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Approved as submitted, April 20, 2016 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
March 16, 2016 

 
 
Present 
Jasmin Woodside, Chair 
Ronald Sessions, Vice Chair 
Carl Price 
Paul Woods 
Tom Jensen 
Susan Morré  
Dan Brown  
Jim Ridlington 
Penny York, Council Liaison 
 
Excused Absence 
Rob Welsh 
 
Absent 
 

Staff 
David Coulombe, Deputy City Attorney 
Kent Weiss, Interim CD Director  
Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager 
Sarah Johnson, Senior Planner 
Claire Pate, Recorder 
 
 
 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 
  

    Agenda Item 

 

Recommendations 

I. Visitor Propositions  

II. 
Public Hearing 
A. OSU-Related Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments (CPA15-
00001) 

Public Hearing Continued to April 6, 
2016 

III. 
 
Minutes Review : 
A.  February 17, 2016 
B.  March 2, 2016 

 

Both sets of minutes approved 

IV. 
 
Other Business/Info Sharing 
  

 

 
V. 

 
Adjournment 

 
Adjourned at 9:50pm 

 
 
 



 

Planning Commission Minutes, March 16, 2016, Page 2 of 15 

 

Attachments to the March 16, 2016 minutes: 
 

A. E-mail from Kevin Young dated March 15, 2016, responding to commissioner questions.                       
B. E-mailed testimony from Dave Dodson, OSU, dated March 15, 2016.  
C. E-mailed testimony from Court Smith (OSU Policy Analysis Laboratory – Opportunities for 

Planning and Experiments in Transit Connectivity). 
D. E-mail from Dan Brown, dated March 16, 2016.  
E. Written testimony submitted by Laura Lahm Evenson, President of Corvallis League of 

Women Voters (LWV).  
F. Written testimony submitted by Sherri Johnson.  
G. Dave Bella handed out hard copies of and then presented a PowerPoint presentation 

relating to “The Alive Proposal – Toward a More Walkable and Less Car-Dependent 
Future.”  

H. Handout submitted by Court Smith regarding follow up discussion about incentives and 
the parking issue.  

I. Written testimony, dated March 16, 2016, submitted on behalf of both the College Hill 
Neighborhood Association and the Central Park Neighborhood Association 

 
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. COMMUNITY COMMENT:  Jai Adams, 339 NW 21st, said she has lived in the north 
College Hill neighborhood campus area since 1996. The character of her block has been 
predominantly single-family homes. In the last few years, two of those homes have been 
torn down and replaced with huge ten-bedroom duplex monstrosities. There are all kinds 
of problems that go with that such as parking concerns, the noise factor and lack of 
privacy since the residents can peer down into her backyard especially when they are up 
on the roof. There are at least five empty single-family homes now on her block that have 
been empty since fall. They seem to be overpriced, in that they seem to be waiting for 
five students to move in at $500-600/bedroom. With all the new student housing going 
up, this is just not working. She would hate to see more houses get torn down when there 
are existing houses that could be rented by faculty, staff, and single families. This influx of 
student living units is ruining Corvallis and its neighborhoods. This is reverberating 
throughout the City. She would like to see OSU and the City get together with some of 
these landlords and through networking try to get those houses rented at a reasonable 
price. 
 

II. PUBLIC HEARING – OSU-RELATED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT AMENDMENTS 
(CPA15-00001):  

 
A. Opening and Procedures:   

 
The Chair welcomed citizens and reviewed the public hearing procedures for a 
legislative hearing. Staff will present an overview followed by the applicant’s 
presentation. There will be a staff report, public testimony, Planning Commission 
questions of staff, Planning Commission deliberations, and a final recommendation 
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decision. Any person interested in the agenda may offer relevant oral or written 
testimony. Please try not to repeat testimony offered by earlier speakers. It is sufficient 
to say you concur with earlier speakers without repeating their testimony. For those 
testifying this evening, please keep your comments brief and directed to the criteria 
upon which the decision is based, but there will not be a time limit. 

 
Land use decisions are evaluated against applicable criteria from the Land 
Development Code and Comprehensive Plan.  

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

 
The Chair opened the public hearing. 

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

Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds 
 

1. Conflicts of Interest – Commissioners Woodside, Woods and Sessions served on 
the Plan Review Task Force which worked on the Findings and Policies under 
review. 

2. Ex Parte Contacts - none 
3. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds - none 

 
 C. Legal Declaration: 
 

None given. 
   
 D. Staff Report: 
 

Planner Johnson described the documents the Commissioners received either as an 
e-mailed attachment earlier in the week or handed out tonight. Those documents 
included: 

 Addendum 1 (Memo from Staff dated March 11, 2016): an ordered listing of all the 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Findings and Policies, Article by Article. 

 Addendum 2 (Memo from Staff dated March 11, 2016): Staff-identified corrections 
and responses to commissioner concerns and questions 

 E-mail from Kevin Young dated March 15, 2016, responding to commissioner 
questions. (Attachment A) 

 E-mailed testimony from Dave Dodson, OSU, dated March 15, 2016 (Attachment 
B) 

 E-mailed testimony from Court Smith (OSU Policy Analysis Laboratory – 
Opportunities for Planning and Experiments in Transit Connectivity) (Attachment 
C) 

 E-mail from Dan Brown, dated March 16, 2016. (Attachment D). 
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Copies were made available to the audience. 
 
She said the application is for review of the OSU-Related Comprehensive Plan Text 
Amendments as presented in detail in the staff report. The effort was initiated by the 
City Council in 2015. They appointed a Plan Review Task Force to review existing 
Comprehensive Plan policies relative to OSU and surrounding neighborhood impacts, 
and make a recommendation to City Council. City Council reviewed that 
recommendation and directed staff to initiate the Comprehensive Plan Text 
Amendment process. Staff have reviewed City Council’s direction and discussion from 
its November 12, 2015, meeting, and the issues on the Remaining Issues List. 
Planning Commission’s directive today is to consider the recommended changes in the 
Staff Report, and in Addenda 1 and 2, and make a recommendation to City Council on 
whether to adopt the changes. The City Council will then conduct their own public 
process and make a decision on whether to adopt the changes. 
  
The Staff Report contains analyses and recommended Findings of Fact. They are 
based on the criteria in the Land Development Code for Comprehensive Plan Text 
Amendments. They include criteria for: 1) Consistency with Statewide Planning Goals; 
2) Consistency with applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies; and 3) Demonstrated 
Need for the change, with advantages outweighing disadvantages and the change 
being a desirable means of meeting that need. 
 
She described the staff presentation format, which would first review the proposed 
Findings and Policies, Article by Article, based on general themes, and giving Staff’s 
conclusion for those Findings and Policies in each Article (Refer to Addendum 1 for 
this portion of the presentation.) 
 
In summary, staff find that the proposed Findings and Policies are consistent with 
applicable Statewide Planning Goals, Comprehensive Plan Policies, and LDC review 
criteria. The Planning Commission should also consider Addendum 2 presented by 
staff for consideration of other identified issues from the March 9th work session. Those 
items presented in Addendum 2 include Findings of Fact for Findings 3.2.c and 3.2.i 
and Policies 3.2.9 and 9.4.11; and a new draft Policy 11.12.13 relating to 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and provision of parking on campus. Staff 
recommend the Planning Commission make a recommendation to the City Council to 
adopt or revise some or all of the recommended changes. Planning Commission 
should make findings of fact regarding Commission-recommended changes. A motion 
is presented for consideration on page 57 of the Staff Report. 

 
  Preliminary questions of staff: 

 
Chair Woodside asked if there were any preliminary questions of staff before public 
testimony. 
 
Commissioner Morré asked if staff had been able to find better statistics for the 
average rent in Corvallis, since $819 did not seem realistic. Interim Director Weiss said 
that there is not a single source of local data that provides a better rent reference. 
They did find that the American Communities Survey (ACS) data for 2014 showed a 
negligible increase to $852.   
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Commissioner Woods referred to the list of unresolved Remaining Issues from PRTF, 
and asked if there had been any changes to that list. Planner Johnson said that the 
information included in the Staff Report and the Addendum was based on staff’s 
 
evaluation of the list of Remaining Issues as well as additional Councilor comments. 
Ultimately, staff provided new proposed Findings or Policies where those remaining 
issues could be appropriately addressed by Comprehensive Plan Findings and 
Policies. There were other issues on the list that seemed more appropriately 
considered either with a future Land Development Code Update or through another 
ordinance or regulatory measure.     
 
Commissioner Brown asked where Transportation Demand Management (TDM) was 
dealt with in the proposals, along with the Campus Master Plan and issues of livability. 
Planner Johnson said that there are proposed new Findings and Policies related to 
TDM strategies that were proposed by staff in response to Councilor requests to have 
them referenced. In general, they are in Chapter 11.12. The newly proposed Policy 
11.12.13 is noted in Addendum 2 of the Staff Report. Livability, in general, is dealt with 
through the Findings and Policies related to neighborhood-oriented development and 
impacts, as well as transportation issues and housing needs. The Campus Master 
Plan is referenced in Article 13. 
 
In response to questions from Commissioner Jensen regarding the documents, 
Planner Johnson explained that Attachment C which had been used during the 
Planning Commission work session contained only the recommendation from the 
PRTF. In between that recommendation and the Staff Report, there were some 
recommended additions to Findings that were based on either the Remaining Issues 
list or on Councilor comments during their initial review of the PRTF recommendation. 
Therefore, Addendum 1 includes all of the proposed Findings and Policies, with the 
additions. Chair Woodside said that her intention was to use Addendum 1 during 
Commission deliberations. 
 
Commissioner Price noted that on page 14 of Addendum 1, Finding 11.4.0 should be 
changed to 11.4.o. 
 

E. Public Testimony   
  
Chair Woodside explained that since the topic in question was a legislative decision, 
all testimony – pro, con, and neutral - would be heard together and there would not be 
opportunities for rebuttal or sur-rebuttal.  
 
Laura Lahm Evenson, President of Corvallis League of Women Voters (LWV), 
submitted written testimony (Attachment E) and read it into the record. She thanked 
all of those who had worked on the proposed amendments, and the testimony 
indicated support for many specific Findings and Policies, as well as overall support for 
adoption by City Council. Their hope is that changes to the Land Development Code 
will follow in a timely manner. 
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Sherri Johnson, 33rd & Taylor, lives within the Harding Neighborhood Association 
area but is representing herself. She submitted written testimony (Attachment F). She 
seconded the LWV’s expression of thanks for all the work that has been done to date, 
and shared that she had been frustrated at the beginning of the process in meetings 
held at the Senior Center relating to the OSU Master Plan update. She then said that 
 
the planning process for housing could be greatly improved by a couple of simple 
analyses of existing data that exists in the tax records. She then went on to read most 
of the testimony contained in her written statement. Housing is so relevant to OSU’s 
Master Plan, because growth of the university is going to be dictated by availability of 
housing for its faculty, staff and students. Finally, she said that in terms of traffic the 
prior report presented by OSU was poorly designed in that there were not many points 
being monitored. There need to be some standards set for the monitoring.  
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Brown, Ms. Johnson said her testimony 
cited Findings 9.4.i, 9.4.j, 9.4.h and 9.5.f, along with Policies 9.7.8, 9.7.9 and 13.2.6.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Woods, Ms. Johnson said that her 
frustration earlier on in the process was related to how poor the data and level of 
reporting was, and the fact that there were no thresholds in the previous plan. 
 
Dave Bella handed out hard copies of and then presented a PowerPoint presentation 
relating to “The Alive Proposal – Toward a More Walkable and Less Car-Dependent 
Future.” (Attachment G). He characterized it as a twelve-step approach to open up 
our collective imagination, and stated that it was the work of Court Smith, Charles Vars 
and himself – all emeritus professors at OSU. It takes starting with imagination and 
being able to imagine an alternative future or else all we will be doing is moving little 
boxes around. He emphasized the importance of starting out with something easy, and 
then learning from the successes and failures of that effort. The intent is to grow 
towards a less car-dependent future. He then reviewed the steps as outlined in 
Attachment G, a highlight of which is development of a dedicated network of bike-
tramways connecting OSU with the downtown. This would provide a means of 
transportation that would expand an area that would be less car-dependent with a wide 
range of services that could then be accessed without a car. There are more and more 
people that would like the option of car-free living. Once the foundation is laid down for 
infrastructure where a car is not needed, development will start to shift towards it. The 
long-range vision is for a clustered car-free community surrounded with open space. 
He showed pictures of two walkable areas that already exist in Corvallis: the Riverfront 
and OSU campus. The idea is to expand and build upon what we have. 
 
Commissioner Morré said she was reminded of a presentation at the Sustainability 
Coalition Town Hall on two communities in Germany, one being Freiburg. Mr. Bella 
said that in Freiburg they took advantage of what was locally there and then built upon 
it. It had been a former military base and the streets were not designed for lots of 
traffic, so they made it into a car free community. Similarly, we need to look at the 
unique experiences and opportunities in Corvallis with the proximity of OSU and the 
downtown and work toward a vision of what it could become. 
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Commissioner Brown said that it was an interesting proposal but a fact about Corvallis 
is that 60% of the people who work here live outside the community. He asked how 
that could be addressed. Mr. Bella referred to this as the “last mile” problem. One need 
would be for “Park and ride” areas to be provided. 
 
Commissioner Sessions opined that though 1st Street and the Riverfront are bike 
friendly, the other roadways in the downtown area are not. Mr. Bella said that this is 
why bike-tram pathways are a needed component. 
 
Court Smith, OSU Emeritus Professor, said he was representing his students, and 
submitted written testimony (Attachment C). He had some graduate students last year 
who analyzed the data in an OSU survey of faculty, employees and students. It was a 
very detailed survey that got into how people came to campus within fifteen-minute 
intervals, including all the buildings they had gone to and what mode of transportation 
had been used and why. The students then had to write up briefs about what they had 
learned, four of which have been provided to the commissioners.  
 
It seems that the process being used in the update to the Comprehensive Plan is very 
much tied to details, and is not looking at the broader picture. The students took the 
surveys, analyzed the data, wrote up the briefs and were required to go to different 
organizations and explain their work. They made a presentation to the PRTF, and the  
Task Force adopted many of their proposed findings. The students wanted to find out 
why people chose the mode of transportation that they did. Students choose a mode 
because it was convenient, time-efficient, and cheap. Employees choose a mode 
because it was convenient, time-efficient, and they do not believe there are other 
alternatives. Part of the larger problem is getting to Corvallis, in that there are not very 
good transit connections with other parts of the valley. There is a need to look more 
broadly at this issue. 
 
He also wanted to follow up on a discussion about incentives and the parking issue. 
This relates to a handout he distributed to them this evening (Attachment H). There 
was a recent parking study done by Kittelson & Associates in which they counted all of 
the parking places in the areas northwest and east of OSU. There are about the same 
number of parking places in that region as there are on the OSU campus. The parking 
off campus is used for a very different purpose. The study found that at 2-4am, there 
were about 4,000 cars parked in the 6,700 spots. Most of the parking problem turns 
out to be with people who want to park close to where they live. He would estimate 
that two-thirds of all the cars parked in those areas belong to residents. So, this leaves 
about 2,000 empty spaces that weren’t being used, and about 1,000 additional cars 
likely driven by students coming in during the day. They parked here because of 
convenience and it costs nothing. Why would any rational student spend money to 
park at Reser’s Stadium which is not as convenient or time efficient? The parking issue 
is tied to bigger issues like incentives and the lack of transit from other areas to 
Corvallis. This updating process is fine, but it seems like most of the time is taken up 
talking about very small details when there is a really big problem that needs to be 
dealt with. 
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Commissioner Sessions said that with a campus the size of OSU, it is almost 
advantageous for a student to ride a bike. The problem he sees is that it is students 
that come from off campus who want their cars close by. Many students come from out 
of town and they need a place to park; but parking at Reser Stadium costs money. 
Corvallis seems to have a major problem with car storage.  
 
Commissioner Brown asked if he had seen any proposed findings or policies 
contained in the Staff Report or Addenda that proposed solutions to the car storage 
problem. Mr. Smith said that the comments about a better transit system addressed 
some of the issue.  
 
Commissioner Morré asked if his students had done any price comparisons to analyze 
whether there was affordable housing close in by campus. Mr. Smith said that there 
was nothing on this in the data. Students are looking for affordable housing, which is 
one of the reasons why they live elsewhere and drive to campus. Some do take the 
Loop bus, and bring their bikes, but more resources are needed to make it effective 
transit for more students. Transit inside the City is fareless but it is totally inadequate to 
meet the needs of students.  
 
Dave Dodson, OSU Campus Planning Manager, shared his appreciation for all those 
who testified tonight as well as for the work the commissioners have undertaken. OSU 
has worked with the PRTF throughout the process and he is here tonight just to make 
a few suggested edits, in line with testimony they submitted dated March 15, 2016. 
That written testimony was a part of the packet handed out tonight (Attachment B). 
The text of the edits are detailed in the written testimony, and Mr. Dodson offered the 
following as explanation for the requested changes: 
 
Finding 9.7.d 
Corvallis is a data-driven community; granted one cannot always estimate what will be 
happening in the future but we look at the past and apply what we do know. OSU has 
a group known as the OSU Enrollment Management office, and all they do is look at 
past trends and anticipate future trends. In recent years, they have been fairly accurate 
with those projections. The challenge is ensuring accuracy with the ten-year 
projections in the Campus Master Plan. It is harder with projections that far out, so it 
needs to be looked at on a more frequent basis. For this reason they are suggesting 
the following language for this finding:  “9.7.d Student enrollment forecasts can be a 
reliable means of predicting impacts to the community, particularly if the forecasts are 
reviewed for accuracy in five-year intervals.” He added that the five-year interval could 
be even made more frequent, since they collect data annually. 
 
Finding 9.7.h 
 An edit is suggested that they believe does not change the intent of the language, but 
makes it a more streamlined statement.  
 
Policy 9.7.2 
Though the ideal would be for all students to live on campus, the reality is that not all 
will. For this reason, they are suggesting adding the words “or near.” 
 
 
 



 

Planning Commission Minutes, March 16, 2016, Page 9 of 15 

 

Finding 11.12.c 
The suggested edits are for clarification only, and add the word “studying” to 
accompany the word “developing.”  
 
Policy 11.12.2 
This - along with some other findings or policies - speaks to having something occur 
on an annual basis. Though this might be a good idea, we do not necessarily know 
that at this time. As an example, this last Fall OSU and the City did a joint effort on a 
Neighborhood Parking Utilization study in an area that was part of the Collaboration 
zone. The cost of that study was $150,000. There will be some good information that 
comes out of it, but the question of frequency for doing the study really should be dealt 
with in the Land Development Code. This would be the more appropriate place to deal 
with the details of what needs to be done, how it will be done, who will do it, and how 
frequently it is needed to be done. Some evaluations will need to be done annually, but 
others might be on a less frequent basis.  
 
Policy 11.12.7 and Policy 11.12.8 
These minor edits are for clarification purposes. 
 
Policy 11.12.9 
They feel that this was not specific enough in that the intent was directed at people 
traveling to campus and looking for parking. For this reason, they suggest adding the 
words “parking near.” 
 
Findings 13.2.b and 13.12.l 
They suggest using the word “significant” in the place of “major.” 
 
Policies 13.2.6 and 13.2.7 
Referring back to the discussion for Policy 11.12.2, the suggested edits would strike 
the words “on an annual basis.” 
 
Policy 13.2.8 
They suggest it would be more appropriate to state that a public hearing review 
process should be “considered”, but the details of the obligation should be figured out 
at the Land Development Code level. 
 
Commissioner Jensen said that Ohio State requires sophomores to live on campus, 
and asked how that might be done at OSU. Mr. Dodson said that through the 
Collaboration effort, President Ray decided that full-term freshmen would live on 
campus with an exception for those students who live with their parents within three 
miles of campus. Consideration could be given to a similar requirement for 
sophomores; however, there are some legislative changes relating to students having 
their fifth year of high school funded at a community college and there might be some 
implications for OSU. Consideration also has to be given to the fact that it is an extra 
cost for families to require that students live on campus. 
 
Commissioner Woods referred to Finding 9.7.d relating to making accurate predictions. 
He said that the intent is to make a plan that has a ten-year life, but the change that 
OSU is suggesting for this finding does not help to maintain this goal. It would seem 
necessary in order to plan to be able to at least make a worst-case prediction. Mr. 
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Dodson said that depending on how it all gets codified and fleshed out with the 
ultimate OSU District Plan, one of the things that could be considered would be 
monitoring of the enrollment projections. One of those requirements could be that 
every two years the enrollment projections are verified in terms of accuracy. If they 
were to deviate by a certain degree, then perhaps OSU would have to revisit aspects 
of the District Plan. This is just one idea of a trigger that could be put in place. OSU 
was not alone in missing projection targets for the past ten years; many other schools 
did, as well, due to the recession and its impact on enrollments. 
   
Commissioner Morré referred to OSU’s suggested revision to Policy 9.7.2, and said 
that adding the words “or near” campus seemed to be taking a step backwards if the 
intent is to encourage housing more students on campus. Mr. Dodson said that from a 
planner’s perspective both on campus and near campus are ideal, but it is up to the 
Commission to make that determination. 
 
In response to additional questions from Commissioner Morré, Mr. Dodson said that 
Policy 11.12.9 is referring to parking on campus, near the campus core. As for Policy 
13.2.8, he agreed that substituting the word “considered” gives it less teeth. 
 
Commissioner Morré asked if he had a comparison of the costs for a student living at 
the Retreat as opposed to living on campus. Mr. Dodson said that the Retreat was not 
cheap and was likely above average in cost for off-campus student housing. The 
majority of on-campus housing includes a meal plan, which would need to be 
considered into any comparison. Commissioner Morré opined that she did not see how 
having high-end housing near campus addressed the issue of affordable housing. Mr. 
Dodson said that the recommendations they are making do not necessarily 
discriminate between high-end and low-end housing; it really just speaks to housing in 
general. They are looking at opportunities to provide some additional on-campus 
housing for upper-class and graduate students, as well. This is a need that is unmet on 
campus. 
 
Commissioner Morré asked if OSU had brought anything forward from information 
gained when the draft Master Plan open house was held at LaSells-Stewart and the 
Senior Center. Mr. Dodson said that parking and housing are both issues that are 
being addressed through these Comprehensive Plan revisions, but the community 
comments that were offered at the open houses would be more appropriately 
addressed through the Land Development Code and District Plan updates. 
 
Commissioner Brown commented that the written testimony submitted had revisions 
that were in red. This made it difficult to track when the copies are printed out in black 
and white. Secondly, he asked if the campus shuttle took in the new Retreat complex. 
Mr. Dodson said it did not. To provide that service would have impacted the “headway” 
for the OSU shuttle system. “Headway” is the time between buses arriving at a stop.  

  
Commissioner Sessions said that in the course of planning new activities on campus, 
the OSU parking studies come into scrutiny. Parking is always an issue with any new 
development. In light of Mr. Bella’s proposals, he asked how could such improvements 
be funded, and where does the University stand on “in lieu of” propositions. An 
example of this would be in lieu of providing parking spaces, campus could fund some 
additional transit or alternative transportation modes. Mr. Dodson said that some of the 
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policies under consideration do speak to that, through discussion of Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) measures. Unfortunately, the world of TDM is not all that 
clear, and one really has to develop a plan that has some specific performance 
measures and monitoring in order to address the issue. OSU does hope to give this 
consideration with future projects. The existing Campus Master Plan (CMP) does have 
a TDM section, and in the annual CMP monitoring report provided to the City each 
year, the TDM measures being taken by OSU are discussed.    
 
Commissioner Brown said he appreciated the quote from him that the world of TDM 
was not so clear, and that he would likely use it in the future. With regard to TDM, he 
asked if on-campus housing could be considered a TDM measure. Mr. Dodson 
answered affirmatively and said that the number of parking permits purchased by 
students living on campus bears this out. Of the approximate 5,000 students living on 
campus, an approximate 1,000 parking permits have been issued. Likely, there are 
others who choose to park in the adjacent neighborhoods, but that is likely only some 
of the students that live on the far east end of campus in the McNary complex. Those 
who have a vehicle will likely use it, but those who do not are more likely to use the 
alternative means, or TDM measures to get around. One of the best things OSU can 
do to address transportation and parking impacts is to provide housing on campus.    
 
Councilor York asked to follow up on Commissioner Morré’s comment relating to 
Policy 13.2.8. In an earlier version of the PRTF’s recommendations, he had proposed 
the same revision but it was not adopted by the PRTF. She asked if this was any 
different than what had been proposed before. Mr. Dodson said that some of the 
revisions being requested were different, and some are not. For Policy 13.2.8, the 
intent is not necessarily to eliminate a requirement that there be a public hearing for all 
new development proposals, but to flesh this out at the Land Development Code level 
and not at this level. Some uses might be allowed outright, while some uses are 
considered conditional development subject to a higher level of scrutiny. 
 
Commissioner Morré referred to current Policy 9.7.5 which speaks to cooperative 
houses on campus. She asked how many cooperative housing units were still 
available on campus and how many had been closed down thereby diminishing the 
availability of diversity of housing on campus. Mr. Dodson said that they had lost 
approximately 200 beds with closures of the units, though some have been 
repurposed for use by visiting faculty or research people. These may resurface in the 
future.   
 
Commissioner Morré asked if there were any suggested changes in the 
Comprehensive Plan that address providing more diverse affordable housing on 
campus using a public-private partnership, similar to the Hilton Garden Inn 
arrangement. The intent would be to have a cap on the cost of the housing in 
exchange for the arrangement to lease the land to a private entity. Mr. Dodson said 
that they were working through the concepts of pursuing a public-private partnership 
(P3) to do additional housing on campus, but he does not have any specifics on it right 
now.  
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Commissioner Brown asked how he, as a citizen, could keep track of P3 progress. Mr. 
Dodson said that he had just left a meeting in which Patrick Hughes, OSU, was going 
to explain more about it. They apparently have pre-qualified several development 
groups that do this sort of thing, and a Request for Proposals will likely be sent out 
soon. 
 
Commissioner Jensen referred to Finding 8.4.d and asked if he could give a 
breakdown of the percentage of the $908 million in economic impact going to each of 
the three types of jobs: direct, indirect, and induced. Additionally, he asked if there was 
a breakdown of the numbers of jobs per each category. Mr. Dodson said he would try 
to track it down, and that the information likely came from OSU. He said it would be 
unlikely that he could respond in writing, but would cover it in oral testimony if the 
hearing is continued. 
 
Commissioner Price said he would especially like to see the job breakdown on this 
since in another area there is data indicating a total of 29,000 jobs in Corvallis. Chair 
Woodside said she would also like a definition for “induced” jobs. 

 
Gary Angelo, College Hill Neighborhood Association President, offered comments 
with regard to Mr. Dodson’s testimony and Policy 13.2.8. He would not support OSU’s 
suggested revision because public-private partnerships that might occur on campus 
could have a direct impact of competing with similar type of activities within the 
community. There definitely should be a required public hearing. Secondly, he agrees 
in general with striking out the term “on an annual basis” for some of the metrics, but it 
should be replaced with language such as “at a frequency that is appropriate to what is 
being measured and would enable timely adjustments to the existing plans.”  
  
The comments he had intended to make follow the written testimony contained in a 
memo dated March 16, 2016, on behalf of both the College Hill Neighborhood 
Association and the Central Park Neighborhood Association (Attachment I). He read 
his testimony which addressed two elements: the desire to have residential parking 
district fees excluded from the same consideration as citywide parking fees (Finding 
11.4.n and Policy 11.4.10); and to revise Finding 9.7.k to include the statement that 
privately-owned housing on campus does generate property tax revenue and reduces 
overall traffic impacts in the City. 
   
Commissioner Morré referenced his statement that UC Davis and Portland State have 
public-private partnerships for on-campus housing. She asked what additional 
information he might have obtained about the diversity of housing types, etc. in his 
contacts with the two schools. Mr. Angelo said that he did not go into that much detail, 
but in looking on line it appeared that the Portland State facilities were more student 
oriented, with UC Davis possibly accommodating both students and faculty.  
 
Councilor Bull said that with regard to findings related to housing, she believes most 
all relate back to OSU, whether it is taken up in this effort or in later updates. She then 
addressed proposed Policy 9.4.11, related to increasing residential densities, and 
staff’s comments on page 4 of Addendum 2 suggesting that it is redundant in that 
Policy 10.2.5 says the same thing. She does not think they say the same thing. In 
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previous discussions, she cited from her own memory a very detailed analysis of 
“Level of Service (LOS)” that is included in the recently adopted Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan. It contained many ways of measuring LOS, and it was her understanding 
that those areas around the University have particularly lower levels of service with 
regard to parks and open space. Densities were increased so that students and other 
people could live closer to campus, which is a good strategy for some things. 
 
However, the City could have been more strategic about it. This policy was in place 
when this happened, but she believes there still has been a decline in level of service 
for parks and open space. It is not a simple issue, in that there are mixed feelings 
about density; an important issue is how we manage the growth that densification 
brings. This is why she had suggested this policy since she does not believe that 
Policy 10.2.5 covers it in the particular detail and care that she is interested in seeing.   
 
In response to a question from Chair Woodside, Councilor Bull said that at the time 
that decisions were made about zoning that allowed for higher residential densities,, 
there was not adequate consideration of the impacts on parks and open space and 
other amenities in those areas. During the discussions at the PRTF, this seemed to be 
a good place for this policy, since the discussion was about residential densities. 
 
Commissioner Price asked for more clarification. He understands that her stance is 
that Policy 10.2.5 expresses a consideration of what the City can provide when 
planning what type of land uses go into green field situations where densities are being 
planned for urban areas. Policy 9.4.11 relates more to when existing densities are 
changing, what are the impact on what we already have, not necessarily what we are 
planning to put in. Councilor Bull added that the capacities of other infrastructure are 
typically looked at, such as capacity of roads and wastewater systems; similarly, the 
capacity of parks and open space need to be considered. With the new Parks and 
Recreation Master Plan, there is now a basis for measuring LOS. She agreed that 
Policy 10.2.5 could be amended to include the sentiment of Policy 9.4.11 if that 
seemed more appropriate. 
 
Commissioner Brown said that this was an issue for which he had concern. Around 
campus the neighborhoods were created in the ‘10s and ‘20s – 100 years ago – and it 
was low density housing. Now that the population in those areas has doubled, tripled, 
or quadrupled, the original development no longer matches the changes that have 
been made. Councilor Bull said this was true around campus and wherever there was 
infill around the City. 

 
F. Request for a continuance/Hold the record open 

Commissioner Price suggested that they continue the public hearing so that there 
would be more opportunity for the public to testify, due to the short nature of the notice 
given to public. Manager Young commented that the public hearing had been first 
advertised 19 days earlier, and Chair Woodside added that the Task Force meetings 
had been open to public testimony. Commissioner Brown said that he agreed with 
Commissioner Price in that it had been a scramble to digest all of the testimony and 
information provided in the last week. Members of the public likely had the same 
problem. 
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MOTION:  
Commissioner Price moved to continue the public hearing to the next meeting. 
Commissioner Brown seconded the motion.  
 
Commissioner Sessions suggested that it might be better to close the public hearing 
but hold the record open for seven days for additional written testimony. He felt that 
they had gone over and above what was necessary to get the public involved in the 
process. Manager Young noted that the Planning Commission will be making a 
recommendation to City Council who will again be holding another public hearing 
process. Commissioner Brown said he found Commissioner Sessions’ comments and 
suggestions compelling.  
 
Commissioner Price said that since this was a completely new process and it was a 
legislative hearing not hampered by the 120 day rule, he favored allowing more time 
for the public to speak, in accordance with the principles described in Article 2 of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Commissioner Ridlington said he agreed with Commissioner 
Price.  
 
The motion passed, with Commissioner Sessions voting no. The public hearing will be 
continued to April 6, 2016, at 7pm.  

 
Additional questions of staff: 
 
Chair Woodside asked if commissioners had any additional requests for information 
from staff. 
 
Commissioner Morré thanked staff for scrambling over the past week to provide 
answers to questions posed at the last meeting. She referred to the e-mail dated 
March 15 sent by Planning Manager Young and asked for more clarification about the 
Hilton Garden property tax assessment numbers. Interim CD Director Interim Director 
Weiss said that the assessed value for the Hilton Garden Inn does not distinguish 
between the land and improvement values; it is a single value at $6.925 million. The 
Real Market Values (RMV) do distinguish between the land ($2.7 million) and structure 
($13 million).  
 
Councilor York asked that a copy of a graphic from the City Council’s November 12, 
2015, work session be distributed to the commissioners as part of the next packet. It is 
a diagram that shows the full review process and sequence for amending the 
Comprehensive Plan, Land Development Code and finally the OSU District Plan. 
There are no time constraints that she is aware of to get this work done. 

   
III. PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES: 

 
A. February 17, 2016: 

 
MOTION: Commissioner Brown moved to approve the minutes as drafted. 
Commissioner Sessions seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.  
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B. March 2, 2016: 
 

MOTION: Commissioner Price moved to approve the minutes as drafted. 
Commissioner Morré seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 
 
Commissioner Woods referred to the top of page 7 and the question he had asked of 
Ms. Higgins, Boys and Girls Club Executive Director, about the impact of an increase 
in the minimum wage. Since it was not germane to consideration of the application he 
asked if it should be stricken. Chair Woodside said that since it was part of the 
discussion it should remain in, though he could amend it if he wished. 

 
IV. OLD BUSINESS: None 
 
V. NEW BUSINESS: 
 

A. Planning Division Update:  
Manager Young said that recruitment was underway for Planning Commissioners and 
Historic Resources Commissioners. Terms for Commissioners Jensen, Brown and 
Morré are ending, and the hope is that they will reapply. Applications have been 
distributed to them. There is a current opening on the HRC, with two other terms 
expiring. 

B. Commissioner Price gave a brief report on the actions of the HCDAB at its last 
meeting. 

C. Commissioner Brown and Planner Johnson reminded commissioners that the third 
Imagine Corvallis 2040 Community-wide Workshop would be held on Saturday, with 
focus areas being about how we Plan & Change and Steward & Sustain. This would 
be germane to the commissioners’ work and focus and would be an opportunity to 
provide input for the Vision Plan.  

D. Commissioner Woods asked when it might be appropriate to discuss the question he 
had raised relating to the Willamette Business Park application. Deputy City Attorney 
Coulombe said that his recommendation was to raise those questions during the public 
hearing which was continued to April 20, 2016.  

E. Councilor York offered her thanks to City staff, but especially to Planner Johnson, for 
all of the work being done on Imagine Corvallis 2040. She noted Johnson’s ability and 
nimbleness to answer high-level questions posed to her.   

 
VI. ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting was adjourned at   9:50 p.m. 
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