
CORVALLIS 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

* SPECIAL MEETING * 

May 22,2006 
7:00 pm 

Downtown Fire Station 
400 NW Harrison Boulevard 

COUNCIL ACTION 

I. ROLLCALL 

11. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

A. Deliberations on a Land Development Code Text Amendment to revise Chapter 2.9 
(Historic Preservation Provisions) and other related Land Development Code chapters 
(LDT05-0000 1) 

III. ADJOURNMENT 

For the hearing impaired, a sign language interpreter can be provided with 48 hours' notice prior to the 
meeting. Please call 766-6901 or TTYITDD telephone 766-6477 to arrange for such service. 

A LARGE PRINT AGENDA CAN BE AVAILABLE BY CALLING 766-6901 
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Frorn: Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 

To: Mayor and City Council 

Date: May 18,2006 

Re: Process for Finalizing the Historic Preservation Update 

1. - Issue: 

Included in your packet are the following three documents: 

1 Matrix capturing the Council's decisions from May 8, 2006; 

2. Matrix with proposed responses to the Land Development Code issues deferred to 
May 22,2006; 

3. Memo identifying the various approaches to appointment of the Historic 
Preservation quasi-judicial decision-making body. 

Each is discussed below, followed by a proposed adoption procedure. 

I I .  Mav 8, 2006, Citv Council Decision Matrix - 

This matrix contains the issues and staffs' suggested responses that were processed at 
the May 8, 2006, City Council deliberations. It also contains the precise decisions made 
by the City Council. No action is needed regarding this matrix. 

- - 
Ill. Matrix of Deferred issues f ~ r  Citv Council Consideration on May 22,2006 - 

During the May 8, 2006, City Council deliberations, several issues were deferred for the 
May 22, 2006, meeting. These issues have been separated out from the original matrix, 
and from the issues specifically pertaining to the make-up of the quasi-judicial decision- 
making body. Staff have proposed specific responses for City Council to consider on 
each issue and suggest working through these proposals in the same manner used on 
May 8,2006. Staff will capture any changes proposed by Council for inclusion in the final 
set of Land Development Code provisions. 
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IV. Historic Preservation Quasi-iudicial Decision-makinq Bodv - 

Staff consulted with the State Historic Preservation Office and reviewed a number of 
documents addressing the potential make-up of the "Historic Preservation Commission." 
In an April 24,2006, memo, staff presented an approach that would have a specific body 
appointed solely for the purpose of reviewing Historic Preservation Permit requests. 
Council discussion has indicated an interest in looking at other options. The attached 
memo further identifies the options and their implications for the Council to consider. 

V. Adoption Procedure 

Staff will make all the changes that Council recommends regarding both the deferred Land 
Development Code issues and the composition of the Historic Preservation Commission. 
These will be formalized as a clean copy of each of the Land Development Code Chapters 
associated with LDT05-00001 and a copy of Municipal Code Section 1.16.250 as 
recommended. Each will be presented to the Council accompanied by an Ordinance and 
ready for formal adoption on June 5, 2006. The ordinance adopting LDT05-00001 will 
contain the appropriate findings addressing the applicable criteria from the Land 
Development Code, the Comprehensive Plan, and the Statewide Planning Goals. 

Review and Concur: 

JO~'.S. Nelson, City Manager 
/' , 

3 
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From: Kelly Schlesener, Senior Planner 

To: Mayor and City Council 

Date: May 16,2006 

Re: Land Development Code Text Amendment (LDT05-00001) to Revise 
Chapter 2.9 of the Land Development Code (Historic Presewation 
Provisions) and Other Related Chapters 

a Matrix Record of Council Consensus items from May 8, 2006, 
Deliberations 

Attached is a matrix that records the consensus points that the Council made during its 
May 8,2006, deliberations for this Project. Separate memos will address solutions for the 
items that were noted as being deferred until the Council's May 22, 2006, deliberations. 

Should you have any questions on any of the information in the attached matrix, please 
contact staff and we will be happy discuss them. 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes -modify Section 2.9.20.c (Purposes), as follows: 

c. Complement any National Register of Historic Places Historic Sites and/or Districts in the 
city; 

Rationale is that the historic preservation provisions apply to both sites and 
districts when the context is the National Register of Historic Places. 

No - Do not add a purpose statement on this topic to Section 2.9.20. 

Rationale is that the Council desires a neutral position on private economic 
interestS when considering permit requests. 

No -No changes needed. 

Rationale is that Exhibit I does not include provisions that would allow this 
to  occur. 

Yes - modify Section 2.9.70.b as shown here. 

Rationale is in  Council staff report. 

TOPIC(S) 

Request that this purpose statement be modified as noted by shading below. 

c. Complement any National Register of Historic Places Historic =Districts in the City; 

B Good Suggestion. Possibly change the "o f  to "and/or" though. 

Request that the following statement be added as a purpose statement to 
Chapter 2.9. 

tessen Increase the influence of private economic interests i n  the land use 
d e c i s i o n x g  process as i t  relates to Historic Districts i n  the Citv of Corvallis; 

Staff will look to Council for direction on this matter. 

Concern that, for conflict of interest reasons, the HPAB should not be able to 
initiate either a District Change application to apply a Historic Preservation 
Overlay; and should not be able to initiate a Historic Preservation Permit. 

IP Agreed. However, staff does not believe there are any Code Sections in 
Exhibit I (yellow) that allow for this to occur. Please advise if otherwise 
noted. 

(CC Staff Report) Modify as shown in italics and shading: 

b. Routine Maintenance andlor In-kind Repair or Replacement - Routine maintenance of 
any exterior feature of a Designated Historic Resource that does not involve a change in 
the design; or style, dimensions, or material of the resource. A coniplete definition for In- 
kind Repair and Reolacenieni is coniaitled in Cl~aofer 1.6 - Definitions. The In-kind Repair 
or Replacement of deteriorated materials is also allowed; however, it is recommended that 
repair be considered prior to replacement. Also included in routine maintenance are the 
following: ....... 

Suggested by staff on pgs. 28 & 29 of CC Staff Report. Housekeeping 
item. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 52; and 
Testimony #5 of 
5/2/06 Memo 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 52; 
Exhibit VII -Pg. 42: 
& Testimony #I 0 in 
5/2/06 Memo 

Exhibit VII -Pg. 6 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 55 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.20.c (Purposes) 

2.9.20 (Purposes) 

Sections 2.9.30.01.a 
& 2.9.70.01.a are 
listed, but don't 
correspond to 
topic. 

2.9.70.6 
(in Exemptions 
List) 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

No - Do not modify Section 2.9.70.d as proposed here. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

Defer until May 22 deliberations. Staff will develop options for the Council 
to consider. 

TOPIC(S) 

(Councilor Griffiths) Add back in text that staff proposed to Planning Commission 
and as shown in shading below. 

d. H-Signs or Tablets - installation of one permanent memorial sign or 
tablet uo to ten sa. ft. in area per property, where the sign or tablet is exemptfrom the 
City's Sign Code regulations per Section 4.7.70.e, and is consistent with the published 
dimensions and design guidelines established by the Historic Preservation Advisory 
Board. 

The City Attorney's Office advised staff and the Planning Commission that 
sign content can't be regulated because it is a constitutional issue. That is 
why the reference to "historical" was deleted. During Planning 
Commission deliberations, both the Commission and staff thought that, 
given that sign content couldn't be regulated (and the sign could not be 
guaranteed to be historical), the appropriate size of the sign for this 
exemption should default to the sign standards for a property's underlying 
District Designation. Therefore, it is recommended that this provision not 
be changed as noted above. 

(Councilor Griffiths & Other Testimony) Concern with the lack of a definition for 
what is meant by "visible" and "not visible," when the terms are used in Chapter 
2.9. An example is the provision below and the terms in question are highlighted. 
Suggested that "visible from the right-of-way" mean facades facing the street. 

e. Certain Alteration or New Construction to NonhistoriclNoncontributing Resources 
in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District - An exterior Alteration or 
New Construction to a property In a National Register of Historic Places Historic District 
that is classified in its entirety as NonhistoriclNoncontributing shall be exempt from review, 
provided the Alteration or New Construction is not visible from Ktepublic rights-of-way or 
private street rights-of-way (except for alleys, from which it may be visible), is 200 sq. ft. 
or less, and does not exceed 14 R. in height. 

H Good point. A definition should be developed. As there are a number of 
ways to approach this definition, staff will present some options to the 
Council to receive direction and then craft a definition for Council to 
consider. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 56; Exhibit I I  
(pgs. 64 & 65); and 
Councilor Griffith's 
Testimony (pg. 3) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 56; and 
Exhibit VII -Pgs. 3 
& 10; & Councilor 
Griffith's Testimony 
(pa 3) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.70.d 
(in Exemptions 
List) 

2.9.70.e 
(in Exemptions 
List) 

Chapter 1.6 - 
Definitions 



L:\CD\Planning\Developmenl Review\Land Development Code Text Amendmenls\LDT05 Cases\Chapler 2.9 Update\City Council 
Review\Order of Discussion Items wilh columns for cornmenls.wpd 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - 
Modify Section 2.9.70.h as shown here; 
Delete Section 2.9.100.03.1; and 
Re-letter Section 2.9.100.03 accordingly. 

Rationale is that 200 sq. ft. is the threshold for needing a building permit 
and the accessory development is not allowed via this provision to be 
visible from public rights-of-way or private street rights-of-way (except for 
alleys, from which i t  may be visible). 

TOPIC(S) 

(Councilor GrifFiths) Change 100 sq. ft. threshold to 200 ft., as staff had 
previously recommended. This change, as shown in shading below, will make 
this provision consistent with Section 2.9.70.i. 

h. Accessory Development - Accessory development meeting the criteria in Chapter 4.3 - 
Accessory Development Regulations that is not visible from *public rights-of-way or 
private street rights-of-way (except for alleys, from which it may be visible), that is +eB a 
sq. ft. or less, and that does not exceed 14 it in height. 

This threshold was originally proposed by staff because it matches the 
threshold at which a Building Permit is required. If the proposed change is 
made by the Council, then Section 2.9.100.03.1 (a Director-Level provision 
for Accessory Development that regulates sizes 100-200 sq. ft.) would 
need to be deleted and Section 2.9.100.03 re-lettered accordingly. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 56: and 
Councilor Grifith's 
Testimony (pg. 3) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.70.h 
(in Exemptions 
List) 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify Section 2.9.70.m as shown here. 

Rationale as noted here and in the Council staff report. 

Yes - Modify Section 2.9.70.n as shown here. 

Rationale as noted here and in the Council staff report. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 57 & 58 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 58 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.70.m 
(in Exemptions 
List) 

2.9.70.n 
(in Exemptions 
List) 

TOPIG(S) 

(CC Staff Report) Modify as shown in italics and shading: 

m. Fencing Installation, Extension, or Removal -The installation or exfension of new 
wood fencing, or the repair or replacement of existing wood fencing, provided such 
fencing meets applicable development standards for 
fencing in Section 4.2.50. 0 8 ,  ' ., . r 

r .  . L . . .  . A '  . . ~ Additionally, the 
removal of an existing wood or chainlink fence, in whole or in part, provided the fence to 
be removed is not identified as Historically Significant, based on any of the sources of 
information listed in Section 2.9.60.c. 

Delete Graohic I:= El 
E i j 

c.. 1 
s1nst 

e 
. - - 

Suggested by staff on pgs. 29 & 30 of CC Staff Report. More property 
owner flexibility. 

(CC Staff Report) Modify as shown in italics and shading: 

n. Freestanding Trellises - Installation of a freestanding trellis that is less than 14 ft. in 
height and not visible from *public street rights-of-way or private street rights-of-way 
(except for alleys from which it may be visible). The installation shall not damage ef 
&seseany significant external architectural features of the historic resource. 

Suggested by staff on pg. 30 of CC Staff Report. Some housekeeping 
items, consistency with 2.9.100.03.j, & more property owner flexibility. 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify as shbwn below: 

Modify Section 2.9.70.q; 
Add Section 2.9.70.r; . ~ ~ . l ~ t t ~ ~  section 2.9.70 accordingly. 

Rationale as noted here and in the staff repo*. 

q. Repair o r  Replacement o f  Gutters and Downspouts - Repair or replacement of gutters 
and downspouts using materials that match the appearance of the gutters and downspouts 
being replaced or match the appearance of those that were typically used on similar-style 
buildings from the same Period of Significance based on evidence suppiied by the 
property owner. The installed gutters and downspouts shall not damage or obscure any 
significant architectural features of the structure (0.o. internal autters, etc.1. +hk 

Installation o f  New Gutters and Downspouts on Nonhis:oric/Noncontributinq 
Designated Historic Resources - Installation of outfers and downsnouts where none 
previouslv existed on NonhistoridNoncontnbutino Desionated Historic Res~urces. 
Materials shall match the apoearance ofthe outters and downspoots fhaf were tv~icaliy 
used on similar-stvle buildinqs from the same oeriod of sionificance, based on evidence 
supplied bv the oropertv owner. The installed outters and downspouts shall not darnaoe or 
obscure anv sionificant architectural features of the structure. 

TOPIC(S) 

(Councilor Griffiths) Instead of staffs recommendation from the CC Staff report 
(see below), modii'y 2.9.70.q as noted below by shading and do not add "r." 

q. Repair. w Realacement. orlnstallation of  NewSGutters and Downspouts - Repair 
or replacemer~t of gutters and downspouts using materials that match the appearance of 
the gutters and downspouts being replaced or match the appearance of those that were 
typically used on similar-style buildings from the same Period of Significance based on 
evidence supplied by the property owner. The installed gutters and downspouts shall not 
damage or obscure any significant architectural features of the structure (e.q. internal 
outters. etc.1. 1 . . . = .  

If the intent is to allow the installation of new gutters where none 
previously existed on all structures (as the title indicates), then this 
provision would need to be altered further to clarify that. If the solution is 
to re-combine "q" and "r," then the provision would need to be altered 
further to clarify where new gutters can be installed where none previously 
existed. Staff proposed separating these concepts into "q" and "r" 
because it would be easier for people to see right away (from the title 
proposed for "I") that gutters can be installed where none previously 
existed on Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Designated Historic Resources. 

(CC Staff Report) Modify as shown in italics and shading: 

q. Repair or Replacement o f  Gutters and Downspouts - Repair or replacement of gutters 
and downspouts using materials that match the appearance of the gutters and 
downspouts being replaced or match the appearance of those that were typically used on 
similar-style buildings from the same Period of Significance based on evidence supplied 
by the property owner. The installed gutters and downspouts shall not damage or 
obscure any significant architectural features of the structure (e.o. internal outfers. etc.1. 

CONT'D ON NEXT PAGE 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 59; and 
Councilor Griffith's 
Testimony (pg. 3) 

CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.70.q 8 r 
(in Exemptions 
List) 

CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify Section 2.9.70s as follows: 

r s  Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions %?eeg Sq. Ft. or Less -The installation or 
removal of an uncovered deck or patio. provided the deck or patio is slt4itbe obscured 
from view from f+mpublic rights-of-way and private street rights-of-way (except for alleys. 
from which it may be visible) by a fence. hedge, or oiher structure and sld-meets the 
applicable setback requirements (per the Development District or as approved through a 
Lot Development Option or Planned Development process). The deck shall be 30 inches 
or less in height, and shall be constructed in a manner that is reversible. 

Rationale is as noted here and discussed in the Council staff report. Also, 
the improvements are not allowed via this provision to be visible from 
public rights-of-way O f  private Street rights-of-way (except for alleys, from 
which it may be visible). Finally, via this provision the improvements are 
required to  be reversible. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 59; and 
Councilor Griffith's 
Testimony (pg. 3) 

CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 59; & Councilor 
Griffith's Testimony 
( ~ g .  3) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.70.q & r 
(in Exemptions 
List) 

CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE 

2.9.70.s 
(in Exemptions 
List) 

TOPIC(S) 

CONT'D FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

installation o f  New Gutters and Downs~oufs on Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq 
Desiqnated Historic Resources - Installation of outters and downspouts where none 
previouslv existed on NonhistoridNoncontnbutino Desionated Historic Resources. 
Materials si?eil match the appearance of the sutters and downspouts that were tv~icallv 
used on sinlilar-stvle buiidinos from the same period of siqnificance. based on evidence 
supplied bv the propertv owner. The installed outters and dowiisoouts shall not damaoe 
or obscure anv sianiflcant architectural features of the structure. 

Suggested by staff on pgs. 30 & 31 of CC Staff Report. Clarifies text by 
separating provisions for situations where no gutters previously existed 
versus where they do exist. 

(Councilor Griffiths) Change the sq. ft. threshold in Section 2.9.70,s from 200 sq. 
ft. to 350 sq. ft. Alternatively, copy this same provision and add it to the list of 
Director-Level items in Section 2.9.100.03, but for a threshold range greater than 
200 sq. ft. and r 300 sq. ft. These items are usually in the back and not seen 
from the public right-of-way, so are similar to interior changes that the public 
cannot see from the outside. 

(CC Staff Report) Modify as shown in italics and shading: 

r Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 200 Sq. Ft. or Less -The installation or 
removal of an uncovered deck or patio. provided the declc or patio is &&be obscured 
from view from tkepubiic rights-of-way and private street rights-of-way (except for alleys, 
from which it may be visible) by a fence, hedge, or other structure and &&/-meets the 
applicable setback requirements (per the Development District or as approved through a 
Lot Deveiopment Option or Planned Deveiopment process). The deck shall be 30 inches 
or less in height, and shall be constructed in a manner that is reversible. 

Suggested by staff on pg. 31 of CC Staff Report. Housekeeping & 
clarifies text by making it clear that provisions applies to the installation or 
removal of decks and patios. No problems with either of Councilor 
Griffith's additional suggestions. 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Defer until May 22 discussion when definition for "visible from the street" is 
developed. 

Yes -Add Section 2.9.70.v to Section 2.9.70 as shown here. 

Rationale i n  the Council staff report. 

TOPIC(S) 

Request that addition of new skylights be exempt. 

Reroofing Where the Roof Surface is  not Visible from the Ground Plane - Where a 
roof surface is not visible from the ground plane and the roofing material is not specifically 
identified as Historically Significant, the roofing material may be repaired or replaced. 
provided the finished roof surface remains not visible from the ground plane. Skylights 
&&mefrom the structure's Period of Significance shall be retained, and their repair or 
replacement shail be considered through the same processes used in this Code for repair 
or replacement of windows (or doors with glass). 

c. Reroofing - Replacement of existing wooden shingles or shakes with architectural 
composition shingles or other materials documented to have been used on the structure 
during its Period of Significance and that are not otherwise prohibited by the approved 
Building Code. The new roof shall not damage or obscure any significant architectural 
features of the structure. Skylights that are from the structure's Period of Significance 
shall be retained, and their repair or replacement shall be considered through the same 
processes used in this Code for repair or replacement of windows (or doors with glass) 
(Sections 2.9.70.b and t; 2.9.100.03.m; 2.9.100.04). 

Sections 2.9.70.u & 2.9.100.03.c currently treat skylights similarly to 
windows and doors with glass. The addition of new skylights where none 
previously existed would fall under the HPAB-Level review for Alterations 
or New Construction (Section 2.9.100.04). However, a possible solution 
could be to modify one or both of the sections above (2.9.70.u & 
2.9.100.03.c) to exempt skylights from HPP review. 

(CC Staff Report) Modify as shown in italics and shading: 

_v - Installation o f  New o r  Expanded Patl~wavs 100 So. Ft. Or Less - l~istallation o f  new or 
e.~pailded pathiva\~s. prol~ided the pathwavs are constructed of soffscape (e.a. bark 
mulch, etc.1: or stone steps or flaastone that is installed in a manner tliat is Reversible. 

Suggested by staff on pg. 31 of CC Staff Report. itern has come up in 
past HPP applications & would provide more flexibility for property owners. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 59 & 70; and 
Testimony #I in 
4/24/06 Memo 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 60 

SECTION 
NUMBER@) 

2.9.70.u (in 
Exemptions List) & 
2.9.100.03.~ (in 
Director-Level Alt'n 
or New Const'n 
List) 

2.9.70.v 
(in Exel?lptions 
List) 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 61-64; 
Exhibit VI\ -Pg. 3; & 
Testimony #8 (pg. 
8-8) of 5/2/06 
Memo 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 62; and 
Exhibit VII -Pg. 5 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.90.02 (HPP 
Application Req'ts) 
& 
2.9.90.02.a 

2.9.90.02.a.9 

TOPIC(S) 

Concern that list of HPP application requirements exceeds available time and 
expertise of most property owners. One request is to limit the mandatory 
requirements to items 3-69  with the remainder of the requirements applying to 
only the more complex applications. 

a. A Historic Preservation Permit application for a Designated Historic Resource shall be 
made on forms provided by the Director and shall include. for both types of Historic 
Preservation Permits (Director-level and HPAB-level). the items listed beiow. For 
Director-level Historic Preservation Permits, the Director may waive any of the below 
requirements when helshe determines the information required by a part of this section is 
unnecessary to properly evaluate the proposed Historic Preservation Permit: 

The lead-in provision for this section provides that, at least for Director- 
level HPP9s, the Director can waive application requirements that 
needed to evaluate the application. However, to better address this 
concern, the lead-in paragraph should be modified to read: 

a. A Historic Preservation Permit application for a Designated Historic Resource shall be 
made on forms provided by the Director and shall include, for both types of Historic 
Preservation Permits (Director-level and HPAB-level), the items listed below. fsr . . p i h e  Director may waive any of the beiow 
requirements when helshe determines the information required by a part of this section is 
unnecessary to properly evaluate the proposed Historic Preservation Pernlit: 

Modify Section 2.9.90.02.a.9 as shown in shading: 

9. A site plan, drawn to scale, showing the location of structures, driveways, tmHmdx8gee' 
-te; setback dimensions, and the general iocation of structures on adjacent 
iots; 

This change is not recommended, as landscaping and impacts to 
landscaping should be considered during evaluation of an HPP. 
Landscaping provides context needs to be considered during the design 
phase of the project. There may also be a need for a preservation plan. 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify Section 2.9.90.02.a as shown below. 

a A Historic Preservation Permit application for a Designated Historic Resource shall be 
made on forms provided by the Director and shall include, for both types of Historic 
Preservation Permits (Director-level and HPAB-level), the items listed below. fw . . 
-Be Director may waive any of the below - 
requirements when helshe determines the information required by a part of this section is 
unnecessary to properly evaluate the proposed Historic Preservation Permit: 

Rationale is as shown here and the fact that existing Code provisions for 
other land use applications allow for the Director to waive requirements 
also, when the Director believes that they are not needed to evaluate an 
application. 

No - Do not do proposed change to section 2.9.90.02.a.9. 

Rationale is as shown here. 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Discussion deferred until May 22 and staff to bring back more specific 
language changes for: 

the definition for Economically Feasible Rehabilitation; and 
Section 2.9.90.09.b - Undue Hardship Provisions 

The Changes are to incorporate the ideas listed On page of the 
providing that when estimates are referred to, they are coupled with a 
requirement that the estimates are conducted by a licensed contractor- 

TOPIC(S) 

(Councilor Griffith's Testimony) The definition need for Economically Feasible 
Rehabilitation needs to be clarified, replaced, or deleted entirely. We heard a lot of . 
testimony about the difticulty in interpreting this definition and unless we can come up 
with something that is very clear and objective related to the clause 75% o f  the 
structure's replacement value at a similar quality o f  construction" we should simply 

delete it. I ask that staff present some real examples to help us understand this. 

(Other Testimony) Concern regarding the ability to generate consistent and fair numbers 
required in Undue Hardship Appeals provisions of Section 2.9.90.09,b; the Chapter 
definition for Economically Feasible Rehabilitation; and the use of the t e n  Economically 
Feasible Rehabilitation in Section 2.9.1 10.03.c.l. Request elimination of the definition 

and uses of the term and use of only the Undue Hardship Appeals provisions. 

2.9.90.09.b - Undue Hardship Appeals - The -hearing authority for an appeal 
may consider claims of economic or undue hardship in cases where an applicant was either 
denied a Historic Preservation Permit or granted a Historic Preservation Permit with conditions of 
approval that the applicant believes to be an economic or undue hardship. The applicant must 
provide adequate documentation andlor testimony at the appeal hearing to justify such claims. In 
addition to the information the applicant believes is necessary to make hislher case to the appeal . . 
-hearing authority. the foliowing types of information, as applicable. shall be 
submitted in order for the appeal -hearing authority to consider a hardship appeal: 
1. Estimate of the cost of the activity(ies) proposed under the denied or conditionally- 

approved Historic Preservation Permit, and an estimate of any additional costs which 
would be incurred to comply with the modified activity(ies) recommended by the decision- 
maker. 

2. Estimates of the value of the property in its current state, with the denied or conditionaliy- 
approved Historic Preservation Permit, and with the modified activity(ies) proposed by the 
decision-maker. 

3. information regarding the soundness of the affected structure(s). and the feasibility for 
rehabilitation which would preserve the historic character and qualities of the Designated 
Historic Resource. 

4. Any information concerning the mortgage or other financial obligations on the property 
which are affected by the denial or approval, as conditioned, of the proposed Historic 
Preservation Permit. 

(CONT'D ON NEXT PAGE) 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
pgs. 67, 68, & 82; 

Exhibit Vll -Pg. 5; & 
Testimony #5 & 
Testimony #8 (pg. 

8-A) in 5/2/06 

Memo; & Councilor 

Griffith's Testimony 

( ~ g .  2)  

(CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.90.09.b; 
2.9.440.03.~.l; & 1-13 
- Definition for 
Economically 
Feasible 
Rehabilitation 

(CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE) 



Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 67, 68, & 82; 
and 
Exhibit VII -Pg. 5 

PAGE(S) 

(CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE) 

& 

(CONT'D ON NEXT 1 PAGE) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.90.09.b; 
2.9.110.03.c.l; & 1.6 
- Definition for i 
Economically 
Feasible 
Rehabilitation 

(CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE) 

8 

(CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE) 

- - - -- - 

(CONT'D FROM F'REVIOUS PAGE) 

5. The appraised value of the property. 
6. Any past listing of the property for sate or lease, the price asked, and any offers received 

on that property. 
7. Information relating to any nonfinanclal hardship resulting from the denial or approval, as 

conditioned, of the proposed Historic Preservation Permit. 

if the -hearing authority determines that the denial or approval, as conditioned, of 
the Historic Preservation Permit would pose an undue hardship on the applicant, then a Historic 
Preservation Permit noting the hardship relief shall be issued, and the property owner may 
conduct the activity(ies) outlined in the Historic Preservation Permit as modified by the appeal 
W m r m k w h e a r i n g  authority. 

1 IDefinition) Economicallv Feasible Rehabilitation - Relative to desiqnated historic resources. 

I rehabll~latlon IS econom~callv feas~ble where tne cost requlreo lo brlno the structure uo to mlnlmum -- 
bu~ldlna code standarus w,i~Ie maln!alnlno NS H~slor~c lnleorltv does not exceed 75 percent of the I structure's reolacement value at a similar quaiitv of construction. 

2.9.1 10.03.c.l If the Demolition involves a Designated Historic Resource other than the 
structures outlined in "b." above, the Demolition may be allowed provided: 
1. The physical condition of the Designated Historic Resource is 

deteriorated beyond Econornicaliy Feasible Rehabilitation and either: ....... 

I ICONT'D ON NEXT PAGE\ 

MAY 8.2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 
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Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 67, 68, & 82; 
and 
Exhibit VII -Pg. 5 

(CONT'D FROM 

PREVIOUS PAGE) 

SECTION I NUMBER(S) 

2.9.110.03.c.1; & 1.6 
- Definition f o r  
Economically 
Feasible 
Rehabilitation 

I (CONT'D FROM 

(CONT'D FROM PREVIOUS PAGE) 
The use of numbers in these provisions will always relate to a discretionary 
hearing situation. Whether relying solely on the Undue Hardship Appeals 
provisions and deleting the rest of the provisions above (as suggested by 

! 
testimony). or keeping the provisions above, it is possible to better define 

i calculation methods to help resolve some concerns. It should be noted that the 

i criteria noted for a Demolition (Section 2.9.1 10.03.c.I) and the Chapter 1.6 

! definition for the term "Economically Feasible Rehabilitation" which is used in 
I (Section 2.9.'110.03.c.l), is really a matter with a specific intent related to a 

Demolition, while the Undue Hardship Appeal may apply to any Historic 
Preservation Permit. Additionally, the Undue Hardship Appeal of a Demolition 
decision (which is primarily an HPAB-Level decision), is heard by Council. 

Staff consulted the Benton County Assessor's Office and the Cowallis Building 
Official and offers three pieces of information below. This information could be 
incorporated into any or ail of the provisions above. Staff will look to the Council 
for direction on this matter. 

1) With respect to estimates for "Replacement Value," the Assessor's Office 
actually develops these figures regularly and uses a cost replacement 
book to do so; 

2) With respect to estimates for the cost of bringing a structure up to 
Building Code standards, the Building Official suggests requiring three 
estimates; and 

3) Also with respect to estimates for the cost of bringing a structure up to 
Building Code standards. it would be a good idea to clarify that the 
estimates are limited to the costs associated with improving a structure to 
meet minimum Building Code standards -without regard to costs 
associated with other desired improvements. This clarification would 
ensure that there is a direct relationship between the two costs being 
compared (replacement cost and cost of bring a structure up to Building 
Code standards). 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

No - Do not modify Section 2.9.100.01.a as proposed. 

Rationale as shown here, only reverse the words "to and only" in the 
to read, 'I/t,doesnT apply buildings because featores 

have facades, design orstyle, material, etc." 

Yes - 
= Delete Section 2.9.100.03.d as shown here; 

Re-letter Section 2.9.100.03 accordingly; and 
Modify Section 2.9.100.04.a.2 as shown here. 

Rationale in City Council staff report. 

Yes - Modify Section 2.9.100.03.e as shown here. 

~ ~ t i ~ ~ ~ l ~  in ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i l  staff 

TOPIC(S) 

Modify this section so that it doesn't imply that it only pertains to buildings. 

... An activity is considered an Alteration or New Construction involving a Designated Historic 
Resource when: the activity is not an exempt activity, a Demolition, or a Moving. as defined in 
Sections 2.9.70, 2.9.1 10, and 2.9.120, respectively; and the activity meets at least one of the 
descriptions in "a" through "d," below. 
a. The activity alters the exterior appearance of a Designated Historic Resource. Exterior 

appearance includes a resource's facade, texture, design or style, material, andlor 
fixtures; ... 

It doesn't apply to only buildings because other features have facades, 
design or style, material, etc. 

(CC Staff Report) Delete Section 2.9.100.03.d & modify Section 2.9.100.04.a.2 
as shown in italics and shading: 

..04.a.2 - Signs that are not exempt per Section 2.9.70.d, we- . , .   provided they meet 
the applicable sign allocation standards outlined in Chapter 4.7 - Corvailis Sign 
Regulations. 
Suggested by staff on pgs. 31 & 32 of CC Staff Report. Removes 
Director-Level item that is not clear & objective & provision not needed 
because of Section 2.9.70.d. 

(CC Staff Report) Modify as shown in italics and shading: 
fg Replacement. Using Dissimilar Materials or a Different Design or Style for Select 

and Limited Site Features - Replacement, using dissimilar materials andlor a different 
design or style, of existing driveways (including paving of these existing areas): existing 
paths and sidewalks; existing bicycle parking areas; andlor existing vehicular parking 
areas that involve 800 sa. A. or less -(including paving of these 
existing areas), provided the extent of such features is not increased in size. 
Suggested by staff on pg. 32 of CC Staff Report & makes provision more 
clear and objective. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg.69; & Testimony 
#5 of 5/2/06 Memo 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 71 & 74 

Exhibit i (yellow) - 
Pg. 71 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.100.01.a (Def'n 
of Alt'n or New 
Const'n) 

2.9.100.03.d 
(in Director-Level 
Alt. & New Const'n. 
List) 8 
2.9.100.04.a.2 (in 
HPAB-Level Alt. & 
New Const'n. List) 

2.9.100.03.+g (in 
Director-Level Alt. 
& New Const'n. 
List) 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - 
Retain definition of In-kind Repair and Replacement as proposed in 
Exhibit I of Council staff report; 
Retain Section 2.9.70.t as proposed in Exhibit I of Council staff 
report; and 
Modify Section 2.9.100.03.m as follows: 

. Repair or  Replacement of Windows (or Doors Containing Glass) with Energy 
Efficient (Double-pane) Materials - Except for situations involving decorative art glass, 
windows (or doors containing glass) may be repaired or replaced using energy efficient 
(double-pane) glazing, provided the replacements? 

---%--4otherwise - match the replaced items in materials, design or style, color, 
dimensions. number of divided lights, and shape. 

Rationale as shown here, as testimony indicated during public hearing, and 
to encourage energy ew,ciency by the use of energy-efficient windows. 

TOPIC(S) 

(Councilor Griffiths) In definition for In-kind Repair and Replacement, keep first 
and last sentences & delete the middle one. Then delete Section 2.9.70.t 
entirely and modify Section 2.9.100.03.m as shown in the first bullet below 
(where subsection "1" is deleted). We heard extensive testimony regarding this 
issue and those who spoke said that you cannot tell the difference, especially 
from the street. Also, this is in keeping with the City's goal of energy efficiency 
and sustainability. (Note: With her proposed change to the definition for In-kind 
Repair and Replacement, Section 2.9.100.03.m would just need to be deleted.) 

(Other Testimony) Concern about past promises and ability to address energy 
efficiency with window replacements. Request additional changes to allow 
energy efficient windows as Exempt or Director-Level. 
s& Repair or  Replacement o f  Windows (or Doors Containing Glass) with Energy 

Efficient (Double-Paned) Materials on Nonhistoric/Noncontnfnbuting Resources in a 
National Register o f  Historic Places Historic District - Repair or replacement o f  
windows (or doors containing glass) on Nonhistoric/Noncontributing resources in a 
National Register of Historic Places Historic District. 

nm. Repair or  Replacement o f  Windows (or Doors Containing Glass) with Energy 
Efficient (Double-pane) Materials - Except for situations involving decorative art glass, 
windows (or doors containing giass) may be repaired or replaced using energy efficient 
(double-pane) glazing. provided the replacements: 
1. Are being placed on Nonhistorlc additions orwhere not visible from ikepublic or 

private street rights-of-way (except for alleys, from which they may be visible); 

&Or 
2. Otherwise match the replaced items in materials, design orstyle, color, 

dimensions, number of divided lights, and shape. 

H A better way to accomplish would be to do the following: 
flz. Repair or Replacement of Windows (or Doors Containing Glass) with Energy 

Efficient (Double-pane) Materials - Except for situations involving decorative art glass. 
windows (or doors containing glass) may be repaired or replaced using energy efficient 
(doubie-pane) glazing, provided the replacementst 

-im--- 
. . . .  

' 'Mehfw#q&kw --- . . 
& 

2. --8othenvise match the replaced items in materials, design orstyle, color, 
dkensions, number of divided lights, and shape. 

(CONT'D ON NEXr PAGE) 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 17 & 73; 
Exhibit V - Pgs. 190 
& 191; and 
Exhibit V11 -Pgs. 2, 
10, & 11; 
Testimony #3 in 
4/24/06 Memo; & 
Testimony #6 (Is' 
pg. & pg. 64); 
Testimony #8 (pg. 
8-A 8 B); 8 
Testimony # I  1 
(pgs. I l-F thru 1) & 
Testimony # I  5 in 
5/2/06 Memo & 
Councilor Griffith's 
Testimony (pgs. 2 
& 3) 

(CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.70.t (in 
Exemptions List); 
2.9.100.03.ng (in 
Director-Level Alt. 
& New Const'n. 
List); b1.6 - 
Definition for In- 
Kind Repair & 
Replacement 

(CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE) 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 17 & 
Testimony #8 (pg. 
8-5) of 5/2/06 
Memo & Councilor 
Griffith's Testimony 
(P~s.  2 & 3) 

(CONT'D FROM 
PREVlOUS PAGE) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.70.t (in 
Exemptions List); 
2.9.100.03.ng (in 
Director-Level Alt. 
& New Const'n. 
List); 81.6 - 
Definition for In- 
Kind Repair & 
Replacement 

(CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE) 

TOPIC(S) 

(CONT'D FROM PREVIOUS PAGE) . - Alternatively, the course Councilor Griffiths recommends could be 
followed, the concepts of which are shown in the staff-proposed Chapter 
1.6 definition for In-kind Repair and Replacement (Exhibit V - pg. 191). 
This approach would involve deletion of Sections 2.9.70.t & 2.9.100.03.m 
altogether, thereby making the use of energy efficient materials exempt 
per 2.9.70.b (Exhibit I - pg.55). The current definition (Exhibit I - pg.17) 
would be modified as shown in italics & shading below or by following 
Councilor Griffith's suggestion of keeping the first and last sentences & 
deleting the middle one. (Note: if the Council does not find these 
suggestions acceptable, there are more alternatives on pages I I-H and 
11-1 of Testimony # I  I in the 5/2/06 Memo.) 

Version of Definition from (Exhibit V - pg. 191): 

In-kind Repair or Replacement - Repair or reolacement of existinq materials or features that 
match the old in desisn, color. texture. materials, dimensions, shape, and other visual qualities. 
This includes reolacement OF roofina. doors. windows, sidinq, and other structural elements. 
provided the reolacements match the old in the manners described herein. 

. . , ' P When determinino match materials and desian for windows. 
and doors that contain slass. materials may be modern. enemv efiicienf. slass materials. provided 
the outwardly visual desiqn matches fhe old: 

(CONT'D ON NEXT PAGE) 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 17 8 
Testimony #8 (pg. 
8-B) of 5/2/06 
Memo 

(CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.70.t (in 
Exemptions List); 
2.9.100.03.~ (in 
Director-Level Alt. 
& New Const'n. 
List); &1.6 - 
Definition for In- 
Kind Repair & 
Replacement 

(CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE) 

TOPIC(S) 

(CONT'D FROM PREVIOUS PAGE) 

Additional Version of Definition to consider (further refined by staff): 

In-kind Repair or Repiacement - Repair or replacement of existinq materials or features that 
match the old in desian, color. texture, materials. dimensions, shape. and other visual qualities. 
This includes replacement of roofinq, doors. windows. sidina, and other structural elements. 

p~ 
of windows (or fdoors containino alass) that substitute enerqv efficient materials (includino double- 
pane glass for sinale-pane qlass), is considered to be In-kind Reoair or Replacement.- 

Staff believes the Director-Level approach may be more appropriate to 
ensure the replacement truly matches the original in design, color, texture. 
materials, dimensions, shape, and other visual qualities. 

(Additional Testimony) Also request that other examples of In-kind Repair and 
Replacement be included in the definition in Chapter 1.6 (e.g. composition 
roofing replaced by composition roofing (whether visible or not), rotten wood 
siding replaced by new wood siding. crumbled cement driveways with new 
cement driveways, & old wood doors and windows with new wood doors and 
windows. 

These types of things are more obviously allowed. By specifying too 
precisely it may imply that other forms of In-kind Repair and Replacement 
are not allowed. 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 75; Councilor 
Griffith's Testimony 
(pg. 3); & Exhibit II - 
pgs. 86 & 90 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 73-80; 
& Testimony #6 
(pg. 6-6) in 5/2/06 
Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.100.04.a.10 
(HPAB-Level Alt'n or 
New Const'n) 

2.9.100.04 (HPAB- 
Level Alt'n or New 
Const'n) 

TOPIC(S) 

(Councilor Griftlths) Move Section 2.9.100.04.a.10 back to the list of Director- 
Level items for Alteration or New Construction (delete Section 2.9.100.04.a.10 
and move it to Section 2.9.100.03), since it is a Building Code requirement and 
not a historic preservation one. 

10. Exterior Steps andlor Stairwavs - Changes in step or stairway design or style that may be 
required to meet present-day Building Code requirements, including handrail or guardrail 
installation. When authorized by the Building Official, Some flexibility from conformance 
with some Building Code requirements relative to this design, including the question of 
whether or not handrail or guardrail installation is required, may be granted as outlined in 
Section 2.9.90.06.a. The design or style shall be architecturally compatible with the 
Designated Historic Resource (based on documentation provided by the applicant). 

Staff recommended this change of the HPAB draft to the Planning 
Commission. The Commission ,.hose to uphold the H ~ A B  position of 
keeping this item as an HPAB level of review. Staff agrees with Councilor 
Griffith's proposal. If there is still concern with moving the provision as 
currently worded, an alternative would be to slightly revise the provision to 
limit the improvements to a height of one story perhaps, as a middle 
ground. 

Concern that Chapter 2.9 does not contain the criterion of "historic character of 
the district." Requests that the phrase "preserve the historic character of historic 
districts" be substituted for the phrase "preserve the structure" throughout all of 
Section 2.9.100.04. (See also comments in  next row of this table) 

A word search of this section did not reveal the phrase "preserve the 
structure." For further comments on this issue, -see next row of this table. 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - 
- Delete Section 2.9.100.04.a.10; 

Re-letter Section 2.9.100.04.a accordingly; 
* Create a new item i n  Section 2.9.100.03 that is worded as follows: 

Sinqle (First) Story Exterior Steps and/or Stairways - Chanqes ill step or stairway design or stvle 
that may be required to meet present-day Building Code requirements, i,lc/udjng handrail or 

gua,drai/ instailation. pmvidedsuch changes are conducted within the height of the first story of a 
Desiqnated Historic Resource. When authorized bv tile Buildino Official, some flexibilih, from 
conformance with some Buildino Code reouirements relative to tllis desion, includino the ouestlon 
of whether or not handrail or oua~drail instaNation is reouired. mav be oranfed as outlined in 
Section 2.9.90.06.a. m e  design or stvle shall be architecturallv compatible with the Desiqnated 

H A  

Rationale is as shown i n  the Planning Commission staff report and further 
S ~ P P O * ~ ~  by the fact that these are required Building Code standards that 
are limited to the first story o f  Designated Historic Resources. 

No - No change needed. 

Rationale is that no problem of this sort found. 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 76 & 77; 
& Testimony #4 (Is1 
pg.) & Testimony 
#6 (pgs. 6-A & 5) & 
Testimony #I 3 in 
5/2/06 Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.100.04.b 
(Review criteria for 
HPAB-Level Alt'n or 
New Const'n) 

TOPIC(S) 

Concern that Chapter 2.9 contains no specific criteria that relate to  Historic 
Districts. Criteria all relate to  structures and not  "historic character." Suggest 
insertion of "resembles the existing historic character of Historic District" or "does 
n o t  diminish, o r  negatively impact the existing visual character o f  the Historic 
District." Also, concern that this section (including items 3(a) through (n) & 4 (not 
shown below) does not fully incorporate all o f  the Secretary of Interior 
Standards discussed o n  pgs. 233-235 o f  Exhibit V. 

Review Criteria 
1. General -The Alteration or New Construction Historic Presewation Permit request shall 

be evaluated agalnst the revlew critena listed below. These crlteria are intended to 
ensure that the design or style of the Alteration or New Construction ts compatible with 
that of the existtng Designated Historic Resource, if in existence, and proposed in part to 
remain, and with any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. If 
applicable. Such activities shall ensure that a Designated Historic Resource remains 
compatible with other existing surrounding Designated Histonc Resources and other 
examples of the resource's architectural design or style. Consideration shall be given to: 
a) Hlstonc Significance andlor classification; 
b) Historic Integrity; 
c) Age, 
d) Architectural design or style; 
e) Condition of the subject Des~gnated Historic Resource; 
f) Whether or not the Designated Historic Resource is a prime example or one of 

the few remaining examples of a once common architectural design; or style, or 
type of construction, and 

g) Whether or not the Designated Historic Resource is of a rare or unusual 
architectural design; or style, or type of construction. 

2. In general, the proposed Alteration or New Construction shall either: 
a) Cause the Designated Historlc Resource to more closely approximate the original 

histor~c design or style, appearance, or material composttion of the resource 
pertaining to the applicable Period o f ~ n ~ f i c a n c e :  or 

b) Be compatible with the historic characteristics of the Des~gnated Historlc 
Resource andlor District, as appl~cable, based on a consideration of the historic 
des~gn or style , appearance, or matenal composition of the resource. 

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Defer to May 22 deliberations. The Council believed the provisions to be 
adequate as shown in Exhibit I of the Council staff report. However, staff 
will draft some edits more expressly outlining that Designated Historic 
Resources in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District may be 
evaluated against other Designated Historic Resources in that District. The 
Council will consider the edits to see if they are preferable to the existing 
text. 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 
TOPIC(S) 

CON'TD FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

3. Compatibility Criteria for Structures and Site Elements - Compatibility 
considerations shall include the items listed in "a - n," below, as 
applicable, and as pertaining to fhe applicable Period of Significance. 
Alteration or New Construction shall complement the architectural design 
or style of the primary resource, if in existence and proposed in part to 
remain; and any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic 
Resources. 

Sections above are introductory provisions to the HPAB-Level review 
criteria and were intended (especially the shaded areas) to address this 
concern. However, if Council would like additional text added to further 
emphasize other resources in a Historic District, staff can try and develop 
some text for Council's consideration. 

If Council believes that section 2.9.100.04.b. in total, does fully implement 
the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, then those criteria 
could be augmented as Council deems appropriate. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 76 & 77; 
&Testimony #4 (Ist 
pg.) & Testimony 
#6 (pgs. 6-A & B) & 
Testimony #I3 in 
5/2/06 Memo 

CONTINUED 
FROM PREVIOUS 
PAGE 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.100.04.b 
(Review criteria for 
HPAB-Level Alt'n or 
New Const'n) 

CONTINUED FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify Section 2.9.100.04.b.3(~) as follows: 

Architectural - and offexisting character-defining elements of a 
structure (e.g.. -molding or trim, brackets, columns, cladding, ornamentation. 
and other finishing details) and their design orstyle, materials, and dimensions, shall be 
considered bv the aro~ertvowner orior to replacement.- 

Replacements for ffetwkmk! exisfingarchitectural elements 
or proposed new architectural elements shall be consistent with the resource's design or 
style. If any previously existing architectural elements are restored, such features shall be 
consistent with the documented building design or style. Conjectural architectural details 
shall not be applied. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 77; 
& Testimony #6 
( ~ g .  6-A) & 
Testimony #I 1 
(pgs. 11-D, E, & G) 
in 5/2/06 Memo 

CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.100.04.b.3(~) 
(Review criteria for 
for HPAB-Level Alt'n 
or New Const'n) 

CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE 

TOPIC(S) 

Request either deleting the term "fenestration" or deleting the phrase "shall be 
retained orrepaired, unless deteriorated beyond repair." Concern that this term 
and this phrase could be interpreted as not allowing energy efficient window 
replacement. Additional suggestion to substitute the phrase "shall be retained or 
repaired, unless the Director finds that they are deteriorated beyond repaii' for 
the phrase "shall be retained or repaired, unless deteriorated beyond repair." 
c) Architectural Details - Existing character-defining elements of a structure (e.g.. 

kmsfmtieff; molding or trim, brackets, columns, cladding, ornamentation, and other 
finishing details) and their design orstyle, materials, and dimensions, shall be retained or 
repaired, unless deteriorated beyond repair. Replacements for deteriorated architectural 
elements or proposed new architectural elements shall be consistent with the resource's 
design or style. If any previously existing architectural elements are restored, such 
features shall be consistent with the documented building design or style. Conjectural 
architectural details shall not be applied. 

II Valid points. since fenestration refers to window treatments on a building 
or facade. At a minimum, the term "fenestration" should be deleted if the 
previous direction on window replacement is taken. Additionally, the 
phrase ''shall be retained or repaired, unless deteriorated beyond repair" 
could also be construed as too restrictive for other items listed in this 
provision. If the Council's goal is to have "retention and repair" be 
considered prior to "replacement," then it is recommended that the 
provision be modified as follows: 

C) Architectural Details - Retention and repair offexisting character-defining elements of a 
structure (e.g., feffestFsiieff; molding or trim, brackets, columns, cladding. omamentation, 
and other finishing details) and their design or style, materials, and dimensions, shall be 
considered bv the aropertv owner prior to r e o l a c e m e n t . ~  

Replacements for  architectural elements 
or proposed new architectural elements shall be consistent with the resource's design or 
style. if any previously existing architectural elements are restored, such features shall be 
consistent with the documented building design or style. Conjectural architectural details 
shall not be applied. 

CONT'D ON NEXT PAGE 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 77; 
& Testimony #6 

( ~ g .  6-A) 
Testimony # I  1 
(pgs. 11-D, E, & G) 
in 5/2/06 Memo 
CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 78; 
& Testimony #5 in 
5/2/06 Memo 

TOPIC(S) 

CONT'D FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

II These changes would be consistent with the last sentence that is currently 
used in the definition for In-kind Repair and Replacement. That last 
sentence reads, 'Xdditionallv. while the reoair or reolacernent of 
deteriorated materials In-kind is allowed. if is recommended that reoair be 
considered bv the omoertv owner orior to realacement. " 

Suggest resolving a conflict within this provision by deleting the last sentence. 
d) Scale and Proportion -The size and proportions of the Alteration or New Construction 

shall be compatible with existing structures on the site, if in existence and proposed in part 
to remain, and with any surrounding comparable structures. New additions or new 
construction shall be smaller than the impacted Designated Historic Resource, if in 
existence and proposed in part lo remain. P 

. ,  . . . . 
e . 3 - V  , 1 

. .  , f 3 e S i g - M  . . . . 
--p 

II This suggestion is too restrictive and the conflict can be addressed by 
simply adding the word "generally" in the second sentence as follows: 

d) Scale and Prop-- The size and proportions of the Alteration or New Construction 
shall be compatible with existing structures on the site, if in existence and proposed in part 
to remain, and with any surrounding comparable structures. New additions or new 
construction shall oeneraNv be smaller than the impacted Designated Historic Resource, if 
in existence and proposed in part to remain. In rare instances where an addition or new 
construction is proposed to be larger than the original Deslgnaied Historic Resource. it 
shall be designed such that no single element is visually larger than the original 
Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to remain, or any 
existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. 

SECTION 
NUMBER@) 

2.9.100.04.b.3(c) 
(Review criteria for 
for HPAB-Level Alt'n 
or New Const'n) 

CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE 

2.9.100.04.b.3(d) 
(Review criteria for 
HPAB-Level Alt'n or 
New Const'n) 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify Section 2.9.100.04.b.3(d) as follows: 

d) Scale and Prooortion - m e  size and proportions of the Alteration or New construction 
shall be compatible with existing structures on the site, if in existence and proposed in part 
to remain, and with any surrounding comparable structures. New additions or new 
construction shail generallv be smaller than the impacted Designated Historic Resource, if 
in existence and proposed in part to remain. In rare instances where an addition or new 
construction is proposed to be larger than the original Designated Historic Resource, it 
shall be designed such that no single element is visually larger than the original 
Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to remain, or any 
existing surrounding Comparable Designated Historic Resources. 

Rationale is as shown here. 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify Section 2.9.100.04.b,3(e) as follows: 

~eiqht - TO the extent possible, the height of the Alteration or New Construction shall not exceed 
that of the existing primary Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part Lo 
remain, and any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. However. 
second stow additions are allowed. provided thev are consistent with the heiaht standarbs of the 
ithe 
f 

Rationale as shown here. 

TOPIC(S) 

Request modification of this provision as shown in shading: 

e) W- To the extent possible. the height of the Alteration or New Construction shall not 
exceed that of the existing primary Designated Historic Resource structure, if in existence 
and proposed in part to remain. . . and any existing surrounding compatible structures. 

in a of Historic 
Places Historic Disirict. sinale-stow houses can be converted into stow-and-a-half or two- 
stow houses of the same stvie bv raisino the roof. iftlie alteration is comoatible with the 
heiqht of neiqhborina Historic structures. 

P It is not recommended that the terms "structures" be used in this provision 
as a substitute for Designated Historic Resource. The term Designated 
Historic Resource is defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions and specifically 
applies to historic resources. Regarding the larger issue, if Council would 
like the opportunity for property owners to construct second story 
additions, a better way to modify this provision would be as noted below in 
shading below. 

e) Heiqht - To the extent possible, the height of the Alteration or New Construction shall not 
exceed that of the existing primary Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and 
proposed in part to remain. and any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic 
Resources. However. second slow additions are allowed. provided thev are consistent 
with the heiaht standards of the underlvina District Desianation and other Code Chapters. 
and provided thev are consistent with the otliei review criteria contained herein. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 78; 
& Testimony #I 1 
(pg. 11-C) in 5/2/06 
Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.100.04.b.3(e) 
(Review criteria for 
for HPAB-Level Alt'n 
or New Const'n) 



Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 79; 
& Testimony #I 1 
(pg. I I-C) in 5/2/06 
Memo 

2.9.100.04.b.3(i) 
(Review criteria for 
for HPAB-Level Alt'n 
or New Const'n) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

Request modification of this provision as shown in shading: 

i) Site Development - To the extent practicable, given other applicable development 
standards, such as standards in this Code for building coverage, setbacks, landscaping, 
sidewalk and street tree locations, the Alteration or New Construction shall maintain 
existing site development patterns. if in existence and proposed in part to remain. In a 

TOPIC(S) 

- 
Zaiionai - Reqister o f  Historic Places Historic District. HPAB review for site d e v e l o o r z  
tvitl constder com~alrbillfvwltll the District but review wtll be limlled to site development 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

wllrch IS: (11 not revers~ble: and (2) not screened from ~ub l i c  rfohts-of-wav or private 
stleeis rfqlits-of-way (except from allevs from wliich i t  mav be vfsiblel 

This change is not recommended because many site development 
activities for all Designated Historic Resources are already exempt from 
Historic Presewation Permit requirements via Section 2.9.70. The items 
subject to this criteria 2.9.100.04.b.3(i) are items that qualify as HPAB- 

I Level Alteration or New Construction activities and are, thus, larger 
improvements which should at least attempt to maintain existing site I 

No - Do not change Section 2.9.100.04.b.3(i) as proposed. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text AmendmenWLDTOS Cases\Chapter 2.9 Update\City Coundl 
Review\Order of Discussion Items wllh columns for comments.wpd 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 79: 
& Testimony # I  1 
(pg. I I-C & D) in 
5/2/06 Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.100.04.b.3(j) 
(Review criteria for 
for HpAB-Level AlVn 
or New Const'n) 

TOPIC(S) 

Request modification of this provision as shown in shading: 

j) Accessorv DeveloomenUStructures - Accessory development as defined in Chapter4.3 - 
Accessory Development Regulations and items such as exterior lighting, walls, fences, 
awnings, and landscaping that are associated with an Alteration or New Construction 
Historic Preservation Permit application, shall be visually compatible with the architectural 
design or style of the existing Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed 
in part to remain, and any comparable Designated Historic Resources within the District, 
as applicable. In a National Register of Historic Places Historic District HPAB 
compatibilitv review will be limited to Accessorv Develo~ment (1) not reversible and (2) not 
screened from public rights-of-way or private streets rights-of-way (except f,nm aNevs 
from which i t  may be visible). 

This change is not recommended because smaller levels of Accessory . 
DevelopmenffStmctures on Designated Historic Resource sites are 
already either exempt from Historic Preservation Permit requirements via 
Section 2.9.70 or only subject to a Director-Level HPP (via Section 
2.9.100.03). The items subject to this criteria 2.9.100.04.b.3(j) are items 
that qualify as HPAB-Level Accessory DevelopmentlStmcture activities 
and are, thus, larger improvements which should at least attempt to 
maintain compatibility with the existing resource and any comparable 
Designated Historic Resources within the District, as applicable. 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

No - Do not change Section 2.9.100.04.b.3(j) as proposed. 

Rationale is as shown here. 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify Section 2.9.100.04.b.3(k) as follows: 

Garaqes -Garages. including doors, shall be compatible with the Designated Historic Resource3 
primary structure (if in existence and proposed in part to remain) based on factors that 

include design orstyle, roof pitch and shape, architectural details, location and orientation, and 

building materials. In a National Reqister of Historic piaces Historic District. the desjon orstvle of 

Alteration or New Construction invo/vinq an existinq or new qaraqe, visible from public riqhfs-of- 

~ n ; s f o r ~ ~  
District's Period of Siqnikancel. 

Rationale is that garages in a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District should be compatible with other garages in that Historic District 
(those garages that were constructed during the Historic District's Period of 
significance). 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 79; 
& Testimony #I 1 
(pg. 11-D) in 5/2/06 
Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.100.04.b.3(k) 
(Review criteria for 
for HPAB-Level Alt'n 
or New Const'n) 

TOPIC(S) 

Request modification of this provision as shown in shading: 

k) Garaqes - Garages, including doors, shall be compatible with the Designated Historic 
Resourc&&& primary structure (if in existence and proposed in part to remain) based 
on factors that include design orstyle, roof pitch and shape, architectural details, location 
and orientation, and building materials. In a National Reaisterof Historic Places Historic 
District, the desion of alferafion to existiflo qaraoes and new aaraae COnShCti~n. visible 
from public riohts-of-wav or p~ivate streets riahfs-of-wav (except from allevs from which it 
mav be visible), should also be compatible with the sWle of other aaraues in the district or 
other period qaraoes in Corvallis. 

Good Suggestion. Suggest some modifications to use consistent 
ternlinology. These modifications for the new sentence are as shown in 
shading: 
In a National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District, the desian orstvle of A-alteration 
or New Construction invoivinq *an existinq or new qaraqes, jt je'fewwme 
euf&&h; visible from oublic riohts-of-wav or arivate streets riqhts-of-way (except 
fwfftfor alievs from which it mav be visible).  shall^ also be comoatible with the style 
ordesian of other qaraqes in the ap~licable Historic Ddistrict that were conshcted durino 
that Historic District's Period of Sianificance. 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 26-30; 82-85; 

88; 
Exhibit VII -Pgs. 10 
& 11 ; Testimony 
# I  in 4/24/06 
Memo; & 
Testimony #7 (pg. 
7-8) & Testimony 
#I 1 (is' pg.) of 
5/2/06 Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.100.04.b; 
2.9.110.03; & 
2.9.120.03 

TOPIC(S) 

Concern that the review criteria for HPAB-Level HPP's are not clear and 
objective enough 6 that second story additions won't be allowed. 

Sections 2.9.1 00,04.b, 2,9.1 1 0.03, & 2,9,120.03 contain the review criteria 
for HPAB-Level decisions for Alteration or New Construction; Demolition; 
and Moving activities, respectively. These decisions are discretionary and 
discretionary decisions include criteria that is not clear and objective 
because of the many variables associated with projects at the 

discretionary level. However, the review criteria in these sections are 

proposed to provide the HPAB with more specific direction than the 
current Code, with provisions that implement the Secretary of Interior 
Standards, and with a frameworlc to work within when considering HPP 
applications. A possible approach to further clarify the fact that changes 
are expected over time, could be the insertion of a statement at the 
beginning of Section 2.9.100.04 (the HPAB-Level Alteration or New 
Const~ction Section). One possible statement to consider for insertion 
into the introductory paragraph could be: 

Some exterior Alterations or New Consfruction involvina a 
Desianated Historic Resource mav be needed to assure its 
continued use. Rehabilitation of a Desianated Historic Resource 
inckrdes an oaaortunitv to make aossible an efficient coritemaorar\! 
use tl7rouah such alterations and additions. 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify the introductory paragraph to Section 2.9.100.04 as follows: 

Some exterior Alterations or New Construction involvino a Desiqnated Historic Resource mav be 
needed to assure its continued use. Rehabilitation of a Desionated Historic Resource includes an 
O P P O ~ U ~ ~ ~ V  to make aossible an efficient contemaoraw use throuoh such alterations and additions. 
A Historic Preservation Permit request for any of the following Alteration or New Construction 
activities shall be approved if the Alteration or New Construction is in compliance with the 
associated definitions and review criteria listed below. Such Alteration or New Construction 
activities are classified as a HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit. 

Rationale is as shown here. 



Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 82; 
& Testimony ##4 
(pgs. 4-8 & C) in 
5/2/06 Memo 

Concern that an HPAB-Level HPP is required for Demolition of a 
NonhistoriclNoncontributing structure in a National Register of Historic Places 
Historic District and that is a problem for OSU. Request that the physical impacts 
of the Demolition, with respect to adjacent Designated Historic Resources, be 
evaluated first (as an exempt item or Director-Level). If there will be no physical 
impact on any adjacent Designated Historic Resource(s), then the Demolition 
should be allowed because it already has been determined to be 
NonhistoriclNoncontributing. 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

b. If the proposed Demolition involves one of the structures identified in "1" - 
"3" below, and is not exempt per Section 2.9.70.i, it may be allowed, 
provided the applicant submits evidence documenting the age of the 
affected structure and documentation that the Demolition will not damage, 
obscure, or negatively impact any Designated Historic Resource on the 
property that is classified as HistoriclContributing or that is called out as 
being Historically Significant, based on any of the sources of information 
listed in Section 2.9.60.c. To be considered under this criterion, the 

I Demolition shall involve only the following: 

TOPIC(S) 

1. A Nonhistoric/Noncontributing structure listed in a National Register 
of Historic Places Historic District; ...... 

E Staff will look to Council for direction on this matter. 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - 
= Modify Section 2.9.70.i as follows: 

1 i. Demolition or Moving of Freestanding Temporary or Small Accessory Structures 
that are Not Classified as Nonhistoric/N~ncontributinq - Den~ol~lion or Illovinq o! 
sl~crures in a National Reqisfer of Hislor~c Places Historic Dislrict thar are classified as I - 

I N~nhist~ric/Noncontnbutin~ are addressed in Section 2.9.7O.w. Demolition or Moving is 
also allowed for freestanding temporary accessory structures and other freestanding - - 
accessory structures less than 200 sq. R. and less than 14 ft. in height provided that: 

1. The proposed Demolition or Moving does not damage, obscure, or negatively 
impact any Locally-designated Historic Resource or any Nationally-designated 
Historic Resource that is classified as Historidcontributing or called out as being 
significant. based on any of the sources of information listed in Section 2.9.60.c; 
and 

2. The affected structure is less than 50 years old (based on evidence submitted by 
the applicant); and 

3. At least one of the following: 

@ 7%- . . . . . . th&Reg-- 

&) - The affected structure is a Nonhistoric structure on an individually 
Designated Historic Resource listed in the Local Register andlor Nationai 
Register of Historic Places; or 

&) The affected structure is a Nonhistoric structure on a Designated Historic 
Resource property listed in a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District, even if the approved Nationai Register of Historic Places 
nomination for the District is silent on the issue. 

* Add Section 2.9.70.w as follows: 

w. Demolition or  Movino of Strtrctures in  a National Reoister o f  HistorK Places Historic - - - -- 
District that are Classified as Nonhistoric/Noncontributin~ - Demolition or Movinq of a 
structure in a National Reoister of liisioric Places Hisloric Dislricl. orovided /he s t r u c m  
classrfled as Nonhisfonc/Noncontrib~~tinq i r l  the relevant Nalional Reoister of H~slonc -- 
Places nomination. 

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 

L \CD\Plann~ng\Development RevievALand Development Code Text Amcnomenb\LDTOS Cases\Chapler 2.9 Updale\City Council 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

Modify Section 2.9.110.03.b as follows: 

b. If the proposed Demolition involves one of the structures identified in "1" - "g9 below, and 

is not exempt per Section 2.9.70.i, it may be allowed, provided the applicant submits 
evidence documenting the age of the affected structure and documentation that the 
Demoiition will not damage. obscure, or negatively impact any Designated Mstoric 
Resource on the property that is classified as HistoriclContributing or that is called out as 
being Historically Significant. based on any of the sources of information listed in Section 
2.9.60.c. To be considered under this criterion, the Demolition shaii involve only the 
Following: 

-1. 

19. - A Nonhistoric structure on an individually Designated Historic Resource 
listed in the Local Register or National Register of Historic Places; or 
A Nonhistoric structure on a Designated Historic Resource property listed - 
in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, even if the 
approved National Register of Historic Places nomination for the District is 
silent on the issue. 

Modify cross-references as needed to accomplish the three 
modifications above. 

Rationale is that by its classification as NonhistoriclNoncontributing, a 
structure has already been determined as nonhistoric and as having no 
contribution to the relevant National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District. Therefore, the Council believes that i t  should not be subject to 
additional historic preservation regulations for Demolition or Moving. 

TOPIC(S) 

CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

PAGE(S) SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

No -Do not change Sections 2.9.110.03.a & c.l(intro), 2.2.40.05.~.2(b), & 
2.9.100.04.b.3(j) as proposed. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

No - Do not do  these proposed changes. 

is that of 2.9 address lhese 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 82 & 41; & 
Testimony #5 of 
5/2/06 Memo 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 83; & 
Testimony #I 1 (pg. 
I I -D) of 5/2/06 
Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.110.03.a & 
c.l(intro) 
(Demolition review 
criteria); & 
2.2.40.05.c.2(b) 
(HPO Overlay 
removal criteria) 

2.9.110.03.c.l(b) 
(Demolition review 
criteria); 

TOPIC(S) 

Concern that there is a loophole created by these provisions in that a property 
owner could allow a Designated Historic Resource to deteriorate, sell the 
resource, and the new property owner could claim that the deterioration was not 
the result of actiori or inaction by them because it occurred prior to their 
purchasing the resource. 

a. The Historic Integrity of the Designated Historic Resource has been substantially reduced 
or diminished due to unavoidable circumstances that were not a result of action or inaction 
by the property owner. "Historic Integrity" is defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. 

c. If the Demolition involves a Designated Historic Resource other than the structures 
outlined in "b," above, the Demolition may be allowed provided: 
1. The physical condition of the Designated Historic Resource is deteriorated 

beyond Economically Feasible Rehabilitation and either: ...... 

The Historic lnteqritv of the resource has been substantiailv reduced or diminished due to - 
unavoidable circumstances that were not a resuit of action or inaction bv the property 
owner: andlor 

W Certainly possible, but seems like it would be an uncommon situation. 

Request modification of this provision as shown in shading: 
b) If within a National Register of Historic Places Historic District. Demolition of tke . . a Historic structure includin those desi nated 

~ r ~ i c , N o n c o n t r i b u t j n o i  iiI not a;erseLY affezt the Historic 
Integrity of the District visible from public riohts-of-wav or private streets riohts-of-way 
[except from allevs from which i t  mav be visible). Generallv. more historic protection will 
be aiven to orimarv stnrctures on the site than to secondary structures such as qaraoes, 
accessory development. or site development . To address this criterion, the applicant 
shall provide an assessment of the Demolition's effects on the character and Historic 
lntegrity of the District and oftlie subject Designated Historic Resource site. as wa/las an 
assessment of the specific Historic Sionificance of the structure. eflsL9t4kiet: "Historic 
Integrity" is defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. subsection e. as "the architectural 
continuitv of the street or neiqliborhood." "Historic Siotiificance"is defined in Chanter 1.6, 
subsections a. throuoli i. 

W Staff will loolc to Council for direction on this matter. 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 16 & 17, 55 & 
56, & 81-85; 
Exhibit VII -Pgs. 10 
& 11 ; & Testimony 
#8 (pg. 8-A) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.110.03.d; & 

Chapter 1.6 - 
Definition for 
Historically 
Significant Tree 

TOPIC(S) 

Concern that more than "landmark" trees will be restricted from being removed. 
Also, can't find definition in Chapter 1.6. 

There is a heirarchy of approaches to trees on Designated Historic 
Resource sites. First, via Section 2.9.70.b.3, the removal of trees that do 
not meet the definition of Historically Significant Trees, are exempt from 
the Historic Preservation Permit process. The definition for Historically 
Significant Tree is located in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. Second, removal 
(Demolition) of a Historically Significant Tree may be considered via 
Section 2.9.1 10.e. which is an HPAB-Level HPP. The review criteria 
which need to be met for such a removal of a Historically Significant Tree 
is located in Section 2.9.1 10.03.d. It appears that this issue has been 
addressed. 

The Definition is listed under "Historically Significant Tree in Chapter 1.6- 
Definitions (on Exhibit I - pgs. 16 & 17). 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

No - Do not do these changes to Sections 2.9.110.03.d & Chapter 1.6 - 
Definition for Historically Significant Tree. 

Rationale is that shown here. 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Deferred until May 22 Deliberations. 

.- 

TOPIC(S) 

(Councilor Griffiths) Suggestion that the following two options be considered for 
the historic preservation quasi-judicial decision-making role: 

1) Expansion of the Land Development Hearings Board only for those 
situations where historic preservation is under review. Could add 3-4 
members to this Board from the list of 12 required types of expertise with 
at least one of them from a designated historic district or living in a 
designated historic house. These members by ordinance could not be 
members of the HPAB; or 

2) Make the Planning Commission the decision-maker with the same model 
as above - i.e. adding 3-4 members with historic preservation expertise to 
this body for historic preservation reviews. 

(Other Testimony) Suggestion that both the historic advocacy and historic quasi- 
judicial decision-maker roles could be satisfied by the following: 

1) HPAB making HPP decisions and helping with Historic Preservation 
Month; and 

2) A local private organization called Preservation WORKS (local, private, 
historic preservation group) satisfying the educational and advocacy 
functions. 

(Other Testimony) Request that HPAB not be made a quasi-judicial decision- 
maker. 

Staff will look to Council for direction on this matter. 

PAGE(S) 

Councilor Griffith's 
Testimony (1"' pg.) 
& 
Testimony #I2 (Ist 
pg.) in 5/2/06 
Memo; & Exhibit VII 
-Pg. 41 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

Advocacy vs. 
QuasiJudicial Role 
(Multiple Chapters 
and throughout 
Chapter 2.9) 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

No - Do not do these changes. 

Rationale as shown here. 

No - Do not do these changes. 

Rationale as shown here. 

TOPIC(S) 

(Councilor Grifiths) I am opposed to this, as it would result in a hodge podge of 
different standards and make it even more confusing. I do not think that we 
should support such a request by OSU or others as a general statement without 
seeing some actual code language. Public buildings may require different 
language and this can be developed in conjunction with OSU and other 
government entities in the future. 

(Other Testimony) Request separate Standards for each National Register of 
Historic Places Historic District. 

This suggestion would create an abundance of redundancy in the 
Chapter. A better way to approach any distinctions between the Historic 
District characteristics is to actually call out the differences in any 
provisions where such distinctions would be appropriate. Thus far, those 
distinctions have been handled by referring to the Period of Significance 
(which is different for each Historic District). Additionally, this concept 
was thoroughly discussed at each step of this legislative process and the 
decision-makers and staff have not elected to pursue this direction. 

Concern that private homeowners in Historic Districts are penalized because 
there are not separate and more flexible standards for individual homes versus 
prominent public buildings. Concern that private homes overly restricted and 
public historic resources not protected enough. Request separate standards for 
Individual historic resources and Historic District historic resources. 

Additionally, this concept was thoroughly discussed at each step of this 
legislative process and the decision-makers and staff have not elected to 
pursue this direction. A better way to approach any desired distinctions 
would be to actually call out the differences in any provisions where such 
distinctions would be appropriate. 

PAGE(S) 

Councilor Griffiths 
Testimony (I5' pg. & 

Pg. 2) 
Testimony #4 (pg. 
4-A) in 5/2/06 
Memo 

Exhibit VII -Pg. 11 
8 Testimony #7 (Ist 
pg.) 8 Testimony 
# I0  (pg. I l-A) 8 
Testimony # I  5 of 
5/2/06 Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

Chapter 2.9 - 
ProslCons of 
Separate Standards 
for each Historic 
District 

Chapter 2.9 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

No - Do not do these changes. 

Rationale as shown here. 

Yes - 
* Modify Section 2.2.40.05.b.Z(b) &subsection "b" of the definition for 

Historic Significance as follows: 

bJ Tlie resource it is fundamentallv related to the woric achievements. or life stow ass&&& . ., . of a oerson. arouo. orqanization. or institution that has made a 
sionificant contribution to the City. Countv. State or nation: 

- Modify subsection "a.3(a)(3)" of the definition for Historically 
Significant Tree as follows: 

The tree is fondamenta/lV the work ,&chievemenis, or life - 
atefi;e of a oerson or qrouo. oraanization, or institution that has made a sionificanf 
conbibution to the Cib. Countv. State or n a t i o p .  

Rationale is that this revised text is more precise in getting the intended 
meaning understood. 

No -Do not make this proposed change to Section 2.2.50. 

Rationale i s  as shown here. 

TOPIC(S) 

Request that this section be deleted or consider modifying as shown in shading: 
d. tesseff increase the influence of private economic interests in the land use 

decision-making process as it relates to Historic Districts in the Citv of Corvallis; 
Staff will look to Council for direction on this matter. 

(Other Testimony) Modify phrase used in all three places. The wording is 
identical in Sections 2.2.40.05.b.2(b) & the definition of Historic Significant, as 
follows: 
g It is associated with the life or activities of a oerson. arouo, orqanization, or institution that 

has made a siqniiicant contribution to Ihe Cilv. Countv. State or nation: 

The tree is associated with the life of a erson or rou of Historic Si nificance. 
The wo;t Tree. 
Testimony suggests modifying all three provisions as shown in italics and 
shading as follows: 

2 The resource ;t is fundamentallv related to the woric. achievements. or life stor$ 
. '  : L , 2 .  .>. P of a person, arouo, orqanization, or institution that has 

made a siqnificant contribution to the Citv. Countv, State or nation; 

(Councilor Griffith's Testimony) Modify subsection "b" in the Chapter 1.6 definition 
for Historically Significant (or Historically Significant) as noted directly above (she 
agrees with other Testimony) 

Good suggestion. However, it is recommended that for the Historically 
Significant Tree provision, the sentence begin with 7 h e  freeninstead of 
The resource." 

(Councilor Griffiths) Modify the heading to this section as shown in shading to 
avoid confusion: 
Section 2.2.50 - QUASI-JUDICIAL CHANGE PROCEDURES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE 
DISTRICT CHANGES FOR HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

While this proposed change works fine for now, once Phase Ill of the 
Code Update is implemented, it would need to be changed back the way it 
currently is proposed to read because there are other types of 
administrative District Changes in the Phase Ill text. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 32; and 
Exhibit VII -Pg. 41 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 40,15,& 17; 
Exhibit V11 -Pg. 4; & 
Testimony #I I (pg. 
1 I-F) of 5/2/06 
Memo & Councilor 
Griffith's Testimony 
(pg. 2) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 42; & Councilor 
Griffith's Testimony 
(pg. 2) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.2.20.d 

2.2.40.05.b.Z(b) 

Chapter I .6 - 
Definition for 
Historic 
Significance 

b); 
and Definition 
Historically 
Significant Tree 
(subsection 
a.3(a)(3) 

2.2.50 
(Administrative 
District Changes) 



L\CD\Planning\Developmenl Review\Land Development Code Text AmendmenIs\LDTOS Cases\Chapter 2.9 Update\Clly Council 
Review\Order of Discussion ilems wiU1 columns for commenb.wpd 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes -Modify Section 2.2.60 as follows: 

section 2.2.60 - PROCEDURES FOR RECLASSIFYING A DESIGNATED HISTORIC 

RESOURCE IN A NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Reclassification of a Desianated Historic Resource in a National Reaister of Historic Places 
Historic District is accomolished per state and federal orocedures. Uoon notification from the State 
Historic Presemation Office that a reclassification of a Nationallv-desiqnated Historic Resource has 
been aooroved. the Citv shall amend its files accordinalv. All future Historic Preservation Permit 
aooiications relatina to this Nationallv-desianated Historic Resource shall be evaluated per the 
revised reclassification. If a propertv owner believes that an error was made in the nomination 
papers for a Desiqnated Historic Resource. the orooertv owner may petition the Director to help 
correct it The owner should ex lain the nature of the mistake. usin sources of information in ithe 

Rationale is as shown here. 

TOPIC(S) 

Concern that mistakes in classification of Designated Historic Resources that 
were made during the nomination process will not be corrected. Request that the 
City use the definition for Historic Significance to evaluate resources instead, and 
prioritize what resources in a Historic District should be protected. Alternatively. 
request that the City modify Section 2.2.60 as shown in shading below: 

Section 2.2.60 -PROCEDURES FOR RECLASSIFYING A DESIGNATED HISTORIC 
RESOURCE IN A NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Reclassification of a Desiqnated Historic Resource in a National Reqister of Historic Places 
Historic District is accornolished per state and federal orocedures. Uoon notification from the 
State Historic Preservation Office that a reclassification of a Nationallv-desiqnated Historic 
Resource has been aoproved, the Citv shall amend its fiies accordinalv. All future Historic 
Preservation Permit ao~lications relatinq to this Nationallv-desianated Historic Resource shall be 
evaluated per the revised reclassification. When an error was made in the nomination papers for 
a Desiqnated Historic Resource. the ownermav petition the Director to help correct it. The owner 
siiould explain the nature of tlie mistai~e, using sources o f  information in 2.9.60.c (~articularlv 
subsections 2. 4. 7. and 81. The Director will petition the State Historic Preservation Office to 
make the correction. 

Section 2.9.50 - PROCEDURES FOR RECLASSIFYING HISTORIC 
RESOURCES IN A NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES HISTORIC 
DISTRICT 
Reclassification of a Designated Historic Resource listed in the National Register 
of Historic Places shall be accomplished in accordance with the state and federal 
provisions identified in Section 2.2.60. 

GONT'D ON NEXT PAGE 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 46 &53; 
Exhibit VII - pg. 3; 
Testimony #2 in 
4/24/06 Memo; & 
Testimony #I 1 (pg. 
I 1-A, B, & I) of 
5/2/06 Memo 

CONT,D ON NEXT 
PAGE 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.2.60 & 2.9.50 
(Reclassifying 
Nationally- 
designated Historic 
Resources in a 
National Register of 
Historic Places 
~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ )  

CONT,D ON NEXT 
PAGE 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify subsection "b" of the definition for Designated Historic 
Resource as shown here. 

Rationale as shown here. 

TOPIC(S) 

CONT'D FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 
Provisions above provide a correction process which is echoed by April 
19, 2006, e-mail from Chrissy Curran, National Register Nominations 
Coordinator, Oregon SHPO. Until such a correction is made, the City 
does not have jurisdiction over the correction and is obligated to use the 
classifications in place at the time an HPP application is processed. 
However, text could be added to Section 2.2.60 that addresses the 
concerns by inserting the following slightly different text after the first 
sentence. 

I f  a wrowertv owner believes fhat an error was made in the nomination pauers for a 
Desiqnated Historic Resource. tlie prooertv owner mav petition the Director to helw correct 
it. The owner should exolain the nature o f  the mistake, usinq sources o f  Information in 
2.9.60.c. The Director shall foiward the orowertv owner's request for the correction. alonq 
with the uropertv owner's documentation. to the State Historic Preservation Ofiice (SHPO) 
for consideration. 

Request correction of this definition, since it doesn't take property owner 
concurrence for some sites to be listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

Nationally-desianated: A Nationallv-desianated Historic Resource is listed in the 
National Reaister of Historic Places. To list a wrooertv in the National Reaister of Historic 
Places. . ' ' 

aworoval must be obtained in accordance with state 
and federal wrocesses and criteria listed in 36 CFR 60. Local level input reqardinq a 
prooosed National Resister of Historic Places nomination normally is solicited: however, 
official local action does not occur. Because Nationallv-desianated Historic Resources 
are subiect to the Hisloric Preservation Provisions of Chapter 2.9. a notation indicatinq 
that a urowertv is listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places is included on the Citv's 
Deveiowment District Maa. 

Good point and provision can be amended as shown in shading above. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 46 & 53; 
Exhibit VII - pg. 3; 
Testimony #2 in 
4/24/06 Memo; & 
Testimony #I 1 (pg. 
1 I-A, B, & I) of 
5/2/06 Memo 

CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg.13; & Testimony 
# I  I (pg. I I-F) in 
5/2/06 Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.2.60 & 2.9.50 
(Reclassifying 
Nationally- 
designated Historic 
Resources in  a 
National Register of 
Historic Places 
Historic District) 

CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE 

Chapter 1.6 - 
Definition of 
Nationally- 
designated, which 
is subsection "b" 
under definition of 
Designated Historic 
Resource 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg.19; 
Exhibit VII -Pg. 5; & 
Testimony #6 (pg. 
6-C) & Testimony 
#I 1 (pg. 1 l-E) of 
5/2/06 Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

Chapter 1.6 - 
Definition for 
National Register of 
Historic Places 
Historic District 
Classifications 

TOPIC(S) 

Concern that there is a conflict between the description for "Nonhistoric" below 
and the College Hill West Historic District's nomination description for 
"Nonhistoric." The District's nomination description for "Nonhistoric" includes 
resources constructed after the period of  significance,^ (1 905-1 945). Suggestion 
to add Period of Significance to some descriptions in this definition. Additional 
suggestion to modify the description below for Nonhistoric to read:Nonhistoric - 
GeneraNv, M o t  vet 50 years old at the time of desiqnation. (However. in the Colleae Hill West 
Historic District. all structures built afler 1945. the end of the Period of Siqnificance, were also 
classified as Nonhistoricl. 
National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District Classifications - Historic resources in an 
approved blationai Register of Historic Places Historic District are classified as 
"HistoricIContributinq." "HistoricINoncontributin~." or "Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq." The 
components of these classifications are defined as follows: 
Historic - At least 50 vears old at the time of desiqnation. 
Flonhistoric - Not vet 50 vears old at the time of designation. 
Contributinq - A resource in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District 

which. at the time of desiqnation. retained a sufficient amount of Historic 
intearitv to convev its historic appearance and Historic Siqnificanc& 

Noncontributing - A resource in a Nationai Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 
which, at the time of desionation. lacks Historic intearib relevant to the 
Period of Significance. andlor which is not historic ........... 

W Good points and several descriptions for in this definition should be 
changed. However, instead of the suggested text, the following is 
proposed: 
Historic - At least 50 vears old at the time of desianation and called out as Historic = 

in llie Historic District Nomination. 
Nonhistoric - Not vet 50 vears old at the time of desionation or called out as Nonhistoric 

in the Hisioric District Nomination. 
Contributing - A resource in a National Reoister of Historic Places Historic District 

which. at the time of desiqnation, retained a sufficient amount of Historic 
lntearitv relevant to the Pe~iod o f  Sionificance to convev its historic 
aopearance and Historic Siqnificance. 

W The description for Noncontributing in this definition would remain as 
written. 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify the definition for National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District Classifications as follows: 

National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District Classifications - Historic resources in an 
a roved Nationai Re ister of Historic Places Historic District are classified as qin ." The 
components of these classifications are foilows: 

Historic - At least 50 vears old at the time of desiqnation and called out as 
Historic in the Historic Dist6ct Nomination. 

Nonhistoric - Not vet 50 vears old at the time of designation orcalledout as 
Nonhistoric in the Historic District Nomination. 

Contributing - A resource in a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District which. at the time of desiqnation, retained a sufficient 
amount of Historic lnteqritv relevant to the Period of Siqnificance 
to convev its historic appearance and Historic Siqnificance. 

Noncontributing - A resource in a Nationai Reqister of Historic Places Historic 
District which. at the time of desianation. lacks Historic lnteqritv 
relevant to the Period of Significance. andlor which is not 
historic ........... = 

Rationale is as shown here. 
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PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
pg. 23; & 
Testimony #6 (pg. 
GB) & #I I (pg. I l- 
E) of 5/2/06 Memo; 
& Councilor 
Griffith's Testimony 

( ~ g .  2) 

TOPIC(S) 

(Councilor Griftiths Testimony) Need to revise the definition for "Preservation" to 
address different contexts. 

(Other Testimony) Concern that the definition for "Preservation" applies in all 
instances where the term "preservation" is used throughout Chapter 2.9, and that 
this definition is much too restrictive if that is the case. Also concerned with the 
definition for "Rehabilitation." Request that these two definitions be clarified to 
indicate that they are only meant to indicate two of the four types of Secretary of 
Interior "treatment" options and not other more general usage. Request the word 
"treatment" be inserted as shown in shading below: 

Preservation Treatment (as aoplied to Desiqnated Historic Resources1 - As used in this Code, 
preservation treatment means activities that stabilize and maintain arooerties at a hioh level of 
Historic intearitv. When repair of a feature is no lonqer possible. preservation includes actions 
such as "like-For-like" reoiacement and often allows review throuoh an administrative process. 
0, 
rehabilitation treatment includes activities that modih, orooerties. Thouah removal of Historically 
Sisnificant features is discouraqed. reoiacement with new materials and even new additions may 
be allowed. if thev are compatible with the propertv's historic materials. features. size. scale and 
proportion. and rnassina to orotect the Historic lnteqritv of the oropertv and its environment. 
Aoprovai oeneraliv reouires quasi-iudicial review bv the Historic Preservation Advisory Board. 

Good suggestions. 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

Chapter 1.6 - 
Definitions for 
Preservation & 
Rehabilitation 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Modify the definitions for "Preservation" and "Rehabilitation"as 
shown here. 

Rationale is as shown here. 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

No - No issue here and no changes needed. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

Deferred until May 22 deliberations. 

No -No issue with this section, so no changes. 

Rationale i s  as shown here. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
all pages; and 
Exhibit VII -Pgs. 5, 
6,& 42 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 3 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 7; and 
Exhibit VII -Pg. 3 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

Chapter 1.6 - 
Definitions for 
various land use 
application 
processes 

1.1.40 (in City 
Council & its 
Agencies Chapter) 

1.2.120 (in Legal 
Framework 
Chapter) 

TOPIC(S) 

Concern that newly added definitions for land use application processes have 
Code-wide ramifications and were not properly noticed. 

The new definitions were added at the request of the Planning 
Commission and the public notice for the City Council hearing, which is a 
de novo hearing, included notice of the land use process definitions. The 
Commission believed the definitions relevant to LDT05-00001 because 
they included definitions for both Director-Level and HPAB-Level HPP's 
and the Commission believed that if some land use processes received 
definitions in Chapter 1.6, then they all should. The definitions merely 
reference the applicable Code chapter and include information from those 
applicable Code chapters. 

(CC Staff Report) Modify as shown in italics & shading: 

Section 1.1.40 -THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD 
s 
Section 7.16.250. as amended. P . . 

' . The Board shaii have 
the powers and duties orovided therein and provided by this Code. 

H Suggested by staff on pg. 28 of CC Staff Report. Housekeeping item. 

Concern with provision below relative to Historic Preservation Permits because of 
potential for lengthy process of 120 days. 

Section 1.2.120 -EXTENSION OF 120-DAY PERIOD FOR REVIEW OF LAND USE 
APPLICATIONS 
Consistent with state law, the Citv's review of all land use apolications shall be corn~ieted within 
120 days of the date an aoplication is deemed cornolete. allowina for anv oossible apoeals at the 
local level. This 120-dav period mav be extended only bv written authorization of the aoolicant. 
Such authorization shall specifV the lenath of time bv which the 120-dav deadline is extended. 

The goal is to process HPP's asap, but the 120-day provision must also 
apply as a maximum per state law. This is a help, not a hindrance. 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

No -Do not implement proposed changes to Sections 2.0.50.04.b.2 & 3. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

Yes - Delete Sections 2.3.30.04.k & 2.5.40.04.k. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

TOPIC(S) 

(Councilor Griffiths) Modify the introductory statements for Sections 2.0.50.04.b.2 
& 3 as shown in shading: 

2. Any person who resides on or owns property within 3 0 6 E  ft, including street 
right-of-way, of a parcel of land for: ...( all public hearing land use cases) 

3. Any person who resides on or owns property within SBB 300 ft, including street 
right-of-way, of a,parcel of land for: ...( all administrative land use cases) 

BI This increase in notice area for all land use applications has budgetary 
implications, is in conflict with a past Council decision, and seems outside 
the scope of this project. 

(Councilor Griffiths) Request deletion of Section 2.3.30.04.k. This review criteria 
a duplication of Section 2.3.30.04.b and seems overly restrictive. 

(Other Testimony) Request deletion of both Section 2.3.30.04.k & 2.5.40.04.k 
because adjacent property owners have not been noticed and because it is an 
undue burden on property owners that do not have historically designated 
properties. Subjecting these property owners to this criteria broadly expands the 
intent and purpose of historic preservation. 

k. If the oraoosed development is adiacent to a National Reqister of Historic Places Historic - 
District, the imoact of visual elements (as described in "b." above) of the development on 
anv adiacent Desiqnated Historic Resourcelsl. 

Good points and good suggestions regarding the deletion of both of these 
two provisions. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 28; & Councilor 
Griffith's Testimony 

(pg. 2) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 47 & 49; and 
Testimony #4 (pgs. 
4-A & B) & 
Testimony #6 of 
5/2/06 Memo; & 
Councilor Griffith's 
Testimony (pg. 3) 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.0.50.04.b.2 & 3 - 
(Public Notice) 

2.3.30.04.k & 
2.5.40.04.k (Review 
criteria for CD's & 
PD's) 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

No - Do not pass requested motion. 

Rationale is as shown here and the Council believes that any proposed 
provisions for an OSU National Register of Historic Places Historic District 
can be considered as part of a future Land Development Code Text 
Amendment public hearing process, following formation of the Historic 
District. 

No - Do not enter into consideration of requested land use designation 
changes as part of this process. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

TOPIC(S) PAGE(S) SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

OTHER TOPICS 

(OSU Testimony) Request that "during the adoption of the Chapter 2.9 Update, 
the City Council acknowledge its support (via a motion) for OSU to prepare its 
own historic presetvation zoning code language." 

(Councilor Griffiths Testimony) This is similar to requests from each of the current 
historic districts to have their own special language by creating separate and 
distinct code language for each Historic District. I am opposed to this, as it would 
result in a hodge podge of different standards and make it even more confusing. 
Further, I believe that this request by OSU is premature. I do not think that we 
should support such a request by OSU or others as a general statement without 
seeing some actual code language. Public buildings may require different 
language and this can be developed in conjunction with OSU and other 
government entities in the future. 

A discussion item for Council. 

Concern that in the College Hill West Historic District there are properties 
designated with more intensive residential designations than Low Density 
Residential (e.g. High Density Residential, etc.). Request to modify such land 
use designations to Low Density Residential Comprehensive Plan Map 
designation and RS-5 District Map Designation, with the exception of the church 
and two buildings originally designated as sororities. 

This request is outside the scope of this project. 

Testimony #4 (pg. 
4 4 )  of 5/2/06 
Memo 
& Councilor 
Griffith's Testimony 

(I5' Pg. & Pg. 2) 

Exhibit VII -Pg. 4 

Separate OSU 
Historic District 
regulations once 
an OSU Historic 
District established 

Comprehensive Plan 
Map & District Map 



Exhibit VII -Pgs. 6, 
12, & 41; 
Testimony #3 of 
4/24/06 Memo; & 
Testimony # I  2 (Ist 
pg. & pgs. 12-D & 
E) in 5/2/06 Memo 

-- -- -- 

Make-up of HPAB 

MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

- 

Request that there be "guaranteed" and "liberal" representation from the City's 
established National Register of Historic Places Historic Districts, and that such 
representation constitute at least 50% of the Board. Request that Board not be 
composed of advocates. 

TOPIC(S) PAGE(S) 

This request will be considered by the Council during the Municipal Code 
changes. 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

Also, request to use the HPAB for the quasi-judicial decision-maker because it is 
the only body that could meet the CLG requirements & neither the Planning 
Commission or the Land Development Hearings Board members satisfy the CLG 
requirements. 

W CLG requirements will be considered by the Council in decisions on this 
matter. 

Defer until May 22 deliberations. 

Exhibit VII -Pgs. 6 
& 11 I Documentation of 

HPAB decision 
rationale 

Exhibit VII -Pg. 6 Design Guidelines 

Request that documentation be provided for HPAB decisions to ensure that 
decisions are based on criteria. 

H Decisions will be required to be based on criteria. Documentation of the 
decision rationale will be included in the minutes for the HPAB meeting 
and, if the staff report is quoted, the staff report as well. 

Request that when the Design Guidelines are completed, they be user-friendly 
and based on the City's Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code, and 
not new historic preservation policies beyond these documents. 

II The Design Guidelines are intended to do this and also provide property 
owners with ideas of how to be historically sensitive. Council can provide 
further direction on this topic later, prior to work on the Design Guidelines 
being resumed. 

No - No change to text needed. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

No -No  change or action is needed at this time. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Revlew\Land Developmeni Code Text Arnendmenls\LDTOS Casesichapier 2.9 Updale\City Council 
Review\Order of Oiscussion Items with columns for commenis.wpd 41 
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MAY 8,2006 COUNCIL CONSENSUS ON ISSUES 

Yes - Intend to do. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

No -No change or action is needed at this time. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

No -No  change or action i s  needed at this time and these comments can be 
included as educational items. 

Rationale is as shown here. 

TOPIC(S) 

Suggestion that there be education of all realtors, contractors. landscapers, and 
homeowners subject to Historic Preservation Provisions, so that the appropriate 
regulations are followed and permits secured. 

W Good Suggestion. 

Suggestion that more of the publicly owned historic resources should be added 
to the National Register of Historic Places. 

W This request is outside the scope of this project. 

Listing of economic benefits of historic preservation and achieving sustainability 
and energy efficiency by means other than window replacement. 

W These comments offer support for historic preser\iation. 

PAGE(S) 

Exhibit VII -Pg. 12 

Testimony #7 (pg. 
7-A) of 5/2/06 
Memo 

Testimony # I  2 (Ist 
pg. & pgs. 12-A & 
B) in 5/2/06 Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

Education 

Adding public historic 
resources to National 
Register 

Comments on 
economic benefits of 
historic preservation 
& achieving energy 
benefits 



MEMORANDUM 

From: Kelly Schlesener, Senior Planner 
i 
I ii 

To: Mayor and City Council 

Date: May 16,2006 

Re: Land Development Code Text Amendment (LDT05-00001) to Revise 
Chapter 2.9 of the Land Development Code (Historic Preservation 
Provisions) and Other Related Chapters 

a Matrix of Remaining Discussion Items Not Related to Quasi- 
Judicial Decision-maker 

Attached is a matrix of remaining issues not related to issues regarding the quasi-judicial 
decision-maker for discretionary historic preservation items. A separate memo will address 
these quasi-judicial decision-maker issues. 

The attached matrix includes topics that were deferred during the May 8, 2006, Council 
deliberations and includes proposed solutions to each issue. During the May 22, 2006, 
Council deliberations for this Project, it is hoped that consensus can be reached on these 
items. 

Should you have any questions on any of the information in the attached matrix, please 
contact staff and we will be happy discuss them. 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 CasesKhapter 2.9 Update\City Council 
Review\cover for May 22-Delibs NOT related to QD Decision-makers.wpd 1 



TABLE OF REMAINING ITEMS FOR MAY 22,2006, COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS 
- DOES MOT INCLUDE ISSUES RELATED TO QUASlJUDlClAL DECISION-MAKER, WHICH ARE ADDRESSED IN A SEPARATE MEMO 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pg. 56; and 
Exhibit VII -Pgs. 3 
& 10; & Councilor 
Griffith's Testimony 
(pg. 3) 

2.9.70.e 
(in Exemptions 
List) 

Chapter 1.6 - 
Definitions 

(Councilor Griffiths & Other Testimony) Concern with the lack of a definition for 
what is meant by "visible" and "not visible," when the terms are used in Chapter 
2.9. An example is the provision below and the terms in question are highlighted. 
Suggested that "visible from the right-of-way" mean facades facing the street. 

e. Certain Alteration or New Construction to NonhistoriclNoncontributing Resources 
in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District - An exterior Alteration or 
New Construction to a property in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District 
that is classified in its entirety as Nonhistoric/Noncontributing shall be exempt from review, 
provided the Alteration or New Construction is not visible from fkepublic rights-of-way or 
private street rights-of-way (except for alleys, from which it may be visible), is 200 sq. ft. 
or less, and does not exceed 14 ft. in height. 

II11 Good point. A definition should be developed. As there are a number of 
ways to approach this definition, staff will present some options to the 
Council to receive direction and then craft a definition for Council to 
consider. 

MAY 22,2006 REMAINING ITEMS FOR COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS 
THIS COLUMN INCLUDES DRAFT TEXT REQUESTED BY COUNCIL 

1 Visible from Public Riqh fs-of- Wav (Excludhq Alleys) and Private Sfreef Riah fs-of Wav - As 
1 indicated bv the arrows in the graphic below. sfructure facades thaf face public riahfs-of-wav 
[excluding alleys) and private sfreef riuhfs-of-wav are areas considered to be "visible, " with the 
foflowinq two exceptions: 

a. - Sfructures that are obscured bv other structures that are located direcflv in fionf of them 

are not considered to be visible, ~rovided thev are _< the heicrht of the structure fhat is 
obscurik them: and 

b. - - Structures that are located behind a solid fence or a rninimun? 80% opaque everoreen 
hedqe are not considered to be visible. provided file fence or evergreen hedcre is a 

minimum height of 6 17. and provided the structure in question is I the heiaht of the fence 

I S T R E E T  

I S T R E E T  



PAG E(S) 

I 
I Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 59 & 70; and 
Testimony # I  in 
4/24/06 Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.70.u (in 
Exemptions List) & 
2.9.1 00.03.c (in 
Director-Level Alt'n 
or New Const'n 
List) 

Request that addition of new skylights be exempt. 

ig. - Reroofing Where the Roof Surface is not Visible from the Ground Plane - Where a 
roof surface is not visible from the ground plane and the roofing material is not specifically 
identified as Historically Significant, the roofing material may be repaired or replaced, 
provided the finished roof surface remains not visible from the ground plane. Skylights 
i%&we-from the structure's Period of Significance shall be retained, and their repair or 
replacement shall be considered through the same processes used in this Code for repair 
or replacement of windows (or doors with glass). 

I 
c. Reroofing - Replacement of existing wooden shingles or shakes with architectural 

composition shingles or other materials documented to have been used on the structure 
during its Period of Significance and that are not otherwise prohibited by the approved 
Building Code. The new roof shall not damage or obscure any significant architectural 
features of the structure. Skylights that are from the structure's Period of Significance 
shall be retained, and their repair or replacement shall be considered through the same 
processes used in this Code for repair or replacement of windows (or doors with glass) 
(Sections 2.9.70. b and t; 2.9.100.03.m; 2.9.100.04). 

Sections 2.9.70.u & 2.9.100.03.c currently treat skylights similarly to 
windows and doors with glass. The addition of new skylights where none 
previously existed would fall under the HPAB-Level review for Alterations 
or New Construction (Section 2.9.1 00.04). However, a possible solution 
could be to modify one or both of the sections above (2.9.70.u & 
2.9.1 00.03.c) to exempt skylights from HPP review. 

MAY 22,2006 REMAINING ITEMS FOR COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS 
"TiS COLUMN INCLUDES DRAFT TEXT REQUESTED BY COUNCIL 

7 2.2. ,Vn.:g - Reroofing Fiat Roofs or Roofs Otherwise Obscured bv a Parapet +Mmet%e . . 
rJ, - Where a roof is a fiat roof . . 
or a roof otherwise obscured by a parapet. f 
@me and the roofing material is not specifically identified as Historically . . 
Significant, the roofing material may be repaired or replaced- - - 

Skvi~~lhts shall be 
addressed in accordance wtth 2.9.7O.x 2 9 100 03 1 or 2 9 100 04, as ap~llcable 

2.9.1 00.03.c Reroofing - Replacement of existing wooden shingles or shakes with architectural 
composition shingles or other materials documented to have been used on the 
structure during its Period of Significance and that are not otherwise prohibited by 
the aDDr0ved Buildina Code. The new roof shall not damaae or obscure anv 
signkcant architectukl features of the structure. ~kv1iahts"sha~ be addressed in 
accojdance with 2.9.70.x. 2.9. 100.03.7, or 2.9.100.04, as ap~iicable, 

2.9.70.~ Skvii~hfs - 

1. - - Skylights #w+aefrom fkea structure's relevant Period of Significance 
shall be retained, and theirrepair or replacement shall be considered 
through the same processes used in this Code for repair or replacement of 
windows (or doors with glass). 

Skvliqhts that are existinq but are not from a sirr~cture's relevant Period of 
Sianificance nlav be removed or retained and reoaircd in accordance vvit1-i 
"1"above. However, in order for these skvliahts to be retained and 
reoaired. thev shall have been constructed oriel- to the establishment of 
the relevant individual or National Historic Desianation, or via an a~orov?d 
h'isiuric Fi-eser-vaiiol-, Pertnit. Oihettvis~.. the sk-iilicihl sliaii be t-emoveo' 
when deier-iot-ated bavond repair or wl-ret-, a siii~ciure is beinn reroofed. 
whichever comes first (onless a Historic Preservation Permit is 
suhseauentlv aagroved to retain the skviiahl in accordance with Sectiotx 
2.9.100.03.1 or 2.9.100.04, as aoplicahle). 

3. - - New skvlishts mav be installed in accordance with Sections 2.9.100.03.1 
and 29.100.04, as aoolicable. 

(CONT'D ON NEXT PAGE) 



MAY 22,2006 REMAINING ITEMS FOR COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS 
THIS COLUMN INCLUDES D M F T  TEXT REQUESTED BY COUNCIL 

(CONT'D FROM PREVIOUS PAGE) 

2.9.100.03.1 SWIights - Activifies involvinq existing skvliahts that are nof all-eadv exemwt via 
Section 2.9.70.x and new skvliqhts are allowed on: 

& Nonhistoric/Noncontrib~1tin4 structures: 

bJ Str~~ctures with flat roofs or where the skviiciht would otherwise be 
obscured bv a parapet: 
Portions of structures fhal' are not visible from private sfreef rights-of-wav 
and public rights-of-wav lexced for aiievs f,-om which thev mav be visiblel. 

All other modifications or insfaNations of skviiqhts shall be processed via Section 
2.9.100.04. 

PAG E(S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 59 & 70; and 
Testimony #I in 
4/24/06 Memo 

SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

Skylights continued 

TOPIC(S) 



PAG E(S) SECTION 
NUMSER(S) 

MAY 22,2006 REMAINING ITEMS FOR COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS 
THlS COLUMN INCLUDES DRAFT TEXT REQUESTED BY COUNCIL 

Exhibit I (yellow) -Pgs. 
67, 68, & 82; 
Exhibit VII -Pg. 5; & 
Testimony #5 & 
Testimony #8 (pg. 8-A) 
in 5/2/06 Memo; & 
Councilor Griffith's 
Testimony (pg. 2) 

(CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE) 

--- - 

2.9.90.09.b; 
2.9.1 10.03.~.1; & 1.6 - 
Definition for 
Economically Feasible 
Rehabilitation 

(CONT'D ON NEXT 
PAGE) 

-- - - -- - - - - - 

(Councilor Griffith's Testimony) The definition need for Economically Feasible 
Rehabilitation needs to be clarified, replaced, or deleted entirely. We  heard a lot of 
testimony about the difficulty in interpreting this definition and unless we can come up 
with something that is very clear and objective related to the clause "75% of the 
structure's replacement value at a similar quality of construction" we should simply 
delete it. I ask that staff present some real examples to help us understand this. 

(Other Testimony) Concern regarding the ability to generate consistent and fair numbers 
required in Undue Hardship Appeals provisions of Section 2.9.90.09.b; the Chapter 1.6 
definition for Economically Feasible Rehabilitation; and the use of the term Economically 
Feasible Rehabilitation in Section 2.9.1 10.03.c.I. Request elimination of the definition 
and uses of the term and use of only the Undue Hardship Appeals provisions. 

2.9.90.09.b - Undue Hardship Appeals - The -hearing authorityfor an appeal 
may consider claims of economic or undue hardship in cases where an applicant was either 
denied a Historic Preservation Permit or granted a Historic Preservation Permit with conditions of 
approval that the applicant believes to be an economic or undue hardship. The applicant must 
provide adequate documentation and/or testimony at the appeal hearing to justify such claims. In 
addition to the information the applicant believes is necessary to make hislher case to the appeal . . 
V h e a r i n g  authority, the following types of information, as applicable, shall be 
submitted in order for the appeal -hearing authority to consider a hardship appeal: 
1. Estimate of the cost of the activity(ies) proposed under the denied or conditionally- 

approved Historic Preservation Permit, and an estimate of any additional costs which 
would be incurred to comply with the modified activity(ies) recommended by the decision- 
maker. 

2. Estimates of the value of the property in its current state, with the denied or conditionally- 
approved Historic Preservation Permit, and with the modified activity(ies) proposed by the 
decision-maker. 

3. Information regarding the soundness of the affected structure(s), and the feasibility for 
rehabilitation which would preserve the historic character and qualities of the Designated 
Historic Resource. 

4. Any information concerning the mortgage or other financial obligations on the property 
which are affected by the denial or approval, as conditioned, of the proposed Historic 
Preservation Permit. 

5. The appraised value of the property. 
6. Any past listing of the property for sale or lease, the price asked, and any offers received 

on that property. 
7. Information relating to any nonfinancial hardship resulting from the denial or approval, as 

conditioned, of the proposed Historic Preservation Permit. 

If the V h e a r i n g  authority determines that the denial or approval, as conditioned, of 
the Historic Preservation Permit would pose an undue hardship on the applicant, then a Historic 
Preservation Permit noting the hardship relief shall be issued, and the property owner may 
conduct the activity(ies) outlined in the Historic Preservation Permit as modified by the appeal . . 
-hearing authority. 

(CONT'D ON NEXT PAGE) 

Discussion deferred until May 22 and staff to bring back more specific language changes 
for: 

1. the definition for Economically Feasible Rehabilitation; and 
2. Section 2.9.90.09.b - Undue Hardship Provisions 

The changes are to incorporate the 3 ideas listed on page 12 of the matrix, providing that 
when estimates are referred to, they are coupled with a requirement that the estimates are 
conducted by a licensed contractor. 

2.9.90.09.b - Undue Hardship Appeals - The V h e a r i n g  authorityfor an appeal may 
consider claims of economic or undue hardship in cases where an applicant was either denied a 
Historic Preservation Permit or granted a Historic Preservation Permit with conditions of approval 
that the applicant believes to be an economic or undue hardship. The applicant must provide 
adequate documentation and/or testimony at the appeal hearing to justify such claims. In addition 
to the information the applicant believes is necessary to make histher case to the appeal ek&km- 
makwhearing authority, the  information listed in "1-6 below,"as applicable, shall 
be submitted h-ydeffor . the -e --- appeal -- - V hearing authority - -. to consider a hardship 
appeal. Not e v e r ~  ifem l isted?~~ "1-6" below will a b ~ i v  fo every case: 

1. Three efstimates - o f i  - 

aJ t n e  cost of the activity(ies) proposed under the denied or conditionally-approved 
Historic Preservation Permit; and 

51 &ny additional costs which would be incurred to comply with the modified - - 
agivity(ies) recommended by the decision-maker. 

I AN such cost estimates shall he accomnlished bv contractors licensed in the State of 
Oregon. 

2. - - At7 fgstimates - of the amraised value of the property; - 

al lin its current state; 

I 
- - - - 

Ww'th the im~rovemeni's thaf were denied or conditionally-approved for the Historic b . l =  - 
Preservation Permit; and 

- - C) - - Wwith the modified activity(ies) proposed by the a~olicani-. 

this provision. 

lnformation regarding the soundness of the affected structure(s), and the feasibility for 
rehabilitation which would preserve the historic character and qualities of the Designated 

I 
- 

Historic Resource. All such information shaN be develooed bv a contractor licensed in the 

I State of Oregon. 

I ICONT'D ON NEXT PAGE) 



PAGE (S) 

Exhibit I (yellow) -Pgs. 
67,68, & 82; and 
Exhibit VII -Pg. 5 

(CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE) 

SECTION 1 NUMBER(S) 

2.9.90.09.b; 
2.9.1 10.03.~.1; & 1.6 - 
Definition for 
Economically Feasible 
Rehabilitation 

(CONT'D FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE) 

MAY 22,2006 REMAINING ITEMS FOR COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS 
THIS COLUMN INCLUDES DRAFT TEXT REQUESTED BY COUNCIL 

(CONT'D FROM PREVIOUS PAGE) I (CONT'D FROM PREVIOUS PAGE) 

(Definition) Economicallv Feasible Rehabilitation - Relative to desianated historic resources. 
rehabilitation is economicallv feasible where the cost required to brinq the structure up to minimum 
buildinq code standards while maintainins its Historic lnteqritv does not exceed 75 percent of the 
structure's rewlacement value at a similar aualitv of construction. 

2.9.1 10.03.c.I If the Demolition involves a Designated Historic Resource other than the 
structures outlined in "b," above, the Demolition may be allowed provided: 
1. The physical condition of the Designated Historic Resource is 

deteriorated beyond Economically Feasible Rehabilitation and either: ....... 

The use of numbers in these provisions will always relate to a discretionary 
hearing situation. Whether relying solely on the Undue Hardship Appeals 
provisions and deleting the rest of the provisions above (as suggested by 
testimony), or keeping the provisions above, it is possible to better define 
calculation methods to help resolve some concerns. It should be noted that the 
criteria noted for a Demolition (Section 2.9.1 10.03.c.I) and the Chapter 1.6 
definition for the term 'rEconomically Feasible Rehabilitation" which is used in 
(Section 2.9.1 10.03.c.I), is really a matter with a specific intent related to a 
Demolition, while the Undue Hardship Appeal may apply to any Historic 
Preservation Permit. Additionally, the Undue Hardship Appeal of a Demolition 
decision (which is primarily an HPAB-Level decision), is heard by Council. 

Staff consulted the Benton County Assessor's Office and the Corvallis Building 
Official and offers three pieces of information below. This information could be 
incorporated into any or all of the provisions above. Staff will look to the Council 
for direction on this matter. 

1) With respect to estimates for "Replacement Value," the Assessor's Office 
actually develops these figures regularly and uses a cost replacement 
book to do so; 

2 )  With respect to estimates for the cost of bringing a structure up to 
Building Code standards, the Building Official suggests requiring three 
estimates; and 

3)  Also with respect to estimates for the cost of bringing a structure up to 
Building Code standards, it would be a good idea to clarify that the 
estimates are limited to the costs associated with improving a structure to 
meet minimum Building Code standards - without regard to costs 

4. Any information concerning the mortgage or other financial obligations on the property 
which are affected by the denial or approval, as conditioned, of the proposed Historic 
Preservation Permit. 

. Any past listing of the property for sale or lease, the price asked, and any offers received - - 
on that property. 

6?. Information relating to any nonfinancial hardship resulting from the denial or approval, as - - 
conditioned, of the proposed Historic Preservation Permit. 

If the -hearing authority determines that the denial or approval, as conditioned, of 
the Historic Preservation Permit would pose an undue hardship on the applicant, then a Historic 
Preservation Permit noting the hardship relief shall be issued, and the property owner may conduct 
the activity(ies) outlined in the Historic Preservation Permit as modified by the appeal deebkm- 
*hearing authority. 

I 

/Definition) Economicallv Feasible Rehabilitation - Relative to Designated Historic Resources, 
rehabilitation is economic all^ feasible where the cost required to brins the structure up to minimum 
building code standards while maintaining its Historic lntearitv does not exceed 75 percent of the 
structure's replacement value at a similar aualitv of construction. Caic~ilaf~ons rewired in this 
definition shall be develoned as follows: 

6. - - With respect to estimates for the cost of brinaha a structure ur, to minimum 
Buildinq Code standards. three estimates from contractor-s licensed in the State of 
Oreaon shall be provided: and 

C. - - "Rerslacemeni Value" as used in this definitiorl shall e a ~ ~ a l  the Bent017 Countv 
Assessors Office fiuurss for "Re~lacement Value. '' 

2.9.110.03.c.1 If the Demolition involves a Designated Historic Resource other than the 
structures outlined in "b," above, the Demolition may be allowed provided: 
1. The physical condition of the Designated Historic Resource is deteriorated 

beyond Economically Feasible Rehabilitation and either: ....... 



1 SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

2.9.1 00.04.b (Review 
criteria for HPAB-Level 
Alt'n or New Const'n) 

MAY 22,2006 REMAINING ITEMS FOR COUNCIL DELIBEMTIONS 
THIS COLUMN INCLUDES DRAFT TEXT REQUESTED BY COUNCIL 

Concern that Chapter 2.9 contains no specific criteria that relate to Historic 
Districts. Criteria all relate to structures and not "historic character." Suggest 
insertion of "resembles the existing historic character of Historic District" or "does 
not diminish, or negatively impact the existing visual character of the Historic 
District." Also, concern that this section (including items 3(a) through (n) & 4 (not 
shown below) does not fully incorporate all of the Secretary of Interior Standards 
discussed on pgs. 233-235 of Exhibit V. 

Review Criteria 
1. General - The Alteration or New Construction Historic Preservation Permit request shall 

be evaluated against the review criteria listed below. These criteria are intended to - 
ensure that the design or style of the Alteration or New Construction is compatible with 
that of the existing Designated Historic Resource, if in existence, and proposed in part to 
remain, and with any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, if 

The Council believed the provisions to be adequate as shown in Exhibit I of 
the Council staff report. However, staff will draft some edits for Council 
consideration. These edits will more expressly outlining that Designated 
Historic Resources in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District 
may be evaluated against other Designated Historic Resources in that 
District. 

1. General - The Alteration or New Construction Historic Preservation Permit request shall be 
evaluated against the review criteria listed below. These criteria are intended to ensure 
that the design or style of the Alteration or New Construction is compatible with that of the 
existing Designated Historic Resource, if in existence, and proposed in part to remain, and 
with any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, if applicable. 

compatible with other existing surrounding Designated Historic Resources and other 
examples of the-resource's architectural design or style. Consideration shall be given to: 

a) Historic Significance and/or classification; 
b) Historic Integrity; 
c) Age; 
d) Architectural design or style; 

I 

e) Condition of the subject Designated Historic Resource; 

f ) Whether or not the Designated Historic Resource is a prime example or one of 

applicable. Such activities shall ensure that a Designated Historic Resource remains 1 1 Consideration shall be given to: 

a) Historic Significance and/or classification; 
b) Historic Integrity; 

c) Age; 
d) Architectural design or style; 

e) Condition of the subject Designated Historic Resource; 

f ) Whether or not the Designated Historic Resource is a prime example or one of the 
few remaining examples of a once common architectural design; or style, or type 01 

type of constiuction; and 

9) Whether or not the Designated Historic Resource is of a rare or unusual 
architectural design; or style, or type of construction. 

2. In general, the proposed Alteration or New Construction shall either: 

I the few remaining examples of a once common architectural design; or style, or 1 
g) Whether or not the Designated Historic Resource is of a rare or unusual 

architectural design; or style, or type of construction. 

construction; and 

I a) Cause the Designated Historic Resource to more closely approximate the original ( 
1 2. In general, the proposed Alteration or New Construction shall either: 

historic design or style, appearance, or material composition of the resource 
pertaining to the applicable Period of Significance; or 

b j i3e compaiibie with the historic characteristics of the Designated Historic 
Resource and/or District, as applicable, based on a consideration of the historic 
design or style , appearance, or material composition of the resource. 

a) Cause the Designated Historic Resource to more closely approximate the original 
historic design or style, appearance, or material composition of the resource 
pe&&hg reiaffve to the appiicabie Period o i  Significance; or 

b) Be compatible with the historic characteristics of the Designated Historic Resource 
and/or District, as applicable, based on a consideration of the historic design or 
style , appearance, or material composition of the resource. 

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 



SECTION 
NUMBER(S) 

MAY 22,2006 REMAINING ITEMS FOR COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS 
THIS COLUMN INCLUDES DRAFT TEXT REQUESTED BY COUNCIL 

I & Testimony #4 (ISt ( HPAB-Level Alt'n 1 3. Compatibility Criteria for Structures and Site Elements - Compatibility considerations shall 1 I 

Exhibit I (yellow) - 
Pgs. 76 & 77; 

pg.) & Testimony 
#6 (pgs. 6-A & B) & 
Testimony #I 3 in 
5/2/06 Memo 

CONTINUED 
FROM PREVIOUS 
PAGE 

2.9.100.04.b 
(Review criteria for 

or New Const'n) 

CONTINUED FROM 
PREVIOUS PAGE 

CON'TD FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

include the items listed in "a - n," below, as applicable, and as perfaining to the applicable 

CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

Period of Significance. Alteration or New Construction shall complement the architectural 
design or style of the primary resource, if in existence and proposed in part to remain; and 
any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. 

Sections above are introductory provisions to the HPAB-Level review 
criteria and were intended (especially the shaded areas) to address this 
concern. However, if Council would like additional text added to further 
emphasize other resources in a Historic District, staff can try and develop 
some text for Council's consideration. 

H If Council believes that section 2.9.1 00.04.b, in total, does fully implement 

3. Compatibility Criteria for Structures and Site Elements - Compatibility considerations shall 
. . 

include the items listed in "a - n," below, as applicable, and -relative to the 
applicable Period of Significance. Alteration or New Construction shall complement the 
architectural design or style of the primary resource, if in existence and proposed in part to 
remain: and anv existinq surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. 

.d 

Notwithstandinq these provisions and "a-17 . " below. for Nonh~storic/Noticontributinq 
reso~lrces in a Nafionai Reaister of Historic Places Historic District or resources within such 
Historic District that are not classified because the nominatio!~ for the Historic Distr~cf is 
silent on the issue. Alteratiol? or New Construction activities shall be evaluated for 
coi?~~atibilltv with the architectural desian or stvle of anv ex is fit?^ Hisioric/Contributinq 
resource OIJ the site or. where none exists, aaainst the attributes of the applicable Historic 
District's Period of Sianificance. 

I I I the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, then those criteria I I 
could be augmented as Council deems appropriate. 



Memorandum 

Date: May 18,2006 

To; Mayor and City Council 

From: Ken Gibb, Co unity Development Directo 

Re: Quasi-Judicial Historic Permit Decision-making 

Discussion 

An April 24,2006-memorandum to the Mayor and City Co~mcil fiom Planning Manager Fred 
Towne ( Attachment B) outlines,potential amendments to the Corvallis Municipal Code 
regasding the Historic Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB). The changes would implement the 
recommendation fiom the HPAB, Planning Commission and Staff that the HPAB assumes a 
quasi-judicial decision making role in association with the proposed amendments to the City's 
Historic Preservation regulations. The Land Development Code amendments set up a three 
tiered system that includes exempt activities, Director (or staff level) decisions and a quasi- 
judicial process for discretionary types of decisions. Appeals of HPAB decisions would be 
directed to the City Council for final iocal action on a historic permit application. 

The Municipal Code proposal would expand the membership of the HPAB to include additional 
representatives from the City's two l'listoric districts and OSU. This would augment the current 
membership profile which is designed to meet the State Historic Preservation Office guidelines 
that provide for certain expertise and interest in historic preservation matters. The proposal 
would also have the City Co~mcil make the appointments to the EFPAB siI1111ar to the Plxming 
Commission wl'lich is a quasi-judicial body. 

Council discussiolz has indicated an interest in an alternative to having the HPAB fillfill ths  
quasi-judicial role. At the May 8 City Council meeting, Staff indicated that a brief review of 
other options would be prepared for Council consideration. Attachment A to this memorandum 
provides a review of the three options to the previously recommended approach. Staff has 
identified some pros and cons associated with each of the options. Assumed in the three options 
is a continuing historic preservation advisory committee in addition to the quasi-judicial 
decision-mahng body. 

Regarding implications, Staff believes that the Council should consider the following factors 
when reviewing these or any other options: 

Board / Commission Capacity - Three of the options involve some or all of the Planning 
Commission members. The level of historic pemit review activity by a quasi-judicial body is 



projected to be about 25 applications annually. This would add an additional meeting per month 
for the Planning Commission which ofien meets 2 - 3 times per month. Staff has had an initial 
discussion with the Planning Commission about these options. Planning Commission members 
did not develop any formal opinion about their interest and capacity to take on additional work 
but it was noted that the Planning Commissioners currently have several liaison responsibilities 
such as CCI, CIP, HCDC etc. 

Time line factors - It is important to make sure that the review process and decision making 
system is timely. While the City has up to 120 days to finalize a quasi-judicial decision, we have 
been able to get historic decisions completed much quicker and this is an important customer 
service feature. Maintaining an advisory board function, followed by a quasi-judicial hearing 
process with an appeal opportunity to the City Council would stretch the current time line 
considerably. 

Staff Resources - Staffing for HPAB is currently at a .40 FTE level. Should there be a quasi- 
judicial body, in addition to the HPAB, there will be additional staffing requirements. 

SHPO (CLG) Guidelines - As noted in the April 14,2006 memorandum, as a Certified Local 
Government (CLG) Corvallis has responsibilities to address state and federal requirements 
related to make-up of local Historic Boards. There is flexibility in doing so but a CLG must 
ensure that there is local expertise involved with the CLG historic preservation program. Staff is 
consulting with SHPO regarding this issue and will provide any additional information at 
Monday's meeting. 

Responsiveness / Community Perception - We want to offer applicants and the community a 
responsive and consistent permit review system with a clear path to a decision. Should there be 
multiple groups involved, e.g., historic preservation advisory board, quasi-judicial body and City 
Council (along with staff), the process could become less direct and there is increased potential 
for different positions on an application by different city entities. 

Requested Action 

Please review ths  information and staff will be prepared to respond to Council questions and 
direction at the May 22 meeting. 



Attachment A 
Options for Make-up of Quasi-judicial Historic Preservation 

Decision-making Body 

I. Nature of decisions: . 
A. Decisions regarding modifications to a Designated Historic Resource to be made 

based on criteria in Chapter 2.9 alone and other land use issues are evaluated 
separately by decision-makers as directed by the Code. 

B. Staff will provide standard staff reports addressing these historic criteria and 
making a recommendation (currently no recommendations and the staff report 
only lays out what is requested with little or no evaluation) 

C. Meetings would include City Attorney's Office support (minimal at present) 
D. Decisions are appealed directly to City Council 
E. Decisions to inventory, designate as a historic resource, and advocate for Historic 

Preservation (advocacy as a general effort) are fine 
F. Education outreach efforts and work on Historic Preservation Month activities are 

fine 
G. Advising applicants who will submit future HPP applications will need to be 

carefully managed. 

I t .  Identified options for Board make-up: 
A. Historic Board - newly appointed by the City Council, expanded to include Historic 

District and OSU representatives as described in April 24th memorandum 
B. Planning Commission 
C. Planning CommissionIHistoric Board Hybrid- 3 or more members of PC (who are 

not LDHB members) and the remainder newly-appointed f a -  Historic Preservation 
expertise 

D. LDHBlHistoric Board Hybrid - The 3 LDHB members of PC & the remainder 
newly-appeinted for Historic Preservaticn experkise 

I l l .  Pros and Cons of Board make-up: 

A Historic Board a s  recommended by HPAB, PC, and Staff 
1. Pros 

a. Greater knowledge of and focus on historic issues 
b. Evens out work load 
c. Work program would include general advocacy and creation of 

guidelines, which would be difficult to add to Planning Commission 
d.  Greater credibility with Historic Preservation advocates 
e. Generally maintains status quo related to staffing 
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f. Would meet CLG guidelines 
g. Clear path for applicants 

2. Cons 
a. May be perceived by the general public as having a possible bias for 

strict preservation requirements rather than having a broader community 
perspective 

b. The advisory role of the Historic Board will be limited (however local 
resourceslreferrals will be available from Staff) 

B. Planning Commission 
1. Pros 

a. Planning Commission is used to making land use decisions 
b. Provides the community-wide land use perspective 
c. Reduces the need to find additional volunteers 
d. Addresses possible bias for strict preservation requirements 

2. Cons 
a. Reduces Historic Preservation expertise in the historic preservation 

review process 
b. Adds significantly to Planning Commission's work load, as the 

Commissioners are already liaisons to many City committees and 
Commissions, and already serve on their own LDHB subcommittee 

c. Advocacy/education, etc., would need to be done by another Board 
requiring additional staff time to support 

d. Impacts Planning Commission's capacity to do long range planning 
projects 

C. PCIHP Hybrid (not containing LDHB members) 
. Pros 

a. Pravides cornbinatisn of Historic Preseriation and comrr;unitj/-wide laiid 
use expertise 

b. May enhance credibility with those interested in a broader community 
perspective in historic permit decisions 

c. Would not impact work load of full Planning Commission 

2. Cons 
a. May dilute the Historic Preservation perspectivelexpertise 
b. May reduce credibility with Historic Preservation advocates 
c. Significantly adds to work load of some Planning Commissioners 
d. May impact Planning Commission's capacity to do long range planning 

projects 
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D. PC/HP Hybrid (containing LDHB members) 
I. Pros 

a. Provides combination of Historic Preservation and community-wide land 
use expertise 

b. May enhance credibilitywith residents interested in a broader community 
perspective in historic permit decisions 

c. Reduces work load on full Planning Commission 

2. Cons 
a. May dilute the Historic Preservation perspective 
b. May reduce credibility with Historic Preservation advocates 
c. Adds greatly to work load of Planning Commissioners who are already 

LDHB members 
d. May impact Planning Commission's capacity to do long range planning 

projects. 
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././.' 
From : Fred iowne, Planning Division Manage@& 

To: Mayor and City Council 

Date: April 24, 2006 

Re: Potential Amendments to Municipal Code Section I .I 6.250 Regarding the 
Historic Preservation Advisory Board 

1. - Issue 

As the City Council considers the recommendation from the Planning Commission to adopt 
LDT05-00001, which would amend the City's Historic Preservation provisions, it must 
recognize the need for some changes to the Municipal Code to respond to such an 
amendment. The primary issue is the change of responsibilityfor the Historic Preservation 
Advisory Board (HPAB) from that of an advisory broad to a decision-making body. Other 
issues to address are ensuring the make-up of the body is consistent with state and federal 
requirements for Certified Local Governments (CLG), deciding if the body should be 
required to include members of established Historic Districts, deciding on the size of the 
body, and deciding whether the Mayor or the full Council appoint the members. 

II. - Backqround 

To date, the HPAB has been an advisory board for the Community Development Director 
on many decisions affecting Designated Historic Resources. In this role, applicants 
present proposals to the HPAB describing modifications proposed to be made. The HPAB 
makes a recommendation to the Community Development Director regarding these 
applications, often with recommended Conditions of Approval that are intended to maintain 
a resource's Historic Integrity. The final decision is made by the Community Development 
Director based on public comment, staff expertise, and the recommendation from the 
HPAB. In most cases, the Community Development Director's decision has reflected the 
HPAB's recommendation. Because of this situation, the HPAB has become a de-facto 
quasi-judicial decision-maker on the Historic Preservation Permits that come before it. 
With this type of decision, comes a need to meet strict State-mandated public meeting and 
decision-making process standards. The proposed amendments to the Land Development 
Code contained in the Planning Commission recommendation (LDT05-00001) recognize 
and formalize this decision-making authority. Should the City Council choose to adopt 
LDT05-00001 consistent with this part of the Planning Commission recommendation, 
amendments to Municipal Code Section 1.16.250 will be needed. Following that initial 
decision, the specifics of those amendments can be considered. 
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Ill. Discussion - 

Amending Municipal Code Section 1.16.250 focuses on five key areas. 

A. State and Federal Requirements for Certified Local Governments with - 
Respect to Representation on Historic Boards 

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) requirements state that 
the majority of the members on Historic Boards should be preservation 
professionals and/or persons working in historic preservation-related 
disciplines- based on the following category headings: 

1 Archaeology: (a) Prehistoric Archaeology - Graduate degree in 
Anthropology or prehistoric Archaeology, plus 2.5 years full- 
time professional experience; or (b) Historic Archaeology - 
Graduate degree in Anthropology or Historic Archaeology, plus 
2.5 years full-time professional experience; 

2. Architectural History: (a) Graduate degree in Architectural 
History or a closely related field, plus 2 years full-time 
professional experience; or (b) an undergraduate degree in 
Architectural History or a closely related field, plus 4 years full- 
time professional experience; 

3. Conservation: (a) Graduate degree in Conservation or a 
closely related field, plus 3 years full-time professional 
experience; or (b) an undergraduate degree in Conservation or 
a closely related field, plus 3 years full-time apprenticeship in 
the field; 

4. Cultural Anthropology: (a) Graduate degree in Anthropology 
with specialization in Applied Cultural Anthropology, plus 2 
years full-time professional experience; or (b) an 
undergraduate degree in anthropology with specialization in 
applied cultural anthropology, plus 4 years full-time 
professional experience; 

5. Curation: (a) Graduate degree in Museum Studies or a closely 
related field, plus 2 years full-time professional experience; or 
(b) an undergraduate degree in Museum Studies or a closely 
related field, plus 4 years full-time professional experience; 
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6. Engineering: (a) State Government-recognized license to 
practice Civil or Structural Engineering plus 2 years full-time 
professional experience; or (b) a Masters of Civil Engineering 
degree with course work in Historic Preservation or a closely 
related field, plus 2 years full-time professional experience; or 
(c) a Bachelor's of Civil Engineering degree with one year of 
graduate study in Historic Preservation or a closely related 
field, plus 2 years full-time professional experience; 

7.  Folklore: (a) Graduate degree in Folklore or a closely related 
field, plus 2 years full-time professional experience; or (b) an 
undergraduate degree in Folklore ora closely related field, plus 
4 years full-time professional experience; 

8. Historic Architecture: (a) State Government-recognized license 
to practice Architecture plus 2 years full-time professional 
experience; or (b) a Masters of Architecture degree with course 
work in Historic Preservation or a closely related field, plus 2 
years full-time professional experience; or (c) a Bachelor's of 
Architecture with one year of graduate study in Historic 
Preservation or a closely related field plus 2 years full-time 
professional experience; 

9. Historic Landscape Architecture: (a) a State Government- 
recognized license to practice Landscape Architecture plus 2 
years full-time professional experience; or (b) a Masters 
degree in Landscape Architecture with course work in Historic 
Preservation or a closely related field, plus 2 years full-time 
professional experience; or (c) a four or five year Bachelor's 
degree in Landscape Architecture plus 3 years full-time 
professional experience; 

10. Historic Preservation Planning: (a) State Government- 
recognized certification or license in Land Use Planning, plus 
2 years full-time professional experience; or (b) a graduate 
degree in Planning with course work in Historic Preservation or 
a closely related field, plus 2 years full-time professional 
experience; or (c) an undergraduate degree in Planning with 
course work in Historic Preservation or a closely related field, 
plus 4 years full-time professional experience; 
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11. Historic Preservation: (a) Graduate degree in Historic 
Preservation or a closely related field, plus 2 years full-time 
professional experience; or (b) an undergraduate degree in 
Historic Preservation or a closely related field, plus 4 years full- 
time professional experience; or 

12. History: (a) Graduate degree in History or a closely related 
field, plus 2 years full-time professional experience; or (b) an 
undergraduate degree in History or a closely related field, plus 
4 years full-time professional experience. 

These are also the Federal standards. The State CLG regulations require 
and the Federal regulations encourage appointment of individuals with these 
qualifications to the extent that they are available in the community. Both 
the State and Federal regulations state that if a reasonable effort has been 
made to obtain the services of such individuals, but they are not available, 
members of the general public may be appointed instead. The Board's 
make-up with regard to these categories is a change to Municipal Code 
Section I .16.250 that the City Council should consider whether LDTO5- 
00001 is approved or not. 

B. Specific Inclusion on the HPAB of Ownerslresidents from Recoqnized - 
Historic Districts 

During both the HPAB workshops and the Planning Commission public 
hearing regarding these Historic Preservation provisions, public testimony 
was offered recommending that the Historic Board resulting from this effort 
should include owners andlor residents of the recognized Historic Districts. 
In those meetings, staff pointed out that decisions regarding the Historic 
Board's make-up were not directly included in the Land Development Code 
itself. Instead, they would be taken up during any Municipal Cede 
amendments Council believes are needed to address the LDT05-00001 Text 
Amendment. This is also an issue that could be taken up whether LDT05- 
00001 is approved or not. 

C.  Chanqe in the Name of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board - 

Should the Council choose to approve the Planning Commission's 
recommendation that the HPAB become a quasi-judicial decision-making 
body, the term "Advisory Board" will no longer be appropriate. Any number 
of names might be chosen. Consistent with the quasi-judicial decision- 
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making character of the Planning Commission, "Historic Preservation 
Commission" may be appropriate. 

D. Chanqe in Number of Board Members - 

Council may wish to change the number of members on the Board. It is 
currently an 8-member Board, and decisions are made by a majority vote, or 
five members. Should Historic District residentslowners be designated as 
members, an increase to nine members (similar to the Planning 
Commission) may be appropriate. Since this majority of 5 must also be 
"qualified," yet the number in the majority does not increase for a body of 
either 8 or 9 members, those positions are no more difficult to fill. Again, this 
is a choice that could be made whether the Council approves LDT05-00001 
or not. 

E. Chanqe in Method of Appointment - 

Currently, the Municipal Code states that, "...unless otherwise provided by 
ordinance, all commission and board members shall be appointed by the 
Mayor, subject to the advice and consent of Council." The HPAB is currently 
appointed in this manner; however, the other primary quasi-judicial decision- 
making body, the Planning Commission, is appointed by the Council. With 
approval of LDT05-00001, the Council may wish to change the appointment 
method consistent with that of the Planning Commission. 

IV. Planninu Commission's Comments - 

At its April ? 9,2006, meeting, the Planning Commission discussed these issues, indicated 
a general agreement with the identified direction, and offered the following suggestions. 
First, the Commission was generally supportive of the inclusion of owners/residents from 
the Histnric Districts on the new decision-making body. It was thought that given the many 
Historic Resources on the OSU Campus, consideration also should be given to having 
someone associated with OSU appointed. However, the Commission was concerned that 
any such appointees should meet the CLG requirement that members have a 
demonstrated interest, competence, or knowledge in historic preservation, or as the State 
standards state, members shall have a demonstrated positive interest, competence, or 
knowledge in historic preservation. This level of expertise was seen as a good way to 
avoid any potential for bias. Another concern was the need to revisit this requirement if 
additional Historic Districts are formed. 
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The Planning Commission also believes that it is important for a person on the body to 
have knowledge of commercial, industrial, and institutional buildings and howthey operate. 
Most of the Historic Resources in the community are residential (with the exception of 
OSU), but this perspective is one that would be valuable in the review of permit requests 
for non-residential resources. 

The Planning Commission is aware that the decision-making body will no longer be able 
to fill the advisory role currently identified in its charter. The Commission is also aware of 
the Historic Preservation Guidelines that the HPAB has initiated work on and that these 
guidelines should be helpful to future applicants for Historic Preservation Permits. It was 
suggested, however, that a library of accepted materials, amenities, and methods, based 
on previous approvals, might also be of help. This is beyond the immediate scope of this 
project. 

IV. Proposed Update to Municipal Code Section I .16.250 - 

Should the Council choose to make the changes identified above, staff has drafted the 
following amendments to Section 1 .I 6.250- Historic Preservation Advisory Board: 

Section I .16.250 Historic Preservation -Commission 

1 A Historic Preservation -Commission is hereby created for the 
City. 

2)  This  commission shall consist of - eyht members as described in "a" 
throuah "e" below. All Commission members shall have a demonstrated positive 
interest, comsetence, or knowledae in historic sreservation. An individual a~sointed 
to the Board mav represent both "a" and us to one of the other cateaories in "b" 
throuah "d" below. However. an individual appointed to the Board may not be 

a member of the Plannina Commission shall serve as an ex officio member of the 
- - 

Commission with all the riahts and privileaes attendant thereto excest the riaht to 
vote. 

a) - At least five mMembers shall meet one or more of wkth-the fdhwmg 
-[ 

. .  . 
Standards listed in 1-12 below.- to the extent that these 
members are available in the coinmunitv. If a reasonable effort has been 
made to fill these five ~osi'rions, and members meetina the aualificaiions are 
unavailable, the positions mav be filled bv persons meetina the aualifications 
in "b" throuah "en below. F c  ah- 
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1. - - ArchaeoBsav: (a) Prehistoric Archaeoloav - Graduate dearee in 
Anthropoloqy or Prehistoric Archaeoloqv. plus 2.5 vears full-time 
~rofessional exwerience: or fb l  Historic Archaeoloqv - Graduate 
deqree in Anthropoloqv or Historic Archaeoloav. plus 2.5 vears full- 
time professional experience; 

2. - - Architectural Histow: (a) Graduate deqree in Architectural Historv 
or a closelv related field. plus 2 vears full-time professional 
ex~erience: or fb j  an underqraduate deqree in Architectural Histow 
or a closelv related field. plus 4 years full-time wrofessiotial 
experience; 

3. - - Conservation: (a) Graduate dearee in Conservation or a closelv 
related field, plus 3 vears full-time urofessional experience: or (b) an 
underaraduate decree in Conser\~ation or z closelv related field. plus 
3 vears full-time apprenticeshit, in the field; 

4. - - Cultural Anthropoloav: fa) Graduate dearee in Anthropoloqv with 
soecialization in Applied Cultural Anthro~olouv, plus 2 vears full-time 
~rofessional experience: or (b) an underqraduate dear-ee in 
anthropoloav with specialization in auolied cultural anthro~oloa\/. 
plus 4 vears full-time professional ex~erience; 

5.  - - Curation: (a) Graduate dearee in Museum Studies or a closelv 
related field. plus 2 \/ears full-time ~rofessional experience: or (b) an 
underaraduate dearee in Museum Studies or a closelv related field, 
olus 4 vears fuli-time ~rofessional experience: 

6. - - Enaineerina: (a1 State Government-recoanized license to practice 
Civil or Structural Enqineerina plus 2 vears full-time professional 
ex~erience; or (b) a Masters of Civil Enuineerinq deqree with course 
work in Historic Preservation or a closelv related field, plus 2 vears 
full-time ~rofessional exwerience: or (c) a Bachelor's of Civil 
Enaineerinu dearee with one year of araduate stud\/ in Historic 
Preservation or a closelv related field, plus 2 vears full-time 
~rofessional experience: 
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7. - - Folksore: fa) Graduate dearee in Folklore or a closelv related field. 
D/L!S 2 vears full-time ~rofessional exserience: or (b) an 
underaraduate dearee in Folklore or a closelv relatrd field. plus 4 
\;ears full-lime srofessiona! ex~erience: 

8. - - Historic Architecture: (a) State Government-recoanized license to 
~ractice Architecture olus 2 vears full-time professional exnerience: 
or (b) a Masters of Architecture dearee with course work in Historic 
Preservation or a closelv related field. plus 2 vears full-time 
urofessional exoerience: or (c) a Bachelor's of Architecture with one 
year of qraduate study in Historic Preservation or a closeiv related 
field ~ l u s  2 vears full-time urofessional experience: 

9. 
7 - Historic Landscape Architecture: (a) a State Government- 

recoqnized license to oractice Landscape Architecture nlus 2 vears 
full-time professional ex~erience; or (b) a Masters dearee in 
Landscape Architecture with course work in Historic Preservation or 
a closelv related field. plus 2 vears full-time professional ex~erience; 
or (c) a four or five vear Bachelor's dearee in Landscage 
Architecture plus 3 vears full-time professional exnerience; 

'lo. tdistoric Preservation PEannina: (a) State Government-reco~nized - 7 

certification or license in Land Use Planninq. nlus 2 vears full-time 
~rofessional experience; or (b) a araduate dearee in Plannina with 
course work in Historic Preservation or a closelv related field, plus 
2 vears full-time ~rofessional exoerience; or (c) an underaraduate 
dearee in Plannina with course work in Historic Preservation or a 
closelv related field, ~ l u s  4 vears full-time ~rofessional experience; 

I I Historic Preservation: (a) Graduate dearee in Historic Preservation - - 
or a closefv related field, olus 2 vears full-time professional 
exeerience; or (b) an underqraduate deqree in Historic Preservation 
or a closelv related field, plus 4 vears full-time nrofessional 
ex~erience; or 

12. Historv: (a) Graduate deqree in Histow or a closelv related field, - - 
plus 2 vears full-time ~rofessional exoerience; or (b) an 
underaraduate deqree in Historv or a closely related field. ~ l u s  4 
vears full-time arofessional experience. 

b) - - At least one member from each established Historic District. These Historic 
District representatives must be oroPertv owners and residents of the 
Historic District that thev represent: 
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At least one member that is a reui-esentative of Oreaon State Universiiv. If 
an Oreqon State Universitv Historic District is eventuallv established, this 
member I-aauii-ement v\~ill no lonaer be needed. as an OSU reuresentative 
wouid alreadv exist throuqh "b" above: and 

d 1 - - Additional members re~resentina the aeneral uublic, as needed, to fill the 
Commission's nine positions. 

3) The %eeid-Commission shall be a quasi-iudicial decision-maker for matters that 
include the followinq: 

a) - - District Chanqe decisions reqardinq the a~alication or removal of a Historic 
Preservation over la^ in cases where a public hearinq is required bv Land 
Development Code Chapter 2.2 - Development District Chanaes; 

HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit decisions; and 

A~peals of Director-level Historic Preservation Permit decisions. 

4). The Commission shall advise and assist Council, the Planning Commission, and the - - 
Community Development Director in atkmatters pertaining to historic and cultural 
resource preservation. Such matters shall include: 

sb) - Recommendations concerning amendments to sections of the Land 
Development Code pertaining to historic preservation. 

be) - Recommendations concerning the nominations of sites or structures for the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

d ; 

~ e >  - -Recommendations concernina additional inventories andlor 
surveys of Corvallis' historic sites and structures. 

d f )  I.' 

- - Coordination of public information or educational programs 
pertaining to historic and cultural resources. 

54) If a site or structure on the Cowallis Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts is - - 
to be demolished, insofar as practicable and as either public or private funds are 
available, the j C o m m i s s i o n  shall obtain a 
pictorial record of the site and structure with such additional data as it may obtain. 
In addition, insofar as practicable and to the extent that public or private funds are 
available, the ttkkii-iz ?rb-  commission shall obtain 
artifacts from the structure or site which it deems worthy of preservation, such as 
carvings, cast iron work, or other materials it deems of artistic or historical 

- 
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significance. Such pictorial records and artifacts shall be made available for display 
in public buildings and buildings open to the public including, but not limited to, st& 

. . ~ C o r v a l l i s  City Hall, the Benton County Historical Museum, the 
Corvallis Arts Center, and the Horner Museum. 

Uson expiration of a term or vacancv, a public announcement ofthe o~en inq  
will be announced in a newspaser of aeneral circulation in the Citv. The 
notice shall contain the aualifications for a~rsointment in subsection 21 and 
a list of the aualifications of existinu commissioners. After receivina 
awtslications Council mav conduct interviews. if more than one application 
is submitted. Council shall hold a ballot vote conducted bv the Citv Recorder. 
Anv Derson receivina a maioritv vote shall be ap~ointed to the Historic 
Preservation Commission. If no werson receives a maioritv vote. the two 
receivinq the most votes shall be voted upon aqain. The one then receivinq 
the maioritvvote shall be awointed to the Historic Preservation Commission. 

The Municipal Code changes identified above are for information only at this time. Once 
the Land Development Code provisions for Historic Preservation are agreed upon, these 
provisions can be refined further as needed. 

V. Request - 

Following an initial approval of the proposed amendments to the Corvallis Historic 
Preservation Provisions in LDT05-00001 (should approval occur), staff requests that the 
Council adopt the above-referenced changes (or portions thereof) to Section 1.16.250 
Hisforic Preservation Advisory Board of the Corvallis Municipal Code, as appropriate. 
Staff will draft ordinances accomplishing both tasks, which can then be adopted 
consecutively. 

Review and Concur: 

S. Nelson, City Manager 
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IV. Proposed Update to Municipal Code Section "116.250 - 

Should the Council choose to make the changes identified above, staff has drafted the 
following amendments to Section 1 .I 6.250- Historic Preservation Advisory Board: 

Section I .I 6.250 Historic Presewation Commission 

13 A Historic Preservation -4Commission is hereby created for the City. 

23 This  commission shall consist of - nineeight members as described in "3.a" through 
"3.e" below, in the context of fulfillinq as many of the following three Primary Goals as 
possible for ftall Commission members: 

& 
preservation; 

2 Prior experience in a quasi-iudicial decision-makinq capacity; and/or 

A communitv-wide perspective on balancinq multiple obiectives associated with land 
use applications. 

3. - - 
the other cateqories in "b" throuqh "d" below. However, an individual appointed to the 
Board may not be counted to satisfy representation for both "d" below and either "b" or "c." 
In addition, a member of the Planninq Commission shall serve as an ex officio member of 
the Commission with all the rights and privileqes attendant thereto except the riqht to vote. 

To the extent that they are available in the community and fulfill one or more of the 
Primary Goals outlined in "2" above, aftt least five mMembers 
one or more of *the btlmvmg -Federal Historic Preservation 

. .  . 
Professional Qualification Standards listed in 1-12 below,-- - 

/ I ]  L I 1 b  bVl mmmib- If a reasonable effort 
has been made to fill these five positions, .sr-" GM+M&WW 

1 .2' . 
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1. - - ArchaeoBoqy: (a) Prehistoric Archaeoloqv - Graduate deqree in 
Anthropologv or Prehistoric Archaeoloqv, plus 2.5 vears full-time 
professional experience; or (b) Historic Archaeoloqv - Graduate degree in 
Anthropoloqv or Historic Archaeoloqv, plus 2.5 vears full-time professional 
experience; 

2. - - Architectural History: (a) Graduate degree in Architectural History or a 
closelv related field, plus 2 vears full-time professional experience; or (b) an 
underqraduate deqree in Architectural History or a closelv related field, plus 
4 vears full-time professional experience; 

3. - - Consewation: (a) Graduate deqree in Conservation or a closelv related 
field, plus 3 vears full-time professional experience; or (b) an underqraduate 
deqree in Conservation or a closelv related field, plus 3 vears full-time 
apprenticeship in the field; 

4.- - Cultural Anthropoloqy: (a) Graduate deqree in Anthropoloqv with 
specialization in Applied Cultural Anthropoloqv, plus 2 years full-time 
professional experience; or (b) an underqraduate dearee in anthropoloqv 
with specialization in applied cultural anthropoloqv, plus 4 vears full-time 
professional experience; 

5. - - Curation: (a) Graduate degree in Museum Studies or a closelv related field, 
plus 2 vears full-time professional experience; or (b) an underqraduate 
deqree in Museum Studies or a closelv related field, plus 4 vears full-time 
professional experience; 

6. - - Ersnineerlnn: (a) State Government-recoanized license to practice Civil or 
Structural Enqineerinq plus 2 vears full-time professional experience; or (b) 
a Masters of Civil Enqineerinq deqree with course work in Historic 
Preservation or a closelv related field, plus 2 vears full-time professional 
experience; or (c) a Bachelor's of Civil Enaineerinq deqree with one vear of 
qraduate study in Historic Preservation or a closely related field, plus 2 
years full-time professional experience; 

7. - - Foiksore: (a) Graduate deqree in Folklore or a closelv related field, plus 2 
years full-time professional experience; or (b) an underqraduate deqree in 
Folklore or a closely related field, plus 4 vears full-time professional 
experience; 
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8. - - Historic Architecture: (a) State Government-recognized license to practice 
Architecture plus 2 vears full-time professional experience; or (b) a Masters 
of Architecture deqree with course work in Historic Preservation or a closely 
related field, plus 2 years full-time professional experience; or (c) a 
Bachelor's of Architecture with one year of graduate studv in Historic 
Preservation or a closely related field plus 2 Vears full-time professional 
experience; 

9. - - Historic Landscape Architecture: (a) a State Government-recoqnized 
license to practice Landscape Architecture plus 2 vears full-time 
professional experience; or (b) a Masters deqree in Landscape Architecture 
with course work in Historic Preservation or a closelv related field, plus 2 
years full-time professional experience; or (c) a four or five vear Bachelor's 
deqree in Landscape Architecture plus 3 years full-time professional 
experience; 

10. Historic Presewation Planrslnn: (a) State Government-recoqnized - - 
certification or license in Land Use Planning, plus 2 vears full-time 
professional experience; or (b) a qraduate deqree in Planninq with course 
work in Historic Preservation or a closelv related field, plus 2 vears full-time 
professional experience; or (c) an underqraduate degree in Planninq with 
course work in Historic Preservation or a closelv related field, plus 4 vears 
full-time professional experience; 

11. - Historic Presensatiion: (a) Graduate deqree in Historic Preservation or a 
closelv related field, plus 2 vears full-time professional experience; or (b) an 
underqraduate deqree in Historic Preservation or a closelv related field, plus 
4 vears full-time professional experience; or 

12. Histow: (a) Graduate deqree in Historv or a closelv related field, plus 2 - 
years full-time professional experience; or (b) an undersraduate deqree in 
Histow or a closely related field, plus 4 vears full-time professional 
experience. 

To the extent thaf they are available in the community and fullfill one or more of the 
Primary Goals outlined in "2" above, aftt least one member from each established 
Historic District. These Historic District representatives must be property owners 
and residents of the Historic District that they represent; 

d To the extent that they are available in the community and fi/llfill one or more of the 
Primary Goals outlined in "2" above, aPtt least one member that is a representative 
of Oreqon State Universitv. If an Oreqon State University Historic District is 
eventuallv established, this member requirement will no lonqer be needed, as an 
OSU representative would alreadv exist throuqh "b" above; and 
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dJ To the extent that thev fullfill one or more of the Primarv Goals outlined in "2" - 
above, affdditional members representins the qeneral public, as needed, to fill the 
Commission's nine positions. 

4 . q  The  commission shall be a quasi-iudicial decision-maker for matters that include the - - 
followins: 

District Chanqe decisions reqardinq the application or removal of a Historic 
Preservation Overlay in cases where a public hearing is required by Land 
Development Code Chapter 2.2 - Development District Chanqes; 

Q HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit decisions; and 

Appeals of Director-level Historic Preservation Permit decisions. 

5$). - The Commission shall advise and assist Council, the Planning Commission, and the 
Community Development Director in #matters pertaining to historic and cultural resource 
preservation. Such matters shall include: 

gb) - Recommendations concerning amendments to sections of the Land 
Development Code pertaining to historic preservation. 

be) - Recommendations concerning the nominations of sites or structures for the 
National Register of Historic Places. - * 

UI 

- -Recommendations concerninq additional inventories and/or 
surveys of Corvallis' historic sites and structures. 

. . 
df) - Coordination of public information or educational programs 

pertaining to historic and cultural resources. 

6.4) - If a site or structure on the Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts is to be 
demolished, insofar as practicable and as either public or private funds are available, the 
c commission shall obtain a pictorial record of the site 
and structure with such additional data as it may obtain. In addition, insofar as practicable 
and - to the extent that public or private funds are available, the 

 commission shall obtain artifacts from the structure or site which it deems 
worthy of preservation, such as carvings, cast iron work, or other materials it deems of 
artistic or historical significance. Such pictorial records and artifacts shall be made 
available for display in public buildings and buildings open to the public including, but not 

. . 
limited to, ~ C o r v a l l i s  City Hall, the Benton County Historical Museum, 
the Corvallis Arts Center, and the Horner Museum. 
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Upon expiration of a term or vacancy, a public announcement of the openinq will be 
announced in a newspaper of general circulation in the City. The notice shall contain the 
qualifications for appointment in subsections 2) and 3) and a list of the qualifications of 
existing Commissioners. After receiving applications Council may conduct interviews. If 
more than one application is submitted, Council shall hold a ballot vote conducted by the 
City Recorder. Any person receiving a maiority vote shall be appointed to the Historic 
Preservation Commission. If no person receives a maiority vote, the two receiving the most 
votes shall be voted upon aqain. The one then receiving the majority vote shall be 
appointed to the Historic Preservation Commission. 
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