
   
 

Meeting Agenda 

Collaboration Corvallis 

Neighborhood Planning Workgroup 

February 5, 2013 

5:30-7:30pm 

Osborn Aquatic Center 

1940 Northwest Highland Drive 
 

 

Meeting Materials: 

 Memorandum – February 1, 2013, Comments from Review of Infill Development Examples 

 Memorandum – February 1, 2013, City Planning Staff Analysis of Avery Addition Neighborhood 

Association Development Code Amendment Proposals 

 Updated Work Plan for February-April 2013 

 

 

I. Introductions 

 

 

II. Public Comment 

 

 

III. Review of Summary Minutes 

1. None 

 

 

IV. Discussion Items 

 

1. Overview of comments from infill development examples and corresponding 

standards 

2. Review analysis of proposed development code amendments from Avery Addition 

Neighborhood Association 

3. Discuss merits of identified options for addressing building mass, scale, articulation, 

setbacks, etc. 

4. Which portions of the city should potential neighborhood design standards apply to? 

5. Review updated work plan and topics for February 19, 2013, meeting 

 

V. Adjournment 



   
 

memorandum 

 

TO: Neighborhood Planning Workgroup 

 

FROM: Eric Adams, Project Manager 

 

CC: Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager, City of Corvallis 

 David Dodson, Campus Planning Manager, Oregon State University 

 

DATE: February 1, 2013 

 

SUBJECT: Collaboration Corvallis – Comments from Review of Infill Development Examples 

 

 

At the January 23, 2013, the workgroup reviewed examples of residential infill development that were 

offered by representatives of Citizens for a Livable Corvallis.  The attached table summarizes those 

comments. 

 

Based on these comments, windows patterns and styles, roof forms, driveway design, garage placement 

and size, building articulation, and the possible conflict between provision of off-street parking and 

pedestrian amenities (e.g., porches) seem to be elements of infill development that often result in in 

compatible design.  A few of the concepts that have been briefly discussed by the workgroup, such as a 

maximum Floor Area Ratio and Side Yard Bulk Plane, could help address some of these issues.  For 

example, the Side Yard Bulk Plane regulations from Lake Oswego, Oregon and Boulder, Colorado were 

implemented to regulate side yard massing and encourage more complex roof forms.  A companion 

regulation from Boulder also requires an increased side yard setback for building facades of greater than 

40 feet.  The current Land Development Code (LDC) does not contain similar provisions. 

 

Chapter 4.10 of the LDC contains several standards that regulate the size and placement of garages (see 

Sections 4.10.50.02 and 4.10.60.03).  On lots that are equal to or greater than 50 feet in width, the width 

of a garage cannot exceed 50 percent of the total street-facing façade width.  For lots that are less than 

50 feet wide, the area (i.e., wall/opening) of a street-facing garage cannot exceed 50 percent of the total 

area of the dwelling’s street-facing façade.  Limited exceptions are granted for dwellings with a street-

facing façade width of less than 24 feet.  In general, garages must be recessed from the front wall of a 

dwelling by at least four feet unless the dwelling includes a front porch or the garage is no more than 12 

feet wide.  In these cases, the garage can be flush with either the front of the porch or the front wall of 

the dwelling.  Garages are also allowed to be accessed from an alley, or be place perpendicular to a 

street if windows are provide along the street-facing garage wall. 
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The Corvallis Off-Street Parking and Access Standards stipulate minimum widths and landscape 

buffering requirements for driveways.  The minimum widths are as follows: 

 Single dwelling unit – 12 feet 

 Two or three dwelling units – 18 feet 

 Four units with access to a Local Street – 18 feet 

 Four or more units with access to a Collector or Arterial Street – 20 feet 

 Five or more units – 20 feet 

 

Standards contained within LDC Chapter 4.10 address window coverage on the facades of dwellings 

that face streets or other public places.  A minimum of at least 15 percent of the area of these facades 

must contain windows or doors.  Window placement, styles, or patterns are not currently regulated 

through the clear and objective standards contained in LDC Chapter 4.10. 

 

Building and roof articulation is not currently regulated as a mandatory requirement of residential 

development.  Section 4.10.60.04.b allows the selection of this design feature as one of five required 

options for multifamily dwellings (i.e., triplexes, fourplexes, multiple attached, and apartments).  In 

general, building wall articulations must have a minimum dimension of at least four feet, while roof 

articulations must have a minimum dimension of at least two feet.   

 

The workgroup is asked to review the attached infill development examples and recorded comments, 

and compare those development outcomes with the standards discussed above.  A portion of the 

February 5, 2013, meeting will be dedicated to determining what additional design standards and/or 

guidelines should be implemented to facilitate compatible infill development. 

 



Comments from January 23, 2013, Review of Infill Development Examples 
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Street Address Observations 

2901 NW Tyler Ave. Flat façade; window patterns not consistent with surrounding dwellings; 
repetition of roof line pattern; lack of building articulation; no porches; lack 
of siding material variety and differentiation. 

801 NW 12th St. Overall style is generally compatible with existing variety in neighborhood. 

544 NW 7th St. Driveway dimensions are inconsistent with historic driveway patterns  in 
terms of width and area. 

415 NW 11th St. Modern windows (size and appearance); building height and roof form are 
inconsistent with historic patterns of adjacent dwellings; garage 
prominence; side yard massing. 

217 NW 12th St. Large area of concrete in front yard to provide off-street parking; no street 
trees; lack of pedestrian-oriented features (e.g., porches);  

605 NW 7th St. While dwellings are not oriented towards the street, as is the case with 
other adjacent properties, the rear of each is oriented towards the park, 
which promotes observation of public space and provides an aesthetic 
benefit to the residents. 

1744 NW Harrison Ave. Flat façade; current not built under recent Land Development Code 
standards and would not be possible today. 

720 NW 13th St. Mansard roof form; but provides variety to neighborhood and overall 
massing is consistent with adjacent dwellings. 



Comments from January 23, 2013, Review of Infill Development Examples 
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Street Address Observations 

760 NW 13th St. Mansard roof form; but provides variety to neighborhood and overall 
massing is consistent with adjacent dwellings.  Might serve as an example of 
how use of incentives to encourage redevelopment at a higher density if the 
design were more compatible with the neighborhood. 

1314 NW Taylor Ave. Ratio of roof height and form to remainder of front façade.  However, good 
example of how mature landscaping can buffer/minimize massing. 

635 NW 14th St. Driveway proportions; garage prominence; side yard massing and lack of 
building articulation. 

235 NW 8th St. Couldn’t be constructed under existing Land Development Code regulations 
in terms of architectural elements (or lack thereof); building entrance 
location would comply with existing regulations.   

555 NW Polk Ave. Shallow roof pitch; lack of building articulation. 

615 NW Tyler Ave. (Not able to locate.) 

545 SW Washington Ave. (Street trees obscured dwelling from view.) 

 



   
 

memorandum 

 

TO: Neighborhood Planning Workgroup 

 

FROM: Eric Adams, Project Manager 

 

CC: Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager, City of Corvallis 

 David Dodson, Campus Planning Manager, Oregon State University 

 

DATE: February 1, 2013 

 

SUBJECT: Collaboration Corvallis – City Planning Staff Analysis of Avery Addition 

Neighborhood Association Development Code Amendment Proposals 

 

 

Attached to this memorandum is an analysis of the development code amendment proposals presented to 

the Neighborhood Planning Work Group by the Avery Addition Neighborhood Association.  As 

additional background information, included with the analysis are two other memorandums.  The first 

responds to a recent request from the Corvallis City Council for an explanation of the density 

“rounding” provisions contained in the Corvallis Land Development Code, while the second contains 

information regarding the legal considerations associated with imposing a development moratorium. 

 

Please review this information and consider whether and to what extent the Avery Addition 

Neighborhood Association proposals would respond to concerns regarding recent infill development.  A 

portion of the February 5, 2013, meeting will be dedicated to discussing these items.  
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COLLABORATION CORVALLIS 
NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING WORK GROUP 
ACTION ITEMS FOR MEETINGS, FEB-APRIL 
 
 
Mtg. 1 (Feb. 19) 
Review any relevant suggestions from Avery Addition memo  
Review list of other regulatory tools   
Review list of topics that are the subject of motions 
Review list of proposed motions, topic by topic 
Consider and vote on all motions 
Complete review of Avery Addition memo suggestions 
 
Mtg. 2 (first March meeting) 
This meeting could be in the form of a public open house, where we reach out to neighborhood groups 
as well as other interested parties.  Purpose would be to seek their reactions to our draft list of solution 
ideas, and perhaps to the list of tools as well. 
 
Mtg. 3 (second March meeting) 
Refine our list of solutions based on input from neighborhood meetings. 
If there is time, begin discussion of possible further  standards or guidelines that are neighborhood-
specific.  How can the inventory material be used most effectively to support whatever approach might 
be deemed most feasible? 
 
Mtg. 4 (first April meeting) 
Panel discussion of potential tools to protect historic structures and neighborhoods. 
If there is time, continue exploration of neighborhood-specific standards and/or guidelines. 
 
Mtg. 5 (second April meeting) 
Continue work on neighborhood design/protection 
Start moving towards questions posed on “neighborhood identity” (per next set of topics from public 
input) 
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