 

Ms. Carla Holzworth 
Recorder, City of Corvallis 
501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, Oregon 97339 

January 15, 2016 

Submitted via email carla.holzworth@corvallisoregon.gov 

Dear Ms. Holzworth: 

The Corvallis branch of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
(NAACP) endorses the draft resolution by Councilor Bill Glassmire to reaffirm Corvallis as a 
welcoming city to all people, with special attention now to Muslims and Arabs. 

About 1,500 Muslims (permanent residents, international students, accompanying spouses and 
children) live in Corvallis. Some of them have experienced incidents of prejudice or even 
violence here. For example, as Mayor Traber and city councilors may have been made aware, 
in November at the Saturday market, a Muslim OSU student wearing the hijab was assaulted 
physically and verbally by a white person. Reportedly, many onlookers witnessed the incident 
but did nothing. 

One objective of the NAACP is to ensure the political, educational, social, and economic 
equality of all citizens. We call on city officials to lead residents in rejecting and resisting 
lslamophobia and anti-Arab sentiment. 

This letter is submitted as public comment, to be attached to the minutes of the City Council 
meeting of Tuesday, January 19, 2016. 

Warm regards, 

Faith Reidenbach 
Corvallis Branch Secretary 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

THROUGH: 

SUBJECT: 

City Council for January 19, 2016 meeting . 

Mary Steckel, Public Works Director ' -~ 
'-./ 

January 5, 20 16 

Mark W. Shepard, P.E., City Manager ~w- .. -
Transit Operations Fee Annual Adjustment 

Action Requested: 

For infonnation only, no action required . 

Discussion: 

CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY liVABILITY 

Per Municipal Code 3.08.050; the Transit Opera6ons Fee is reviewed and adjusted annually, with the new 
rate effective February 1st of each year. The fee is charged to all City Services Bill customers and is 
calculated for each customer using a trip-generation methodology to estimate the average impact a 
customer has on the transpotiation system ("trip generation"). A "trip" is defined as the one-way travel 
from a starting point to a destination. For example, going to work i11 the morning is one trip; coming 
home at night is one trip. Different types of customers would have different average daily trips (i.e., a 
dentist office generates fewer trips than a fast-food restaurant, on average). 

Per the Municipal Code, the fee is adjusted annually in January. The new fee is determined by the average 
p1ice in Oregon of a gallon of regular grade gasoline for the previous twelve months, using data published 
by the Oil Price Information Service. The new monthly fee for a single fami ly customer is either the 
average price of a gallon of gasoline or $2.75, whichever is greater. lf the single family rate changes as a 
result of this process, the per-trip fee for the other customer groups is adjusted proportionally. 

The current fee for a single family customer is $3.55. Tbe average price of gasoline for calendar year 
2015 is $2.69. As this is less than $2.75, the floor established by ordinance, the new single family 
customer rate will be $2.75, a reduction of $0.80 per month or about 22.5%. The rate for all other 
customer groups wi ll be decreased by the same percentage. 

The Transit Operations fee for a single family customer since the fee 's inception has been: 

Budget Impact: 

2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 

Rate 
$2.75 
$3.73 
$3.80 
$3.63 
$3.55 
$2.75 

Increase/(Decrease) 
From Pt·evious Year 

35.60% 
1.90% 
(4.50%) 
(2.17%) 

(22.54%) 

The revenue generated by the Transit Operations Fee in FY 14-15 was about $1.2 million. The new, lower 
fee is anticipated to reduce revenues in FY 15-16 by $155,000. 

Page I of l 
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Kings Boulevard Extension
M PD M d f d D l d D lMajor PD Modification and Detailed Development 
Plan
(PLD15 00003)(PLD15-00003)

City Council

Deliberations

January 19, 2016
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Overview

Public hearing is closedPublic hearing is closed
Council deliberations and tentative decision tonight
Final decision and adoption of formal findings Feb 1Final decision and adoption of formal findings Feb. 1
Documents since public hearing:

Additi l itt t tiAdditional written testimony
Applicant’s final written argument 
Staff answers to Council questionsStaff answers to Council questions
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Legend 

c::J Kings BOt.llevard Extension (l)(oposed) 

City limit 

[~~ Urban GroW'Ih Boundary 

c=J Taxlols (Benton County) 

Highland Dell Estates subdivision 

- Multi..UsePath 

CC 02-01-2016 Packet Electronic Packet Page 94



1969 Preliminary Development Plany p
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Timberhill Conceptual Planp
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NCAP Figure 5.1g
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Alignment Optionsg p

Option 1 (proposed) Option 2 Option 3p (p p ) Option 2 Option 3

*NOTE: NW 29th St. not proposed at this time
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Table 1-A

“A” options p
include increase 
in max. slope 
from 6% to 8%from 6% to 8%
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Topography & Natural Features Constraints

P
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- I 

-- Topography - Ten Foot Contours 

Protected Riparian Corridors (LDC Chapter 4.12) 

Buffer Distance, Protection Status 

- 100. PARTIAL 

- 100.HIGH 

- 75, HIGH 

- 75, PARTIAL 

- SO, HIGH 

- 50, PARTIAL 

CJ o, PARTIAL 

-
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P li i D lib i IPreliminary Deliberation Issues
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Topicsp

General decision considerationsGeneral decision considerations
Record issue
S (I h l )Scope (In whole or in part)
Status of Timberhill Planned Development
Reasons in favor/Reasons in opposition

P
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General Decision Considerations

Goal post rule: ORS 227.178(3)Goal post rule:  ORS 227.178(3)
City Council is entitled to interpret local 
regulations (not state law) in any plausibleregulations (not state law) in any plausible 
manner
Conditions of approval may only be clear and Co d o s o app ova ay o y be c ea a d
objective
Compatibility criteria for Planned p y
Developments are found in Chapter 2.5 of the 
Land Development Code P

age
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2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria

Requests for the approval of a Conceptual Developmentq pp p p
Plan shall be reviewed to ensure consistency with the 
policies and density requirements of the Comprehensive 
Plan and any other applicable policies and standardsPlan, and any other applicable policies and standards
adopted by the City Council. The application shall 
demonstrate compatibility in the areas in "a," below, as 
applicable, and shall meet the Natural Resource and 
Natural Hazard criteria in "b," below:

P
age
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2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria (cont.)( )
a. Compatibility Factors –

1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested;
2. Basic site design (the organization of Uses on a site and the Uses’ relationships to neighboring properties);
3. Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.);
4. Noise attenuation;
5. Odors and emissions;
6. Lighting;
7. Signage;
8. Landscaping for buffering and screening;
9 Transportation facilities;9. Transportation facilities;
10. Traffic and off-site parking impacts;
11. Utility infrastructure;
12. Effects on air and water quality (note: a DEQ permit is not sufficient to meet this criterion);
13. Design equal to or in excess of the types of improvements required by the standards in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented g q yp p q y p

Design Standards; and
14. Preservation and/or protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent with Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain Development 

Permit, Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.11 –
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 – Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, Chapter 4.13 -
Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, and Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. 
Streets shall also be designed along contours, and structures shall be designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure 
compliance with these Code standardscompliance with these Code standards.

P
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2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria (cont.)( )

b. Natural Resources and Natural Hazards Factors -

1. Any proposed variation from a standard within 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 
C id d W l d P i i Ch 4 14 L d lid H d d Hill id D lCorridor and Wetland Provisions, or Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development
Provisions shall provide protections equal to or better than the specific standard requested for 
variation; and

2. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain Development Permit, 
Chapter 4 5 Floodplain Provisions Chapter 4 11 Minimum Assured Development AreaChapter 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, or Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions shall involve an alternative located on the same development site where the specific 
standard applies.

3. Any proposed Floodplain Development Permit variation that exceeds the scope of Section 
2.11.60.01.a shall also meet the Floodplain Development Permit Variance review criteria in 
Section 2.11.60.06 and, to the extent feasible, the base Floodplain Development Permit review 
criteria in Section 2.11.50.04.P
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Record Issue

Applicant provided 1494 pages on 12/23/15Applicant provided 1494 pages on 12/23/15
Staff recommended the Council reject the 
withdrawn applicationwithdrawn application
Applicant provided an explanation of relevance 
of these documentsof these documents
Council can accept the document into the record, 
and determine how much weight and credibility toand determine how much weight and credibility to 
give withdrawn application materials 

P
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Scope of Review: 
I h l i t?In whole or in part? 

Interpretation of LDC (memo from CAO):Interpretation of LDC (memo from CAO):  
deference due to Council interpretation that is 
“plausible”  p

Council should interpret LDC 2 5 60 03 c: “inCouncil should interpret LDC 2.5.60.03.c:  in 
whole or in part”

P
age
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Interpretation Must Be:p

PlausiblePlausible
Not inconsistent with the express language of the 
provision (read in context, including legislativeprovision (read in context, including legislative 
purpose)
Not inconsistent with the purposes and policies thatNot inconsistent with the purposes and policies that 
were the reason for the provision

P
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Needed Housing

1) Is there a variance from clear and objective1) Is there a variance from clear and objective 
standards in the LDC being requested by the 
applicant? pp
2)  Do the proposed conditions of approval meet 
the local requirement that Detailed Development q p
Plan conditions for residential property must be 
clear and objective?  LDC 2.5.10.b.1.(b.

P
age
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Reason to Approve/Reasons to Denypp / y

The following are an incomplete list of reasons thatThe following are an incomplete list of reasons that 
the Council might approve or deny the application.  

P
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Reasons to Approve or Denypp y

Applicant has met Applicant has not met 

Approve Deny

burden to demonstrate 
application satisfies 

burden and the 
application does not 

each relevant criterion satisfy the following 
relevant criteria 

P
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Conflicting Evidence, Testimony or Analysis

The Council finds the The Council finds other 

Approve Deny

applicant’s evidence, 
testimony or analysis is 

evidence, testimony or 
analysis convincing 

convincing and 
credible because...

and credible 
because...

P
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Interpretationsp

The Council agrees The applicant has 

Approve Deny

with applicant’s 
interpretation of local 

misinterpreted the 
code, the Council 

code provisions interprets the provision 
to mean... 

P
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In Whole or in Part

Evidence, testimony Evidence, testimony 

Approve Deny

and analysis in favor 
extend and are 

and analysis in favor 
do not extend 

sufficient for Council 
consideration to 
determine criteria are

sufficiently for Council 
consideration to 
determine criteria aredetermine criteria are 

satisfied
determine criteria are 
satisfied
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Conditions of Approvalpp

Criteria can be met Criteria cannot be met 

Approve Deny

with clear and 
objective conditions of 

with clear and 
objective conditions 

approval per LDC 2.5.10.b.1.(b. 
so conditions cannot be 
relied uponrelied upon
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Possible Deliberation Process

Discuss issues raised in the application, staff report 
and in testimony in this manner:  
Relevant Criteria
Testimony, points, or reasons in favor
Testimony, points, or reasons in opposition
Discussion  
Tentative Decision/Staff to prepare findings for / p p g
Council review and approval

P
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ATTACHMENT H
Page 33-am

LAW OFFICE OF BILL KLOOS PC 

OREGON LAND USE LAW 
375 W. 4TH AVENUE, SUITE 204 
EUGENE, OR 97401 
TEL: 541.343.8596 
WEB: WWW.LANDUSEOREGON.COM 

Corvallis Mayor and City Council 
501 SW Madison Street 
Corvallis, OR 97330 

January 15,2016 

Re: Kings Boulevard Extension (P LD 15-00003) 
Applicant's FINAL ARGUMENT 

Dear Mayor and City Councilors: 

BILL KLOOS 
BILLKLOOS@LAl"\IDUSEOREGON.COM 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 5 2016 

Community Development 
Planning Division 

After reviewing the Staff's answers to the City Council's questions, we offer this Final 
Argument, which builds upon our Summary of Issues letter and our letter showing the relevance 
of our Dec. 23rd Supplemental Material- both letters dated January I 1. 

A. Our December 23 Supplemental Materials must be accepted; each item relates to one or 
more questions answered by Staff on January 14. 

The City may not accept information from the Staff on a myriad of issues but reject our 
evidentiary materials of December 23 on the same issues as being not relevant. On the Summary 
Table that is attached to this letter we have listed each December 23 evidentiary item in dispute 
and shown which Staff Answers relate to the very same issue. Accepting the staffs information 
but rejecting the applicant's information on the same issues would prejudice the applicant's 
substantial rights to a full and fair hearing. 

B. The City may not deny this application for location and design of this public facility. lt 
does not have discretion under state or local law to say the applicant has guessed wrong 
and must guess again. 

The fo llowing summary points are based primarily on the Staff's Answers to the Council's 
questions: 

Big Picture Points: 

1. This is an application requesting approval of the location and design of a "planned public 
facility which is necessary to maintain the City's transpotiation system as development 
occurs in this portion of north Corvallis." Staff Answer 8 para 1. 

2 . The existing plan and zoning show the amount of &rrowth anticipated in North Corvall is 
and on tlie vacant subject property. Staff agree. See Answer 10. 

3. The road is needed to serve an add itional planned 10,000 future dwellings in the North 
Corvall is area. Staff agree. See Answer 4 last para. 
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Corvallis City Council 

January 15, 2015 

Page 2 

4. The road design will be adequate to serve growth planned for North Corvallis. Staff 
Answer 19. 

5. City Staff recommend approval, with conditions, of this location and design of the road, 
which would leave the road in the existing city ROW the City has already accepted and 
has already relied upon to make final land use decisions. The applicant agrees with the 
city staff. 

6. The City may not deny the application because it feels the arterial street is not needed in 
this area. That-would violate the city's Transportation System Plan, the state's Goal 12 
Rule, and state law requiring the City to apply the standards that are in effect. See OAR 
660-012-0050; ORS 227.178(3). The Staff Answers agree. See Answers 4, 6. 

7. The City may not deny the application for now, to take a time-out to do more planning. 
That would violate the moratorium statute. ORS 197.505 to 197.540. Staff agree. See 
Answer 4 para 2. 

8. The applicant worked with Staff to identify and study in detail three alternaJive routes for 
this road. Staff Answer 11. 

9. The City Staff selected this alignment for the ROW in 2013, from among the three most 
likely alternative alignments studied, because it "offered the best balance of minimizing 
impacts to natural features, meeting facility design standards, and minimizing cuts and 
fills (which impact natural features in many areas)." See Staff Answer 1 para 2; Staff 
Answer 21. 

10. This plan for this road in this location can be approved now, with planning for the 29th 
Street and Lester Avenue connections to be done later. Staff Answer 5 para 2. 

11. The vacant subject property and existing ROW at issue here are not the subject of any 
existing or expired Detailed Development P lan approved under the development code. 
Staff has been unable to put one in the record because there is none. This is not a matter 
of code interpretation. It is just a question of what are the past decisions. 

12. This is a request for location and design approval for a required public facility, not a 
request for review of a land development proposal on private property. The City told the 
applicant that approval ofthe location and design of the facility is a precondition for 
review of its now withdrawn residential development proposal. From among three 
possible alternatives studied in detail by the City Staff, the applicant has designed in the 
ROW selected by the City, accepted by the City for road purposes, and relied upon by the 
City for making land use decisions. The City has an obligation under local and state law 
to approve a facility design, which will allow the applicant to move forward with its 
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residential plans. The City does not have discretion to deny the application based on 
discretionary standards, or for new policy reasons, and direct the applicant to guess again. 

Construction/Development Points: 

13. All future development on this site will be subject to the Goal 5 natural features 
protections with future development because there is no Detailed Development Plan for 
the area that vested the standards prior to 2006. See related Staff Answer 20. 

14. There is adequate acreage on the owner's site to develop the minimum required density 
without invoking MADA regulations to encroach on protected areas. Staff Answer 8. 
The withdrawn 2014 application for the large lot subdivision and The HUB showed how 
this can be done. See December 23 Supplemental Materials. 

15. This road may not be constructed without additional review and approval of plans by the 
City. Staff Answer 18. 

16. Storm water will be collected in catch basins and piped to three low points. Staff Answer 
16. The proposal is for "combined wet pool detention facilities [that] will provide the 
least amount of impact while providing open facilities." Staff Answer 23. 

17. One of the conditions of approval may prohibit the use of explosives for construction. 
Staff Answer 12. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Kloos 

Cc: Client 
DEYCO Engineering 
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S umma r y Table of December 23 Evidence S ubmittal Items and Relevance 
Based on Staff Answers filed Jan. 15, 2015 

Evidence Item Relevant Issue in this January 14 Staff Answer s that 
Proceeding relate to these issues 

2. Staff Repo1t to Planning Council/neighbors asked what Staff Answer 4, 8, 10. 
Commission, SUB 14-00004; development on adjacent residential 
PLD 14-00007) (3/25/20 15) - PDF land will the road serve? 
5-1467. 

rs it lawful for the City to relocate Staff Answers 4, 6. 
the road ROW? 

Must DDP for road be filed as part 2015 StaffRepo1t at 20 says a DDP 
of housing development proposal? is required for road, not that it has to 

be filed at the same time as the 
residential. 

4. Deed to City for Kings Blvd Councilor asked Staff who owns the City Attny Letter re·road ownership; 
ROW (3/28/2014) - PDF 1469- ROW that is subject of this Jan. 14, 2015 
1476. application? 
5. Letter confirming withdrawing Whether this road DDP is related to Staff Answer 2 
applications for SUB 14-00004 and the 2014 residential DDP? 
PLD14-00007 (4/l/2015)- PDF 
1477 
6. Letter from DEVCO requesting Whether this road DDP is related to Staff Answer 2. 
hold on applications for SUB 14- the 2014 residential DDP? And 
00004 and PLD14-00007 whether this application is related to 
(313I/2015)- PDF 1478-1479 Needed Housin~? 
7. Letter from DEVCO to City Staff This Jetter was filed re this 
re PLDlS-00003 (10/29/2015) - application; it relates to 
PDF 1480-1482 completeness review issues; we are 

refiling it for the record because we 
cannot fmd in the online record for 
this proceeding. 

8. Email Chain with Ken Gibb Whether this road DDP is related to Staff Answer 2 
(3/3112015 to 4/112015)- PDF the 2014 residential DDP? And 
1493-1487 whether this application is related to 

Needed Housing? 
9. Letter exchange between City This letter was filed re this 
and DEVCO re PLD 15-00003 application; it relates to 
(9/28/2015-1 0/21/2015) - PDF completeness review issues; we are 
1488-1494 refiling it for the record because we 

cannot find in the online record for 
this proceeding. 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY BOARD 

Minutes – November 9, 2015 

Present
Skip Rung, Chair 
Elizabeth French 
Nick Fowler 
Jason Bradford 
Josh Kvidt 
Brian Wall 
Tim Weber 
Frank Hann, City Council Liaison 
Jay Dixon, Benton County Liaison 

Absent/Excused
Pat Lampton 
Ann Buchele 

Staff
Tom Nelson, Economic Development Manager 
Amy Jauron, Economic Development Officer 
Terry Nix, Recorder 

Visitors
Fred Aboulseman 
Sean Stevens 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item Summary of Recommendations/Actions 

I. Call to Order 

II. Approval of October 12, 2015 Minutes Approved 

III. Visitor Comments None 

IV. Support Letter for OSU Venture Development Fund 

Motion passed that Chair Rung draft a letter 
on behalf of EDAB in support of upcoming 
legislation to extend the UVDF tax credit, 
which will then be taken to the City Council 
for their endorsement. 

V. Strategy/Business Activity Reports Information

VI. Heather Stafford, Assistant Director Innovation & 
Entrepreneurship, Business Oregon Information

VII. Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy – 
Fred Aboulseman (CWCOG) Information

VIII. Community Communications Information

IX. Other Business Information

VIII. Future Agenda Items Information

IX. Adjournment Adjourned at 4:48 p.m. 

X. Next Meeting January 11, 2015, 3:00 p.m.,  
Madison Avenue Meeting Room 
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

I. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Rung called the meeting of the Economic Development Advisory Board (EDAB) to 
order at 3:00 p.m., in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue. 

II. APPROVAL OF OCTOBER 12, 2015 MINUTES
Ms. French moved to approve the minutes as presented.  Mr. Weber seconded the motion 
and it passed unanimously.   

III. VISITOR COMMENTS – None.

IV. SUPPORT LETTER FOR OSU VENTURE DEVELOPMENT FUND 
Chair Rung referred to information in meeting packets from City Attorney Jim Brewer which 
indicates that EDAB could likely advocate for the University Venture Development Fund 
(UVDF) that will be before the legislature in the short session. Mr. Brewer suggested the 
best practice might be to send a letter to the City Council for endorsement. 

In response to questions, Mr. Wall explained that the UVDF is an early stage gap fund that 
has supported the launch of 27 companies over a six year period, and that OSU has been 
the primary beneficiary for this fund. Legislation co-sponsored by Representatives Rayfield 
and Olson would extend the UVDF tax credit that was authorized six years ago, $8.4 
million, to allow the universities to divide that amount in terms of research volume, ability to 
raise and pay back, and provide donors the ability to decide whether the tax credit is for 
one, two, or three years.

Motion: Mr. Fowler moved that Chair Rung draft a letter on behalf of EDAB in support of 
upcoming legislation to extend the UVDF tax credit, which will then be taken to the City 
Council for their endorsement. Mr. Weber seconded the motion and it passed unanimously 
with Mr. Wall abstaining. 

V. STRATEGY/BUSINESS ACTIVITY REPORTS 
Economic Development Manager Nelson said the WiN Expo was well organized and 
successful due to the great work of Economic Development Officer Jauron, as well as 
Heather from the Chamber and Anna from the Accelerator.  Ms. Jauron reported on the 
event which had more than 700 people attending, 55 booths, and a number of 
demonstrations and activities. Staff felt the success was due in part to a concerted 
marketing strategy which targeted a number of groups including kids with their parents and 
college students.  Brief discussion followed. 

Ms. Jauron reported on some of her other activities for the month, including the WiN Board 
meeting, the Oregon Entrepreneur’s Network (OEN) awards, the Bend Venture conference, 
and the Oregon Northwest Workforce Investment Board.  She asked that Board members 
submit photos for the EDAB Photo of the Month posting.     

VI. HEATHER STAFFORD, ASSIST. DIRECTOR INNOVATION & ENTREPRENEURSHIP, 
BUSINESS OREGON 
Chair Rung advised that Heather Stafford was unable to attend.  He went through the 
presentation she had prepared which includes information about Business Oregon’s work 
in innovation, entrepreneurship, and capital (Attachment A).       
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Brief discussion followed regarding information in the presentation related to how Oregon 
ranks in a number of areas, including “right to work” which shows Oregon receiving an F.  
Board members were interested in learning more about the source of that information.  
Mr. Nelson said Ms. Stafford was willing to come to the January meeting if requested. 

VII. COMPREHENSIVE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY (CEDS) – CWCOG 
Fred Aboulseman said the Cascades West Council of Governments (CWCOG) is a three-
county regional service and planning organization. CWCOG is also designated by the 
Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration (EDA) as a four-county 
district including Lane, which gives access to federal economic development resources.  
The Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) is updated every five years 
to discuss priorities and a strategy for moving the region forward. They have completed the 
initial work on the strategy and submitted it to the EDA for approval.  The CEDS includes 
six strategies: regional collaboration, increasing access to employment opportunities, 
building on the entrepreneurial culture, funding infrastructure that is diverse and resilient, 
workforce training, and enhancing visibility of community assets in rural areas.  Once 
approved and enacted, the strategies will be driven by four working groups which will 
create a project list. The planning document will also include an economic resiliency 
strategy for the region.  Mr. Nelson will send EDAB members a link to the draft CEDS.   

The following comments were made during discussion:  

 There are a number of areas in the four-county region that would benefit from EB5 
financing if COG could figure out how to employ it. 

 The regional collaboration is envisioned to be continuous, and Mr. Aboulseman will 
check to see if that needs to be clarified in the strategy. 

 The sectors in the CEDS were identified through a process. The working groups will 
evaluate the sectors based on relevance to funding, identify any that were missed, 
and then prioritize the types of activities and projects and how we want to promote 
these sectors. The entrepreneurial working group should be focused on what is new 
and emerging. 

 The economic resiliency strategy is attached to the CEDS as the test of making sure 
cities, counties, the state, COG, and EDA are all talking together about what would 
happen in a natural or manmade disaster.   

 It is much easier to access EDA resiliency funding and other state and federal 
emergency funds if plans are in place. 

 The work groups will be formed early next year.  CWCOG will reach out to interested 
parties, city and county staffs, councilors and commissioners when that process 
begins. 

 Transportation funding is in decline and continued discussion with the legislators on 
this topic is very important.   

 The CEDS, state of the region reports, and additional information can be found at 
stateoftheregion.org 

VIII. COMMUNITY COMMUNICATIONS 
Mr. Nelson went through a presentation that staff had developed to be presented to 
Leadership Corvallis on November 12 (Attachment B).  The presentation entitled “Corvallis 
Benton County Economic Development Office, Why Does Economic Vitality Matter?” 
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includes information about the strong link between economic vitality, property taxes, city 
services, and community livability.  

The Board discussed information in the presentation and related issues.  It was noted the 
presentation could be modified for other groups. There was support for the presentation’s 
story which is simple and relatively short.  It was suggested that it would be helpful to add a 
few real world examples and stories about successful local companies. Additional minor 
edits were suggested for consistency, clarity and understandability.  

Brief discussion followed regarding EDAB’s scheduled meeting with the City Council on 
December 3.  Mr. Nelson said he would check with the City Manager regarding expectations 
about who should attend and the subject matter.  He will then check with EDAB members to 
see who is available. 

Chair Rung said he would like to revisit community communications at the next meeting. 

IX. OTHER BUSINESS – None.

X. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
 State delegates have been invited to attend the January meeting. 

XI. ADOURNMENT
 The meeting was adjourned at 4:48 p.m. 

XII. NEXT MEETING
The December 14, 2015, regular meeting was canceled.  Chair Rung and Mr. Nelson will 
attend the Oregon Leadership Forum in Portland on that date.  The next meeting will be 
held on January 11, 2016, 3:00 p.m., at the Madison Avenue Meeting Room. Following the 
meeting, the January meeting date was moved to January 20 due to scheduling conflicts. 
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Innovation & 
Entrepreneurship
Heather stafford

Attachment 1

EDAB 11-09-2015 Minutes Attachment A
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entrepreneurship

innovation

capital

• STEM/CTE
• University tech transfer
• Federal grants (SBIR/STTR)

• Incubators and accelerators
• Small Business Development Centers
• Economic Development Districts

• Oregon Growth Board
• Angel investors and seed funds
• Venture capitalists and conferences

Attachment 1
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Beyond moore’s law
Attachment 1
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emerging market opportunities

UAVs

Ag Tech

Attachment 1
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A new era in innovation
• Innovation & Entrepreneurship division launches in 2015

• New assistant director hired in April

• 6 total staff positions + entrepreneur in residence

• Programs
• Oregon Innovation Council (Oregon InC)

• Oregon Growth Board (OGB)

• Regional Accelerator & Innovation Network (RAIN)

• Oregon Metals Initiative (OMI)

• Northwest Collaboratory for Sustainable Manufacturing (NWCSM)

Attachment 1
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SIGNATURE 
RESEARCH 
CENTERS

INDUSTRY
INITIATIVES

$17.9M
In base budget

Attachment 1
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SBIR/STTR in Oregon
SBIR Awards

• 2014 SBIR Awards to Oregon - $43,549,043

• Total awards – 70

• $36,717,878 – SBIR

• $6,831,165 – STTR 

Awards per 10,000 business establishments
• Oregon ranks:

• 2010 – 14th

• 2012 – 15th

• 2014 – 16th

Attachment 1
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Entrepreneurial index

Source: Kauffman  Index of Entrepreneurial Activity, 2015

Oregon ranks 33rd in 2015, down from 30th in 2014

EDAB 11-09-2015 Minutes Attachment A
CC 02-01-2016 Packet Electronic Packet Page 133



ACCESS TO CAPITAL

Source: Oregon Capital Scan 2014

Business funding ladder

Attachment 1
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Why entrepreneurship matters
• Jobs

• 5% of companies create 2/3 of all jobs

• 75% are less than 5 years old

• Talent 
• Entrepreneurs are place based

• They may sell but they stay put and attract talented people

• Wealth
• Attraction and reinvestment of capital

• Above average wages, payroll, and revenues

• Creation of new generations of companies and suppliers

Attachment 1
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Innovation scorecard

Source: Consumer Electronics Association

EDAB 11-09-2015 Minutes Attachment A
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How Oregon ranks
Fast internet A-

Tax friendly B+

Tech workforce B

Attracts investment B

Grants STEM degrees B

Innovation momentum B

Entrepreneurial activity C

Right to work F

Attachment 1
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Innovation strategy

Commercialization Good

Regional accelerators Modest

Startup capital Modest

Angel conferences, networks and funds Modest

Growth-stage mentoring Limited

Regional support Limited

Statewide entrepreneurial strategy None 
(yet…)

Attachment 1
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DISCUSSION

Attachment 1
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Why Does Economic Vitality Matter?y y
Understanding the strong link between 
economic vitality, property taxes, city 

services and community livabilityservices, and community livability.
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Because you (the citizen)y ( )
said so…

• 2015 Citizen Survey 
revealed that the economyrevealed that the economy
and safety were most 
important focus areas for 
the communitythe community
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Citizen Survey
P t P iti R tiPercentage Positive Rating

70%
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50%

60%
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2011
2015

0%

10%

Overall Economic Shopping Place to Work Quality of
Health Opportunities Businesses
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Positive Results!

“R ti f E ll• “Ratings for Economy across all
pillars showed an upward trend with 
residents rating economicresidents rating economic
development, shopping opportunities 
and the economy having a positive 
impact on income higher in 2015impact on income higher in 2015
than in 2011” (previous survey). 
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City Council’s Goaly

Economic VitalityEconomic Vitality
The City needs a comprehensive strategy 
utilizing institutional partnerships (e.g. 
OSU SHS) government agencies andOSU, SHS), government agencies, and
community groups, to (1) increase access to 
family wage jobs, (2) strengthen the path 
from innovation to manufacturing (3) identifyfrom innovation to manufacturing, (3) identify
methods of encouraging the success of 
locally owned businesses, and (4) improve 
Corvallis as an economically resilientCorvallis as an economically resilient
community. 
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The Devil is in the DetailsThe Devil is in the Details…

• A comprehensive strategy has 
been updated and adopted byp p y
the Council (in your packet).

• Implementation is in progress 
(more about this later)
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Show me the money!y

• Let’s discuss why Economic 
Vitality is so important…y p

• Who pays for public Services?

• How do we pay for public
Services?Se ces
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Who Pays Property Tax?

Property Type

All Other
Commercial / Industrial
Residential
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Business vs. Residential

• The Cost of Providing Services?The Cost of Providing Services?
-Taxes paid vs. Services Required

• It costs more to provide services to• It costs more to provide services to
residential customers than 
businessesbusinesses

- Library, Parks & 
Recreation, Police, Fire, ,
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Taxable Value by Property Type
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The Impact of HP
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Rest of Top 20 HP
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It’s all relative…

$160,000,000

HP All others in Top 20 Taxpayers All Other Taxpayers
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2015 Top 20 Taxpayers
Rank Name Amount
1 HEWLETT PACKARD CO $3,714,051.60
2 COMCAST CORPORATION $866,582.91
3 PACIFICORP $554 638 603 PACIFICORP $554,638.60
4 HOLLINGSWORTH & VOSE FIBER COMPANY $447,589.66
5 NORTHWEST NATURAL GAS CO $402,467.40
6 STARKER FORESTS INC $385,720.76
7 AVERY INVESTMENTS LLC $373,670.23
8 WITHAM HILL OAKS APARTMENTS LLC $303,623.64$ ,
9 AMERICAN CAMPUS COMMUNITIES INC $289,265.58
10 SUNSET CENTER STATION LLC $233,567.46
11 BENDER EQUITIES INC $232,290.05
12 TIMBERHILL PARTNERS LLC $215,720.83
13 CREEKSIDE GROUP LLC $214,708.80
14 HORIZON REALTY ADVISORS LLC $214,515.64
15 QWEST COMMUNICATIONS CO LLC $210,459.39
16 JULANTRU LIMITED PARTNERSHIP $206,131.35
17 TIMBERHILL SHOPPING CENTER LLC $204,771.27
18 AT&T INC $203,230.29

$19 CORVALLIS MARKET CENTER, LLC $202,293.67
20 E & M INVESTMENTS LLC $195,493.09
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Cost of Services and 
Investment RequiredInvestment Required

• $2,100 pays for one hour of Library$2,100 pays for one hour of Library
Operations – It takes over $400,000 in 
Assessed Value to pay for this.p y

• $170,000 pays for services necessary 
to provide one fire official – It takes overto provide one fire official It takes over
$33 million in Assessed Value to pay for 
this.t s
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Cost of Services and 
Investment RequiredInvestment Required

• $130,000 pays for services necessary$ , p y y
to provide one police official – It takes 
over $25 million in Assessed Value to 

f thipay for this.
• $7.1 million is spent annually to support 

P k & R ti S t Itour Parks & Recreation System – It
takes over $1.3 Billion in Assessed 
Value to pay for thisValue to pay for this.
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Taxes and Cost of Services

Taxes Paid:
HP $3 9 Milli

What it Buys:
O h lf f th P k• HP - $3.9 Million • Over half of the Park
& Recreation budget

• 30 Police30 Police
• 22 Fire staff

• My $260,000 house 
with a $3,500 tax bill • 1.5 library hours
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Investment & Jobs

• Investment -> Property Tax

• Jobs -> Personal Income Tax
– Most goes to State and Schoolsg
– Also impacts “livability”

• How?How?
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Does the type of job matter?

2014 Benton County Employers Employment Payroll Average Pay

Manufacturing 100 3,050 $229,796,235 $76,522g , $ , , $ ,

Professional & Business Services 423 3,878 $206,897,992 $53,352

Education & Health Services 305 5,549 $276,234,865 $49,781

Health & Social Assistance 269 5,113 $266,355,065 $52,094

Agriculture (includes Forestry) 102 1,081 $40,061,776 $37,060

Retail / Wholesale 325 3,729 $107,563,894 $28,845
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Summaryy

Why does Economic Vitality matter?Why does Economic Vitality matter?

• Pays for public services
S d– Supports property tax supported
services

P li Fi P k Lib th• Police, Fire, Parks, Library, other
– Supports livability

A t C lt Q lit f Lif N P fit• Arts, Culture, Quality of Life, Non Profits
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Questions?
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     Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

 
 

DRAFT 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

HISTORIC RESOURCES COMMISSION MINUTES 
December 8, 2015 

 
Present 
Lori Stephens, Chair 
Kristin Bertilson, Vice Chair 
Eric Hand 
Rosalind Keeney 
Peter Kelly 
Mike Wells 
Charles Robinson 
Barbara Bull, Council Liaison 
Jim Ridlington, Planning Comm. Liaison 
 
Absent/Excused 
Kathleen Harris 
Cathy Kerr 
 

Staff 
Carl Metz, Associate Planner 
Terry Nix, Recorder 
 
Guests 
Councilor Penny York 
BA Beierle 
 
 
 
 
 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 
  

      Agenda Item 

 

Recommendations 

I. Visitor Propositions  

II. 
 
Vision/Action Plan Presentation 

 
Information presented by Councilor York 

III. 
 
Review of Memorial Sign or Tablet Guidelines Motion passed to adopt the Memorial Sign or 

Tablet Guidelines as drafted by staff, including 
revisions included in the December 8 memo. 

IV. 
 
Review of Potential LDC Text Amendment Items 

 
Information and discussion. 

V. 
 
Minutes Review: November 10, 2015 

 
Held to the next meeting. 

VI. 
 
Other Business / Information Sharing 

 
Information. 

 
V. 

 
Adjourn 

 
Adjourned 7:52 p.m. 
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Attachments to the December 8, 2015 minutes: 
 

A. Vision and Action Plan 2040 handout, submitted by Councilor Penny York. 
B. Memorandum regarding Memorial Sign or Tablet Guildlines – Draft Revision, submitted by Associate 

     Planner Carl Metz. 
C. Chapter 2.9 Needed Updates, submitted by BA Beierle. 

 
CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 
 
Chair Stephens called the Corvallis Historic Resources Commission (HRC) meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the 
Corvallis Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Blvd.  

 
I.     VISITOR PROPOSITIONS – None. 
 
II. VISION/ACTION PLAN PRESENTATION 
 Councilor Penny York said the City Council adopted a goal to develop a Vision and Action Plan that 

includes a vision that is aspirational and an action plan that is measurable and can be implemented to 
advance the vision.  She is Chair of the Vision and Action Plan Task Force which includes three members 
of Council and four members of the community, and which will be expanded to 16-20 individuals to create 
a broader, more representative group.  She distributed and reviewed the consultant’s proposed Vision and 
Action Plan 2040 planned approach and work elements (Attachment A).  The planned approach has three 
main phases – foundation building, vision refinement and action plan development.  One of the next steps 
of the task force will be to review a proposal from the consultants on a community engagement plan.  It is 
very important to the task force to have a community engagement plan that reaches out to all portions of 
our community, and the consultants have experience in taking a broad and varied approach to methods for 
community engagement.  The consultants will use community input to draft a vision statement which is 
expected to go to the City Council early summer. Another important element is to develop an action plan 
which includes agency partners helping to lead projects that advance the vision.  The plan is to not just 
track action items, but also to track the impact of actions to see if there is progress on the goal.  She 
encouraged that Commissioners get involved as individuals and perhaps as a body to get their aspirations 
into the vision and think about how they can help advance that through the action plan.  Announcements 
about community engagement opportunities will likely be announced beginning in February.  Brief 
discussion followed.  

 
III. REVIEW OF MEMORIAL SIGN OR TABLE GUIDELINES 
 Planner Metz noted the HRC had discussed at the last meeting that the Land Development Code (LDC) 

allows the placement of one permanent memorial sign or table consistent with guidelines established by the 
HRC; however, those guidelines have not been approved.  Therefore, the HRC requested that staff develop 
draft guidelines for review, modification and potentially approval.  Draft provisions are provided in 
meeting packets. 

 
 Planner Metz distributed a staff memo with revised language related to plaques (Attachment B).  He then 

reviewed the draft provisions contained within the staff report and the staff memo, and provided clarifying 
information.   

 
 Commissioner Keeney said street sign toppers are another kind of sign that shows up in historic districts.  

Planner Metz said the HRC doesn’t typically review signs in the right-of-way; however, if Commissioners 
wanted to include street sign toppers in the guidelines, they could do so.   

 
 Commissioner Keeney asked how someone would know to comply with the guidelines.  Planner Metz said, 

like any provision of the LDC, someone with a historic structure is responsible to know the Code and how 
it applies to them.   
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 In response to a question from Planning Commissioner Ridlington, Planner Metz explained that if someone 
wanted a sign that doesn’t meet the guidelines, they could come before the HRC through a Historic 
Preservation Permit process, and they would still be subject to the City’s Sign Code.   

 
 Chair Stephens asked if staff worked with David Livingston in developing the guidelines.  Planner Metz 

said he primarily relied on information provided in the Gaylord House application.     
 
 Commissioner Wells said some of the size requirements might be too large for certain resources such as a 

bush or a tree.  Planner Metz said the draft includes sizing for the white enamel interpretive signs for 
consistency throughout the community but nothing prevents the wood markers or bronze plaques from 
being sized appropriately to the resource in question.  Brief discussion followed.   

 
 MOTION:  Ms. Keeney moved to adopt the Memorial Sign or Tablet Guidelines as drafted by staff, 

including the revisions in the December 8 staff memo.  Commissioner Robinson seconded the motion and 
it passed unanimously. 

 
IV. REVIEW OF POTENTIAL LDC TEXT AMENDEMENT ITEMS 
 Planner Metz reviewed previous discussion during which members of the HRC asked about the process by 

which portions of the LDC could be amended or revised.  He explained that developing specific code 
language would need to be placed on the formal work plan for the Planning Division which is revisited at 
the beginning of each Council term.  In the interim, he said, the HRC can further identify issues or 
concerns within the LDC that they would like to address at that later date.  He noted the attachment to the 
staff memo identifies concerns that have been raised by the HRC in the past.  He invited feedback. 

 
 BA Beierle submitted Chapter 2.9 Needed Updates (Attachment C). 
 
 Commissioner Keeney said it’s great that we are starting a list of items now that can be fed into the 

process. She expressed support for the suggestions and format of Ms. Beierle’s submission. 
 
 Commissioner Hand agreed with all of Ms. Beierle’s proposed revisions.  He finds it restrictive to not have 

the Secretary’s Standards referenced in the Code, and he likes Ms. Beierle’s emphasis on quality 
construction.  Another significant issue that will continue to be a problem is screening and line of sight 
requirements within historic districts.  Planner Metz said these items could be added to the list of items that 
need additional discussion through the public process. 

 
 Councilor Bull said she thinks it makes sense that this body would be allowed to work on proposed Code 

language for Chapter 2.9.  It is her understanding that the Planning Commission is currently reviewing its 
unresolved issues list and it may be worth communicating to that group that the HRC is interested in doing 
this and to potentially coordinate with them in that effort.   

 
 Planner Metz suggested that the HRC could identify which portions of the LDC they would like to discuss 

and potentially revise so that when the work plan is next revisited, that can be considered and hopefully be 
added as a priority item.  

 
 Commissioner Wells said the highest priority issue for him is the ability to replace wood windows with 

metal clad windows as a Director level decision.  He noting that there are a lot of deteriorating windows 
within the historic district that could be replaced before the next LDC text amendment process.  Chair 
Stephens said she would like to have an in-depth discussion on this issue, including a review of the minutes 
from the time the current provisions were drafted to better understand that previous HRC decision.  
Commissioner Keeney suggested that the review also look at what other cities have done. 
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 Commissioner Keeney asked if it would be possible for the HRC to initiate educational, informational 
design guidelines.  Planner Metz agreed to check with the Planning Division Manager.   

 
 It was agreed that further discussion on this matter will be held at a future meeting. 
  
V. MINUTES REVIEW 
 November 10, 2015 
 The minutes were held for review at the next meeting. 
 
VI. OTHER BUSINESS / INFORMATION SHARING 

Planner Metz said the Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Historic Preservation Plan closed on November 
30.  The RFP was received by 40 individuals; however, no proposals were submitted.  He will meet 
tomorrow with the Planning Division Manager and Interim Community Development Director to 
determine how best to move forward.  Brief discussion followed.  Staff will provide additional information 
at the next meeting. 
 

VII. ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting was adjourned at 7:52 p.m. 
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Vision and Action Plan 2040  |  City of Corvallis

1.2.2  Our Planned Approach
The Corvallis Vision Project has three main Phases: 
• Phase One - Foundation Building 
• Phase Two - Vision Refinement 
• Phase Three - Action Plan Development

The chart (to the right) aligns the City’s requested work 
elements with our timeline and milestones.  The scope element 
icon colors (shown here) are also identified in each of the 
subtask lists for each phase.

Phase One - Foundation 
Building. The foundation 
subtasks will help the 
team and the Task 
Force develop a further 
understanding about 
the current initiatives 
in the City, community 
values and community 
interests. We expect to 
start with interviews of 
key City decision makers 
and hold two small-group 
discussions with other 
community leaders. 
From this information 
we will complete our 
Communications and 
Outreach Plan that lays 
out specific events for the 
visioning process.  

 

October 2015

February 2016

Nov.

Dec.

Mar.

Apr.

May

June

July

Aug.

Sept.

Oct.

Nov.

December 2016

Element 1 - Project 
Management/Task Force 

Element 1 

Element 2

Jan.

Element 3

Element 4

Element 5

Element 6

Element 2 - Identify 
Community Partners 

Element 3 -  Community 
Engagement

Element 4 -  Identification/
Development of measurement 
metrics

Element 5 -  Development of 
Vision components/structure

Element 6 - Development 
of Action Plan

Draft Vision

Draft Measurement Metrics

Draft Action Plan

General Scope of Work Elements

Partners Identified

Steering Committee Formed

Phase 1:
Foundation
Building

Phase 2:
Vision 
Refinement

Phase 3:
Action Plan

Phase One Subtasks

1. Task Force Meetings (2)

2. Communications and Outreach Plan

3. Interviews (12)

4. Focus Group Discussions and 
Summary(2)

5. Report Research and Development

6. Ongoing task management, 
communications and administration

Deliverables

 • Communications and Outreach Plan 

 • Major Issues and Trends “Snapshots”

 • Identification of New Focus Area 
Refinements and New Focus Areas

03
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Memorandum

To: Historic Resources Commission

From: Carl Metz, Associate Planner

Date: December 8, 2015

Subject: Memorial Sign or Tablet Guidelines – Draft Revision

Following the release of the December 8, 2015 HRC agenda packet, HRC 
Commissioner Keeney contacted Planning staff inquiring about the potential inclusion of 
bronze memorial plaques in the Memorial Sign or Tablet Guidelines. Such plaques are 
commonly mounted to the exterior of a historic structure, and are often used to 
commemorate a building’s listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Staff is 
aware of several such plaques that have been installed within the City. Several 
examples of these plaques are included with this memo as Attachment A.

Staff have drafted revised Memorial Sign or Tablet Guidelines language (Attachment 
B) for the HRC’s consideration with their review of the Memorial Sign or Tablet 
Guidelines distributed with the December 8, 2015 HRC agenda packet. Please note that 
only the revised portions are included here, and that any new or revised language 
approved by the HRC would be included with the final Memorial Sign or Tablet 
Guidelines document as approved by the HRC.

Staff would like to highlight a few items for the HRC’s consideration with regards to the 
potential revisions:

A provision requiring that all freestanding signs not damage significant 
architectural or archeological resource and that they comply with applicable 
vision clearance standards was added.
A provision addressing the manner in which signs are to be mounted was moved 
so that it is a general standard for all attached signs, and is no longer a specific 
requirement for the attached Interpretive Signs.
All of the existing commemorative plaques that Staff reviewed (see Attachment 
A) were a bronze material and unpainted. However, similar plaques are available 
in an aluminum material and can be painted. Staff’s draft revision language only 
includes unpainted bronze plaques to maintain consistency with existing 
commemorative plaques.
While existing commemorative plaques have a common bronze material, their 
size, shape, content, and design vary (see Attachment A). Since the HRC has
not previously discussed these types of signs, staff drafted language that is 
generally reflective of this variety, with flexibility provided in terms of size, shape, 
content and design. However, more prescriptive provisions could be developed 
by the HRC.
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Requested Action
Staff requests the HRC review of the previously-distributed draft Memorial Sign or 
Tablet Guidelines for Designated Historic Resources as well as the potential revision 
language included in Attachment B, and approve, modify, or deny the guidelines. If the 
modifications are extensive, the HRC may also wish to review the revised guidelines 
before final approval, delaying action until a later date. 

Attachments
A. Photographic Survey of Existing Commemorative Plaques

B. Memorial Sign or Tablet Guidelines for Designated Historic Resources – Draft
Revisions
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Photo Survey of Existing Commemorative Plaques 

A. 

B. 

Photo Survey of Existing Commemorative Plaques 

12/8/15 

ATTACHMENT A.1 

Page 1 of 3 

Attachment B 
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Photo Survey of Existing Comm emorat ive Plaques 
12/8/15 

ATTACHMENT A.2 

Page 2 of 3 

Attachment 8 
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E. 

Photo Survey of Existing Commemorative Plaques 
12/8/15 

ATTACHMENT A.3 

Page 3 of 3 

Attachment B 
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Memorial Sign or Tablet Guidelines fo r 
Designated Histori c Resources 

Draft Revisions 

Note: Added language is depicted in BOLD, and omitted language is STRUCK TFIROUGJ.I. 

Memorial Sign or Tablet Dimensions and Design 
These guidelines include twe three types of memorial sign or tablets. The first is an Interpretive Sign, 

wh ich provides a description of the Historic Resource and its historic relevance, and may include 

photographic or illust rative graphics in addition to the t ext. The second type is an Identification Sign 

contain ing the historic name and construct ion date of the Historic Resource. The third type is a 

Commemorative Plaque, which are bronze plaques that typically include the name of the historic 

resource, and a historically significant date (i.e. date of construction). Sometim es these plaques also 

include information about the property's inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, parties 

responsible for the plaque's installation, or a significant preservation effort. 

Freestanding Sign Physical Description 
Any freestanding memorial sign or tablet meeting these guidelines shall be installed in such a manner 

that does not damage any significant architectural or archeological resource, and which complies with 

any applicable City, State, or Federal vision clearance requirements. 

Commemorative Plaque 

A freestanding Commemorative Plaque conforming to these guidelines shall consist of an unpainted 

bronze plaque not more than 6 sq. ft . in area. The plaque shall be mounted to a steel post, and be no 

more than 4ft. in height . A sign meeting these guidelines may be similar in appearance to that which 

is dep icted in Figure 6 . 

Attached Sign Physical Description 
Any at tached memorial sign or t ablet meeting these guidelines shall be mounted to the exterior of a 

building or structure in a manner that does not damage any significant architectural f eatures, and 

which is Reversible. If masonry buildings are affected, anchors shall be installed in mortar joints and 

not through brick or stone. 

Interpr etive Sign 

An attached Interpretive memorial sign or tablet shall consist of a 36" x 24" x 1" porcelain enamel panel 

of 16-gauge steel within a 1-Y." square powder coated steel frame , and mownted to tl:le Cl<terior of an 

Memorial Sign or Tablet Guidelines- Draft Revisions 
12/08/ 15 

ATTACHMENT 8.1 
Page 1 

Attachment B 
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existing b1:1i iEling or stru ct ~:~re in a manner that does not damage any significant architectural features, 

ana which is Re't'ersible. Except for the post, a memorial sign or tablet meeting these guidelines shall be 

sim ilar in appearance to those depicted in Figure 4. 

Commemorative Plaque 
An attached Commemorative Plaque conforming to these guidelines shall consist of an unpainted 

bronze plaque not more than 2 sq. ft. in area . A sign meeting these guidelines may be similar in 

appearance to that which is depicted in Figure 7. 

Graphic Information Description 

Commemorative Plaque 
The plaque shall be bordered by a single, raised border. Other than the border, there is flexibility in 

the design and content of commemorative plaques. A sign meeting these guidelines may be similar in 

appearance to that which is depicted in Figure 7. 

Memorial Sign or Tablet Guidelines - Draft Revisions 
12/08/15 

ATTACHMENT 8.2 

Figure 6 

Page 2 

Attachment 8 
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Memorial Sign or Tablet Guidelines - Draft Revisions 
12/08/15 

ATTACHMENT 8.3 

Figure 7 

Page 3 

Attachment B 
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Action 

Definition needed 

2.9.20.i 

2.9.60.c.4 

2.9.100.03 .g 

2.9. 100.04.b.l.h 

2.9. 11 0.03.a 

City of Corvallis Historic Resources Commission 
Chapter 2.9 Needed Updates 

December 8, 2015 
BABeierle 

Challenge 

Rec'd @ HR*;tg 
Date I 'Z-[.Qg'. 
City of Corvallis 

Conjectural detail : an architectural feature or element that previously did 
not exist and imparts a false sense of history or style. 

Only half of the Secretary's Standards are included in Chapter 2.9. 

Of the ten Secretary's Standards, 1, 2, 4 are not represented. 

Only a portion of3 is represented: 2.9.1 00.04.b.3 .c, last sentence, 
Conjectural architectural details shall not be applied. Not included in 2.9 
ar•:! "distinctive .. finishes, construction teclmiques, and examples of 
cr~ftsmanship that characterize a prope1iy ... " The code only addresses 
architectural features. 

The first sentence of 6 in not represented in 2.9. 

Standard 10 is not represented in 2.9 .100.04.b Compatibility Criteria. 
Reversibility is addressed in the Director level Review Criteria 
(2.9.100.03) for mechanical equipment and solar/hydronic equipment; and 
w1der 2.9.70 for rear decks, and ADA access ramps. 

Add "or Determination of E ligibility." 

A Determination of E ligibility means the SHPO has reviewed a draft 
nomination and determined the Resource is eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. As the code is written, if a 
nomination is making its way tlu·ough the nationalljsting process, but is 
not yet listed, the HRC has no authority to act, includ ing denial of 
demolition. 

An awning where non previously existed is a conjectural element; it also 
re~uires the same review given to method of instal lation of signs. 
Requirements for the downtown core allow an awning exemption for 
Designated Historic Resources. 

Add: Quality of construction. 

If a Resource was poorly constructed initially, this may provide a 
consideration in review of alterations by the HRC. Conversely, if the 
initial construction was outstanding, this too may impact an HRC decision 

There is a disconnect between a, and c.2.a. If a Designated Historic 
Resource owner allows a resource to deteriorate and chooses to sell the 
resource as stipulated in c.2.a, the new owner can assert under a that the 
Resource's diminished condition was "not a result of action or inaction by 

Attachment C 
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Action Challenge 

the [now new] owner. The net result is that a property owner may sell 
the resource - quite possibly to him or herself as a different entity -
and claim that the diminished condition is not the result of their action 
or inaction. 

Add language that the buyer of a "substantially reduced or diminished" 
resource also purchases the resource's condition at the time of sale, and 
may then pursue the alternatives stipulated in this section of the code. 

2.9 .1 00.03 .e.l .a)7) The code does not address Window Inserts that became an appeal case 
recently. Add language that- hopefully- corrects this new challenge. 

Glazing surface area remains the same, with allowances for sash and 
muntin dimensions tolerances as described elsewhere. 

2.9.11 0.03.c. l This is the only reference to Economically Feasible Rehabilitation in the 
entire Land Development Code. Property owners constitutional protections 
are provided in the Economic Hardship clause. This language removes the 
discretionary decision-making of the HRC on the most important 
consideration in the code - demolition of a historic resource -to a flawed 
formula based on a valuation outside city government. This is the most 
egregious flaw in 2.9, since it disenfranchises the HRC from its most 
serious decision, the continued existence of a Historic Resource. 

Attachment C 
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

  
 

DRAFT 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
DECEMBER 16, 2015 

 
 
Present 
Jasmin Woodside, Chair 
Ronald Sessions, Vice Chair 
Carl Price 
Paul Woods 
Jim Ridlington 
Rob Welsh 
Penny York, Council Liaison 
 
Excused Absence 
Tom Jensen 
 

Staff 
Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager 
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 
 
 
 

 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 
  

   Agenda Item 

 

Recommendations 

I. Visitor Propositions None. 

II. 
 
Review of Unresolved Planning Issues List 

 

III. 
 
Minutes Review  
November 18, 2015 
December 2, 2015 

Nov. 18, 2015 minutes approved as presented. 
Dec. 2, 2015 minutes approved as presented. 

IV. 
 
Old Business 

 
 

V. 
 
New Business 

 

 
VI. 

 
Adjournment Adjourned at 8:50 p.m.  
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION  
 
The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair Jasmin Woodside at 7:00 p.m. 
in the Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 
 
I. VISITOR’S PROPOSITIONS: There were no propositions brought forward. 
 
II. REVIEW OF UNRESOLVED PLANNING ISSUES LIST  
Chair Woodside said the Commission had previously finished with item #39, and so would start 
with Item #40. 
 
Item #40- UGB map correction in North Corvallis for Butterfield property. Manager Young said 
the Commission would have to return to it at a future meeting.  
 
Item #41- Consider/evaluate merits of using the new downtown parking requirements for an area 
along Monroe Avenue north of the University and roughly between 14th and 26th Streets. 
Manager Young explained that a Downtown Parking Standard was established a couple years 
ago, such that for most uses, and regardless of use, one on-site parking space was required per 
1,000 square feet. The standard also offered an option of a “fee-in-lieu” program, in which 
developers may instead pay a fee into a fund to pay for future parking. He said with small lots, it 
can be challenging to meet parking standards, so the program has been useful in facilitating 
redevelopment downtown. The standard came about in response to several parking studies. The 
item refers to a section of Monroe Street corridor that is similar to downtown in terms of its 
intensity of use, including high volumes of pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Standard parking 
requirements have to a degree inhibited development here, and so downtown style parking 
requirements could help foster redevelopment, vitality and economic activity in that corridor.  
 
Commissioner Woodside said she liked the idea. Commissioner Ridlington related that he’s 
found it difficult to park there and advocated looking at ways of increasing parking. Manager 
Young said it would lead to requirements for fewer on-site parking spaces and fewer vehicle 
parking spaces. Commissioner Price asked if the OSU parking study covered the area; Manager 
Young replied that OSU does an annual survey of on-site campus parking. A Collaboration study 
generated on-street parking data in nearby neighborhoods, as well; he guessed they would show 
that this area is “parked up.” Commissioner Woods noted that one side of the street contains 
OSU buildings with no parking on that side of the street, compounding the problem, with high 
pedestrian and bike traffic. Commissioner Woodside summarized the item as having low 
simplicity, with low priority. 
 
Item #42- Add gateway standards to LDC 4.2.70.02 in order to implement Comp Plan policies 
8.14.3 and 13.12.18, and the West Corvallis-North Philomath Plan, that identify Philomath 
Boulevard as a gateway street. Manager Young said this Code section contains a placeholder for 
future gateway standards for certain areas; current standards apply based on zoning. The area 
plan identifies Philomath Boulevard as a gateway street, meaning that newcomers get a 
welcoming first impression of the city. Gateway standards could require additional landscape 
requirements or have signage regulations. He added that buy-in would be needed from ODOT 
for its corridor. Commissioner Price asked about regulatory authority for the corridor apart from 
(ODOT’s) road; Manager Young replied that City regulatory authority would be for street trees 
and other improvements on surrounding private property. ODOT has raised concerns about the 
safety of street trees (technically within the right-of-way) in high-speed travel areas.  
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Commissioner Price asked whether we should make 4.2.70.02 apply more generally to all 
gateway streets or take another approach. Commissioner Woods stated the two Comp. Plan 
Policies were very specific to roads, while the LDC is more specific than Comp Plans. 
Commissioner Price suggested including the proposed restrictions in gateway standards, with a 
listing of the actual gateway streets in the Code, and allowing the City to easily add or delete 
gateway streets as needed, so that modifications are not needed for each gateway street. 
Manager Young cautioned that there could be cases where different stretches of road had 
different gateway standards, but concurred with avoiding duplicative language in the Code. 
Commissioner Price said the differences could be attached to specific gateway streets.  
 
Commissioner Price suggested generalized gateway standards to LDC 4.2.70.02, grafting from 
4.2.70.02.01 to apply to all listed gateway streets, unless there is an exemption for a specific 
street, and adding a list of gateway streets into the Code that these standards apply to, and 
include exemptions under Streets. Manager Young added that it required some coordination, 
making it more complicated. Commissioner Woodside summarized the item was of medium 
priority and medium simplicity.  
 
Item #43- For development in a wetland, add LDC language to require an approve wetland fill 
permit from DSL prior to the land use application, rather than as a Condition of Approval. 
Manager Young said it may not be consistent with economic development goals, or DSL policy 
on fill permits. Typically, wetland development applicants get a delineation and a letter of 
concurrence from the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) as part of the land use 
application. Fill permits are not typically required at the time of application. To be easier to get 
projects developed, once a land use approval is in hand, it could make more sense for 
developers to go to the DSL to get delineations and get the US Army Corps fill permits after that. 
DSL prioritizes review of fill permits and may be reluctant to spend staff time to issue a fill permit 
for a project that does not have land use approval and may not get developed.  
 
Commissioner Sessions asked whether fill permits are required as a Condition of Approval; 
Manager Young confirmed that they were; Commissioner Sessions advocated removing the 
item. Commissioner Price concurred, because it would require extra expense for applicants, 
since the Planning Commission approval may be changing the amount of fill, thus requiring the 
applicant to get a new permit. Commissioner Woods asked how it got on the list; Manager Young 
replied that it is one of several items that may have come from the Creekside application. 
Commissioner Woodside summarized that Item #43 was removed. 
 
Item #44- Delete LDC Section 4.11.50.02.c.2, which gives additional MADA credits for “areas of 
wetland mitigation.. when infrastructure must be extended through a wetland”. Manager Young 
explained that MADA provisions outline when it is allowable to encroach into an otherwise 
protected area, with an itemized list of development activities that would allow for additional 
encroachments. For example, in a situation in which an applicant is required to extend required 
public infrastructure through a wetland, the DSL or Army Corps will require mitigation for the 
wetland impact. One acre of impact may require two acres of mitigation, which can be costly. 
This provision was intended to try to balance by allowing additional MADA credits for wetland 
mitigation.  
 
Manager Young explained that there can be either on-site or off-site mitigation. Sometimes 
enhancement is allowed, but more typically offsite mitigation is used, which can be expensive.  
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Wetland mitigation credits, sometimes from “wetland banks”, are sometimes utilized. 
Commissioner Woods asked for an example; Commissioner Woodside said that her 
understanding was that the Creekside development was on a small site, with wetland 
encroachment, and needed every MADA credit it could get. It wouldn’t be as important for a 
larger site. Commissioner Woods said that by getting rid of it, it makes it harder for developers, 
since they don’t get the benefit of the credits. Manager Young added that the credits were about 
encroachment and development area. Commissioner Price was concerned that removing it could 
lead to a taking in some cases. Manager Young explained that a taking occurred when denying 
all reasonable use, and that would not be the case in Commissioner Price’s scenario. The item 
may have been put on the list due to concern about the “two-for-one” mitigation requirement.  
 
Commissioner Woods asked where the mitigation ratios were listed; Manager Young replied they 
are given by the DSL and the US Army Corps of Engineers. He said City engineers must 
determine that a piece of public infrastructure is necessary to maintain a functional system. In 
that case, there is no need to invoke a MADA. This case is about awarding credits for meeting 
wetland mitigation requirements. Commissioner Woodside advocated keeping it on the list until 
there can be a stronger understanding of the MADA as used throughout the City and 
summarized it as having low priority and low simplicity. 
 
Item #45- Consider using SDC credits as an alternative method to compensate for the cost of 
wetland mitigation. Manager Young explained that awarding Systems Development Charge 
(SDC) credits to a developer was deemed one way to fairly compensate developers. There was 
agreement to add the item to Item #44.  
 
Item #46- Evaluate whether it is appropriate to allow surface stormwater detention facilities within 
protected natural resource areas if the soils do not allow significant percolation, or if other factors 
preclude infiltration in these areas. Manager Young said this was an issue with the Creekside 
development. When soils don’t allow significant percolation, the thinking is to consider that 
before allowing stormwater detention facilities within resource areas. In tight, highly constrained 
sites such as Creekside, fitting all the aspects of the development and detention on the site may 
be challenging, so it was felt that it may make sense to site such facilities within the riparian 
corridor, but outside the required drainageway easement.  
 
Commissioner Woods asked if soils are mapped- whether property owners knew the character of 
soils; Manager Young replied that the Soil and Water Conservation Service has that data and it 
may also be tested. He said scientists may feel that a resulting pond in this situation functions 
differently than a wetland, with detention facility model acting more like a bathtub. You often 
need to look at both water quantity as well as quality. Commissioner Price asked if this 
undesirable but sometimes unavoidable outcome would still provide a benefit in these areas; 
Manager Young replied that the language could be amended to allow them in areas where they 
are not only detaining water but also serving a water quality function.  
 
Chair Woodside said the item could be removed. Commissioner Ridlington said it would be nice 
for the Code to say not to do it, unless it is absolutely necessary, and that if developers have to 
do it, they must make the best case out of this worst-case scenario. Commissioner Price 
suggested looking at ways of making it fit and not just having a bathtub with stagnant water and 
its problems. Commissioner Woods asked if City engineers could come up with other solutions. 
Commissioner Sessions asked if these proposals could be evaluated by engineering staff and 
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come before the Commission; Manager Young replied that as currently written, it is not a 
discretionary decision, it is allowed. The proposal changes the allowance, so that it wouldn’t 
necessarily come to the Planning Commission.  
 
Commissioner Woods asked how the facility worked with MADA; Manager Young replied that it 
is currently an allowed activity within protected riparian corridors; developers wouldn’t need to 
use MADA to do this. Commissioner Woods expressed concern that if it is removed, then it could 
trigger MADA calculations. Manager Young noted that MADA only comes into play based on the 
proportion of protected natural features to the overall site area. The idea is for development to 
occur on the portion of the property not encumbered by natural features, but if so much of the 
property is encumbered, then MADA allows a level of encroachment.  
 
Commissioner Woodside suggested keeping it on the list and adding language. Commissioner 
Price proposed language to encourage or require the designs to be more natural than just a 
bathtub, and if they are outright allowed, to be more like a natural marsh. Manager Young 
suggested allowing, “..if soils percolate, and water quality measures are included” to better 
establish a bright line in Code. Commissioner Price suggested that where detention facilities are 
needed in situations with clay soils, making it look more like a natural feature, to give landowners 
capabilities while still protecting the City.  
 
Commissioner Woods asked if developers ever try to puncture the clay barrier in order to 
promote draining below the strata. Manager Young responded that there was a concern about 
draining wetlands as a result of puncturing the clay barrier, such as at Seavy Meadows, on a 
perched wetland. Commissioner Woodside summarized the item was of low priority and low 
simplicity. 
 
Item #47- If needed, clarify definitions of “Area, Net” and “Floor Area Ratio” (FAR) to ensure the 
intent that the acreage of protected natural resources and hazards is removed before making 
FAR calculations. Manager Young noted that “Floor Area Ratio” calculations have typically been 
minimum calculations (except for the maximum FAR in the University Neighborhood Overlay). 
This item addresses sites with protected natural resources or hazards- whether the total site area 
should be factored into the FAR requirement. The item was deemed to be low priority and low 
simplicity. 
 
Item #48- Consider allowing accessory buildings to remain on a site if the primary structure has 
been removed or demolished. Manager Young explained that a hypothetical is a single family 
home with a limited scale home business in a detached garage. If the owner decides to demolish 
the house, a functional commercial garage remains on a property not zoned for it, and in the 
past, the City has required demolition of accessory buildings where they are not primary 
permitted uses. It is not a common situation. 
 
This was slightly modified in the recent Urban Agriculture provisions, which allow retention of 
agricultural buildings when demolishing a primary structure. Manager Young said typically 
accessory uses are allowed with the primary use. Commissioner Price said he wouldn’t want to 
allow accessory structures to remain permanently if the main structure has been permanently 
demolished; however, he could imagine cases in which the primary structure has been 
temporarily removed, such as with a fire to the primary structure, in which case it makes no 
sense to require demolishing an accessory building, greenhouse or home business as well.  
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Liaison York said that to operate a home-based business in a residential zone, one has to be 
living in the residence. Currently, if the house burns, then one couldn’t operate the business. 
Commissioner Price expressed concern that that situation could financially devastate a business 
owner. Chair Woodside said there were many questions, so suggested retaining the item as high 
simplicity and medium priority.  
 
Item #49- Consider a reduced width for planter strips along neighborhood collector streets 
(perhaps six feet rather than twelve feet). Manager Young said these streets have a wide 
footprint, allowing for larger canopied street trees and more separation for pedestrians. He said 
the bike lane would remain the same. Chair Woodside suggested a rating of high simplicity, and 
low priority for the item. Manager Young suggested consulting with CBUF; Chair Woodside 
asked him to add that to the item. 
 
Item #50- Consider changing housing variety requirements for development of between 5 and 10 
acres by reducing the required percentage of alternative housing types or similar changes. 
Commissioner Price asked about alternative housing types; Manager Young replied that Chapter 
4.9 discusses housing variety requirements, based on the size of the proposed development site. 
Commissioner Sessions suggested striking the item.  
 
Council Liaison York noted the Council has wanted to increase options for accessible affordable 
housing, embodied in its Council Housing Goal. One option is for increasing density in a small 
portion of a development, such as with lower-cost attached units, which could be a result of this 
policy. Commissioner Woods highlighted the retirement community near Sunset Park. The 
Commission struck the item.  
 
Item #51- Reevaluate the West Corvallis Access Strategy in light of access management 
restrictions, natural features constraints, and trail and park facility requirements in the area. 
Manager Young explained that the West Corvallis Access Strategy was a component of the 
Transportation Plan, regarding how to provide access to the area west of 53rd and north of 
Philomath Boulevard. Since it was adopted, natural features protections were implemented; 
there is also a riparian corridor and extensive wetlands. Given that, the desire with this item is to 
reconcile the earlier transportation effort with other factors, such as access management (ODOT 
will not be allowing many street connections to Philomath Boulevard); trail and park 
requirements; and natural features constraints. Staff have already informally developed this plan 
with developments such as Creekside. Chair Woodside summarized the item as having medium 
simplicity and medium priority. Manager Young suggested also flagging the issue with a staffer 
leading the TSP update; Chair Woodside concurred. 
 
Item #52- Consider including a requirement for conduit for fiber optic cables in our standard 
street specifications. Commissioner Woods summarized that the intent was that when digging up 
a road, if fiber is not laid at the time, then conduit should be laid to easily later accommodate 
installing fiber. Manager Young said Public Works engineers are sensitive to adding 
infrastructure under streets. There is a 7’ utility easement that is not under streets and he asked 
if it was worth installing conduit there rather than under a street; Commissioner Woods replied it 
didn’t matter. Commissioner Woodside noted that it required an additional cost for a developer. 
Manager Young said there are agreements with franchise providers, and said he could discuss it 
with the franchisee specialist. Chair Woodside characterized it as medium simplicity, and 
medium priority.  
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Item #53- Develop a scaling factor or formula to determine a “density equivalent” for congregate 
care facilities, nursing homes, etc. Commissioner Price asked if it had been collapsed within 
another item previously; Manager Young found the item had been retained. He said the concern 
was whether density overwhelmed surrounding areas. Chair Woodside characterized the item as 
having high priority and medium simplicity.  
 
Item #54- Consider recommendation from submitted testimony to revise the LDC to better 
address homeless shelters, including zoning and standards for shelter operations. Chair 
Woodside found it was rated with low simplicity and high priority.  
 
Item #55- Consider modifying LDC so that a change to the conceptual and detailed development 
plan that makes a proposed development more code compliant does not have to be reviewed 
through a major modification public hearing process, but could instead be reviewed and 
approved by staff if requirements are met. Commissioner Woodside found it had medium 
simplicity and medium priority.  
 
Item #56- Requirements to plant street trees removed for development. Manager Young said the 
“Fee for a Tree” concept was under development, but didn’t have a sense of whether the 
Commission wanted to respond to it. There was lack of clarity among Commissioners as to the 
content of the policy. Manager Young summarized that if a developer is redeveloping a site and 
needs to put in a driveway where there is a street tree, a developer must pay the replacement 
cost of the tree (sometimes the presence of utilities prevent tree planting, and the street tree 
could be planted elsewhere).  
 
Recorder Lindgren related that he understood that Parks and Rec Foresters had been working 
for a couple years on Code language to assess internationally recognized standards of 
appraised value on removed street trees to compensate the community and to encourage 
redevelopers to consider site plans that don’t involve a greater expense of removing significant 
street trees. Planner Young agreed that a big expense of removing a mature street tree might 
encourage a developer to relocate a curb cut. He said it is in development. Commissioner Wood 
said it sounded as if it was a concept similar to wetland mitigation; he asked if trees had the 
same stature as wetlands. Manager Young replied it is a local regulation and the City has the 
authority to regulate public street trees in the right-of-way. At the same time, property owners do 
have access rights to public streets, so you have to balance those considerations.  
 
Commissioner Woods asked what happens if there is no recourse on where a developer could 
place an access point; Manager Young replied that staff encourage developers to look at other 
locations to the extent that there are teeth to require that encouragement; it’s a negotiation. The 
program puts a specific dollar cost on removing street trees. He said he didn’t have all the details 
on it. Commissioner Woods objected to the idea of developers having to plant trees off-site. 
Commissioner Price said he wanted to retain the item, saying his concern was that the City 
should replace trees it has removed, since he’s seen the City take out a lot of trees that were not 
replaced. Manager Young noted that it may never become an LDC revision issue; by keeping it 
on the list, he could simply bring it back to the Commission and get education or feedback on it. 
Recorder Lindgren said his understanding was that the Urban Forester had presented the draft 
plan to the Council and was in the process of getting feedback from other departments. The item 
was rated at medium simplicity and low priority.  
 

CC 02-01-2016 Packet Electronic Packet Page 181



 

Planning Commission DRAFT Minutes December 16, 2015 Page 8 of 8 
 

Item #57- Code on how signs on riverfront are internally lit. Commissioner Woodside said the 
item arose from the Marriot application. Commissioner Woods suggested an update on LED 
technology. It was characterized as low priority and medium simplicity.  
 
III. PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES: 

 
A. November 18, 2015: 

 
MOTION: Commissioner Woods moved to approve the November 18, 2015 minutes 
as presented. Commissioner Price seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 

 
B. December 2, 2015: 

 
MOTION: Commissioner Woods moved to approve the December 2, 2015 minutes as 
presented. Commissioner Price seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 

 
IV. OLD BUSINESS: 
Manager Young related an appeal was received on the Kings Boulevard extension; the City 
Council will hear the de novo appeal at its January 4 meeting. Commissioner Woods noted the 
public record will be open.  
 
Manager Young reported that recruiting closes for new Commissioners later this month. There 
will be Skype interviews for Community Development Director Candidates this week, then a 
second round of interviews. 
 
Chair Woodside asked about the status of OSU Task Force recommendations. Council Liaison 
York replied that the Council reviewed them in a work session, made recommendations, and 
then voted for staff to resolve those recommendations, assemble comments made in work 
sessions, and bring them to the Commission for review in a public hearing, and send a 
recommendation to the Council. Manager Young explained it was a Comp Plan Amendment 
application.  
 
Liaison York related that Council leadership talked with OSU leadership on the ongoing process 
of the OSU District Plan. She expected that after going through the public hearing process, the 
Comp Plan Amendments will go through a deliberate, thorough process to produce the District 
Plan. There was concurrence on the need to produce a really good plan.  
 
Commissioner Woodside asked about the status of the Creekside project; Manager Young said 
an extension was granted but he wasn’t aware of permits or other development applications.  
 
V. NEW BUSINESS: 
Commissioner Woodside stated that the first meeting in January was a public hearing. Manager 
Young related that a Comprehensive Plan amendment was coming to the Commission down the 
road, along with a number of applications, including the OSU Comp Plan. Chair Woodside 
proposed that the Commission go through Staff Identified Code Issues at its next opportunity. 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m. 
 

CC 02-01-2016 Packet Electronic Packet Page 182



February 1, 2016 

The Honorable Mayor Biff Traber and 
Members of the Corvallis City Council 
501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, Oregon 97333 

s J t~ ltJ\/\ 
(,~ l.l) f) 

Subject: Carbon Pricing Resolution & Cover Letter 

Dear Mayor Biff Traber and the Corvallis City Council, 

Thank you for the opportunity and the honor to speak before you today; and thank you for all that you 

do for this community. I represent the Sierra Club and am here in support of the Legislative 

Committee's proposal to send a copy of the Carbon Pricing Resolution 2015-15 along with a cover 

letter to Governor Brown and our State Legislative Representatives. 

Carbon pricing is an important vehicle to slow greenhouse gas emissions. The more we emit the more 

we trigger changes that are devastating and irreversible. Economists widely agree that reducing carbon 

emissions is most effectively accomplished by putting a price on them. The Healthy Climate bill in the 

Oregon legislature will do just that-starting small and rising over time. As a result, Corvallis 

businesses and residents will be able to plan and make smart decisions to jump start the clean energy 

economy, which is needed to avoid climate calamity. 

Why Oregon needs "enforceable" GHG reduction goals. 
The Healthy Climate Bill will enable Oregon to enforce the climate pollution law passed nearly a decade 

ago. This 2007 law lacks enforceable, science-based reduction goals, which means Oregon will not 

meet its 2020 goal by a wide margin. Whereas the Healthy Climate Bill's enforceable limits will make it 

possible to meet our goals, as well as seize important opportunities to: transition off dirty fuels, build a 

thriving clean energy economy, generate broadly shared prosperity and create local, low-carbon jobs. 

The Cover Letter 
Thank you for considering attaching a cover letter to the resolution. Two concerns are worth 

emphasizing in the cover letter: "broadly shared prosperity/' and "science-based" GHG reduction 

goals. The former concern is important because low income and communities of color are at greatest 
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risk and disproportionately bear the costs of climate disruption. And goals based on the best available 

science are essential to helping us meet our targets. Therefore we suggest you emphasize support for 

an equitable, non-regressive, science-based carbon pricing bill in the cover letter. 

Why Oregon Needs a Price on Carbon 
You might ask "why do we need a price on carbon?" If Oregon had not taken any of the steps it has 

already taken, emissions would have continued its steep climb (yellow line in attached graph). 

Oregon's existing policies have brought its emissions down to a relatively flat trajectory (red line). 

However, for climate stability, and to meet Oregon's existing goals (orange line) it needs the 

"enforceable" GHG reduction goals that the Healthy Climate bill contains. 

If you envision each line as a train, the red train is the one we're on now. You do not want to take the 

yellow train, because it will take you to a planet "straight out of science fiction."1 So, we are thankful 

that the Corvallis City Council has passed a resolution in support of state-wide carbon pricing, because 

it will put us on the orange train sending us to a brighter future toward climate stability. 

Debra Higbee-Sudyka 
Conservation Committee Member 
Sierra Club 
1821 SE Ankeny St. 
Portland, OR 97214-1521 
541-554-6979 

1 1 ~-

~ 
f/ 
Aaron Kratzer 
Vice Chair 
Environmental Action Team 
Sierra Club 

11 Bill McKibben, "Global Warming's TerrifYing New Math." 
-'-'-''-'--'-"-'--'-'~"-"'~:~.'"'-'-'-=-'·'--..:.; ... :::_:.::.:.::_; ___ ,""'- Carbon emissions are growing by roughly three percent a year. With this trajectory Fatih 
Birol, the International Energy Agency's chief economist, explains "the trend is perfectly in line with a temperature increase 
of about six degrees." 
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2:DD-4:DDpm 
Downtown 00 Courthouse 

Join us locally, RISE in global 
solidarity to end violence 
against women! 
DRUM! DANCE! RISE! 
#1billionrisingcorvallis 

BilliON 
RISING 

CORVALLIS 
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1 FEBRUARY 2016 

To: Mayor BiffTraber and Corvallis City Council Members 

From: Bruce Thomson, MD- Mid Valley Health Care Associates 

A. Rationale For The Proposed Statement Of Support For Advisory Question 

1. Oregon Law, in ORS 41.018, states " It is the intention of the legislative assembly to achieve 
the goals of universal access to an adequate level of high-quality health care at an affordable cost. n 

2. In November 2015 funds were appropriated by the Oregon Legislature to fund a comparative 

study of 4 financing systems that would meet the criteria of a high-quality health care system as 

described in Chapter 712 of Oregon Laws 2013. 

3. Chapter 725 of Oregon Laws 2015 directs that, "The Oregon Health Authority shall report on 

the progress of the study to the 2016 regular session of the Legislative Assembly." The results and 

recommendations of the financing study will be reported to the Oregon Legislature in 2017. Then the 

Legislative _task will be to design the health care system based on the recommendations of the funding 

study. 

B. Proposed Statement of the Advisory Question 

Whereas, access to health care by all members of a community greatly reduces the risk of 

contagious diseases and significantly reduces absenteeism for businesses while simultaneously 

increasing the quality of life for the whole community; and 

Whereas, the existing health care system burdens employers, including the city of Corvallis, and 

harms all employees especially those ~ho change jobs; and 

Whereas, rising health care costs divert money from essential services within the city of 

Corvallis, jeopardize businesses' profitability and sustainability, and threaten personal finances. 

Therefore, Be It Resolved that, the people of the City of Corvallis urge the Oregon legislature, in the 

2017 session to ensure a public process as defined in Oregon Public Meetings Law (ORS 192.610 to 

192.690) in the design of an improved health care system. This public process is to begin with the 

recommendations of the financing study authorized by chapter 725 Oregon laws 2015 and to be 

reported to the legislature in 2017. The resulting proposed health care system shall meet the mandate 

of ORS 41.018, which states, Nit is the intention of the legislative assembly to achieve the goals of 
universal access to an adequate level of high-quality health care at an affordable cost." 
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Calendar 
Jan 6, 1:00 Communications Committee, First Presbyterian Church, 114 SW 8th St., Rm. B-2 

Jan. 11, 11:00 am MVHCA Legislative Team meeting, U.S. Bank, Walnut & 9th St. 

MVHCA members interested in finalizing a proposal for a Corvallis vote on a resolution on 

universal health care or being part of outreach to state and federal legislators, are welcome to 

attend. (See article) 

Jan.l8, 5:30 7:00 PNHP Meeting: Developing Speaker Skills. Contact Mike Huntington 

for place: 541-829-1182 or mchuntington@comcast.net 

Jan 21, 1:00-3:00 Outreach Committee and Communications Committee will meet at 

First Presbyterian Church, the former in B-3, latter in B-2, in order to coordinate their 

work. MVHCA may sponsor three major events this year and needs more members. Also needed is 

a person to take the lead in organizing our table at the farmers' market next summer. (Contact 

Shelley Ries at spur848@gmail.com for more information.) 

Jan. 25, 10 ~m 2:00pm Community Development Forum, Lynn County Fair & Expo, 

3700 Knox Butte Rd., Albany (map). Willamette Conference Room. Lunch provided; 

registration required. Register here (See article) 

MVHCA Is Considering a Corvallis Vote 

on Universal.Health Care in Oregon 
Our ad hoc Legislative Committee believes that a ballot measure for a resolution of support, if 

passed with a healthy margin would be the strongest support Corvallis could offer to our state 

representatives. 
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Do you believe it is the role of otir 
government to make sure that 

everyone has health care? 

Whilt do you think of the ide,, of 
a universal ht'lalth care system, 

whlch wot~ld bl:l publidy funded ... 

l-l>~ve you ever ~lad problem~ 
;etting the healthcare you 

netod? Have you ~ver been unable 
to get the c~r~ yolt o~ed 

beea.use qf 'o:>t5? 

What problems are Benton and Linn County residents experiencing 
with health care and what are their values regarding health care? 
Results of interviews with 315linn and Benton County Residents. 

Do yell! think we should make sure 

Have you had problems 
with medical debts? 

.. lave you develo!Hld mor~ seriou5 
health 11roblems be( 1n1se high 

costs/limited insura11ce de!ayerl 
needed tre;,~tment? 

Have youeXpfltienced 
disetimination when ttving tg get 

health care- because of race, 
itnmigra.tiun stahts, send~~"r etc:.? 
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